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Abstract

Much recent research on multi-target tracking has fo-
cused on multi-hypothesis approaches leveraging random
finite sets. Of particular interest are labeled random fi-
nite set methods that maintain temporally coherent la-
bels for each object. While these methods enjoy im-
portant theoretical properties as closed-form solutions to
the multi-target Bayes filter, the maintenance of multi-
ple hypotheses under the standard measurement model is
highly computationally expensive, even when hypothesis
pruning approximations are applied. In this work, we fo-
cus on the Generalized Labeled Multi-Bernoulli (GLMB)
filter as an example of this class of methods. We inves-
tigate a variant of the filter that allows multiple detec-
tions per object from the same sensor, a critical capabil-
ity when deploying tracking in the context of distributed
networks of machine learning-based virtual sensors. We
show that this breaks the inter-detection dependencies
in the filter updates of the standard GLMB filter, al-
lowing updates with significantly improved parallel scal-
ability and enabling efficient deployment on GPU hard-
ware. We report the results of a preliminary analysis
of a GPU-accelerated implementation of our proposed
GLMB tracker, with a focus on run time scalability with
respect to the number of objects and the maximum num-
ber of retained hypotheses.

1 Introduction
Multi-object tracking (MOT) is a fundamental capabil-

ity in numerous domains, including autonomous driving,
robotics, and surveillance [7]. The objective is to es-
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timate the time-varying number of objects and the in-
dividual object states from sequences of sensor obser-
vations. This task has many challenges, including sen-
sor noise, detection uncertainty, and the critical problem
of data association (correctly linking measurements to
tracks over time) [14, 3].

Within the Bayesian filtering paradigm [29], the Ran-
dom Finite Set (RFS) framework provides a mathemat-
ically rigorous foundation for MOT by modeling the
multi-object state as a finite set-valued random variable
[32]. Among RFS-based methods, the standard Gener-
alized Labeled Multi-Bernoulli (GLMB) filter provides
an exact closed-form solution to the multi-target Bayes
recursion [34, 31]. A key advantage of the GLMB formu-
lation is its use of labeled RFSs, which naturally incorpo-
rates unique and persistent track identities (labels) into
the state, thereby yielding estimates of object trajecto-
ries directly without the heuristic post-processing needed
by earlier multi-hypothesis approaches [10, 20, 12].

However, the GLMB filter’s update step requires eval-
uating a posterior density that is a weighted sum over
multiple hypotheses, where each hypothesis corresponds
to a specific assignment of measurements to tracks. The
number of such hypotheses grows combinatorially with
the number of tracks and measurements, rendering an
exact implementation of the GLMB filter computation-
ally intractable for real-time applications. To address the
computational bottleneck, existing GLMB implementa-
tions approximate the posterior by retaining only the
most likely hypotheses. These are typically identified us-
ing iterative optimization or sampling algorithms [8, 30].
However, these methods remain inherently sequential,
making them a poor match for GPU acceleration [22].

An additional issue with the standard GLMB filter
arises when it is applied in a setting with multiple com-
puter vision-based virtual sensors [28, 27]. This sens-
ing approach combines a network of camera sensors with
2D object detectors [17]. The 2D object detections are
then projected into world space yielding 3D geospatial
detections [27]. However, computer vision-based models
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have the potential to issue multiple detections for the
same object with overlapping or offset bounding boxes
[17]. These multiple image-space detections then yield
multiple geospatial detections for the same object. The
potential for multiple detections per object violates the
point-target measurement model used in the standard
GLMB filter [32]. While frameworks such as Extended
Target Tracking (ETT-GLMB) can model multiple de-
tections per object [5], they typically do so by introduc-
ing models of object geometry that result in significantly
more complex trackers.

In this paper, we propose a modified GLMB filter that
can associate multiple point detections with each object
without introducing a model of object geometry. We
show that our approach breaks the inter-dependence be-
tween detections during the hypothesis generation step
of the filter. This allows a batch of detection-to-object
associations to be sampled in parallel. We build on this
new GLMB formulation to develop a GPU-accelerated
tracker, GPU-GLMB. We implement GPU-GLMB using
PyTorch, a widely used Python deep learning library
that provides acceleration for GPU-bound tensor com-
putations [24]. We begin by discussing related work in
Section 2. We then present the modified GLMB filter in
Section 3 and discuss the GPU-accelerated implementa-
tion. We present scaling experiments in Section 4.

2 Related Work

As mentioned above, the data association problem,
solved across a set of index dimensions (time, filter com-
ponents, objects, sensors, and/or all of the above), forms
the core of MOT. Standard trackers like the Joint Proba-
bilistic Data Association (JPDA) filter [1, 13, 23] and the
Multiple Hypothesis Tracker (MHT) [26, 11, 9] assume a
finite, (mostly) known number of true objects and repre-
sent uncertainty in the association between objects and a
collection of detections or measurements. In both MHT
and JPDA, association hypothesis enumeration presents
a combinatorial challenge necessitating the use of K-best
hypothesis approximation methods for larger-scale prob-
lems [11].

On the other hand, RFS trackers consider the num-
ber of true objects to be an unknown random variable.
The uncertainty represented by the RFS may or may not
further decompose into a one-to-one correspondence of
internal components to actual objects. This latter situ-
ation describes the early Soviet flow-based trackers [10]
and their RFS antecedent, the Probability Hypothesis
Density (PHD) filter [20, 12]. PHD-like filters consider
RFSs on the state space only and estimate the spatial
intensity of target occurrence. As a result, additional
techniques are required to extract per-target state esti-
mates from the intensity function. By contrast, labeled
RFS trackers model both the state space and a discrete
label space, associating distinct labels with each hypoth-

esized object. Labeled Multi-Bernoulli (LMB) filters [33]
directly associate labels with state-space components,
while Generalized LMB (GLMB) filters [32] represent a
set of multi-object label hypotheses. GLMBs can thus be
thought of as probabilistic MHT's with a more principled
method of hypothesis probability generation.

As noted in [34], these RFS frameworks require full
enumeration of all one-to-one mappings between detec-
tions and hypothesized objects. Speedups have been ob-
tained through K-best methods as noted above, clever
merging of non-persistent hypotheses [16], and parti-
tioned Gibbs sampling of hypothesis sets [31, 6]. Addi-
tionally, GPU-accelerated versions of some tracking algo-
rithm components such as K-best matching [18, 19] are
available, though these would still require careful tuning.

We also note that in the multi-sensor setting, the stan-
dard GLMB model [33, 30] assumes that (1) each ob-
ject generates at most one detection per sensor, and (2)
each measurement originates from at most one object.
While extended Target Tracking (ETT) generalizations
of GLMB models [5] are capable of accommodating mul-
tiple detections per object, they typically do so by intro-
ducing models of object geometry and considering the
joint assignment of measurement subsets. This again re-
quires the use of K-best methods [5] or Gibbs sampling
approximations [31] that are not amenable to accelera-
tion via parallel computing. Our approach addresses the
both the GLMB filter’s problem with multiple detections
per object/sensor and its lack of of parallel scalability.

3 Approach

RFS methods for MOT represent the multi-object state
at each time k as a random finite set describing the
kinematic states of a collection of Nj objects X =
{z1k,..»xn, k}. The kinematic states x;j are them-
selves random vectors. We note that the dimensionality
of the kinematic state depends on the specification of an
object dynamics model. We focus on vehicle tracking
using a non-linear, five-dimensional constant turn angle
and velocity dynamics model [25].

To maintain track identity over time, the GLMB filter
[33] uses labeled RFSs to model the multi-object state.
Each object state is augmented with a unique and per-
sistent label [ € IL, where L is a discrete label space. A
labeled state is a pair x = («, 1), where z is the kinematic
state and [ is the label. We let Xj = {X1 4y ..., XN k)
represent a labeled multi-object state at time k. Impor-
tantly, the labels in the labeled multi-object state must
all be unique for the state to be well defined, but this
property is trivial to enforce by construction [33].

In RFS methods, the set of detections or measure-
ments at time k is also modeled as an RFS and is de-
noted by Zy, = {21, .-, 201, & } Where 2; ;, denotes the "
measurement at time k£ and the number of measurements
at time k is M.



The problem of interest in multi-object tracking is
to infer the posterior distribution over the multi-object
state X at time k given the multi-object measurement
history Zi., up to time k: 7 (Xg|Z1.x). To accomplish
this, the posterior from time k — 1, 7mp_1(Xg—1|Z1.6-1),
is predicted forward to time k via the Chapman-
Kolmogorov equation yielding the predicted density
7rk|k,1(Xk|Z1:k_1) [33]. Given the new measurement set
Zy. at time k, the predicted density is updated using
Bayes’ rule. Let gx(.|.) be the multi-object likelihood
function, which models the measurement process, includ-
ing detections, clutter, and sensor noise. The full poste-
rior update is given by Equation 1. However, computing
this integral exactly is not feasible in general, particu-
larly for non-linear dynamics.

k(2] X)) -1 (Xk)
(Rl ) = fgk(Zk‘X)ﬂ'k\kfl(X)dx

(1)

At each iteration, our filter begins with an approxima-
tion to the full multi-object posterior 71 (Xp—1|21:6-1)
from the previous time step, which is a GLMB density
as formulated in [33]. To accommodate non-linear dy-
namics, we use a weighted particle representation of the
probability distribution over each labeled state [15] [2].
Specifically, state x;; is approximated by a set of P
weighted particles, {(w?,,x? )}, where x¥, and w? are
the labeled kinematic state and corresponaing Weiéht of
the pt* particle .

Our prediction step models target dynamics using a
standard birth and survival framework [33], [5]. New
potential targets are introduced via a Labeled Multi-
Bernoulli (LMB) birth process, where a set of particles is
sampled from the birth probability distribution for each
new track. Simultaneously, particles representing tar-
gets that have survived from step k& — 1 are propagated
forward using the constant turn rate and velocity kine-
matics model [25]. This process can be performed as a
batch operation over all particles and surviving tracks.
The complete predicted density is formed by the super-
position of these surviving predicted and newborn tracks
distributions. Let the total number of tracks at this point
be T and their multi-object state be denoted as X',:.

We next turn to the problem of computing a set of
track-to-measurement association hypotheses. We begin
by constructing an My, x (T + 1) compatibility matrix,
C}, from the set of all M} measurements and T}, predicted
tracks:

Ck[i7j] _ {gijk 'L(zi,k‘xj,k) fOI"]:z 1,...,Tk

K for j =0 (clutter)

(2)

The constant k represents the clutter probability while
Pp represents the detection probability.  L(z;x|x; k)
represents the likelihood of measurement 7 under the
probability distribution defined by the state x; ; of pre-

dicted object j. The terms g;;; represent binary indi-
cators for the output of a standard gating filter g;;; =
L(z k%) > v that helps to reduce the complexity of
the association step by completely zeroing out unlikely
associations [4]. For j > 0, the values Cy[i,j] repre-
sents the probability that measurement ¢ is not clutter,
that hypothesized object j was detected, and that mea-
surement 7 was generated by hypothesized object j. For
j = 0, Ckli, j] represents the probability that measure-
ment ¢ is clutter. Importantly, we note that the entire
construction of the joint compatibility matrix can be per-
formed in parallel.

Once the compatibility matrix is constructed, we use
it to update the measurement-to-object association hy-
potheses. We let 0 denote the association map be-
tween track labels at time k& and measurement indices
at time k similar to the formulation in [33]. We then let
& = (01,...,0) represent the history of associations up
to time k. Let the pair (X, &) denote the hypothesis
that the set of tracks X has the history of association
maps specified by &,. We let w(X#:£x) represent the prob-
ability of hypothesis (X, & )-

For each of the H,y hypotheses from the previous
timestep k — 1, a new set of H,,;, hypotheses is generated
for the current time step. This process begins by deter-
mining the survival or death of each track x;j within
a given hypothesis. We compute a posterior probabil-
ity of track death for each track dprop(x; 1), balancing
its prior survival probability against the likelihood of it
being detected, similar to the approach in [30].

For each existing hypothesis, new successor hypothe-
ses are generated through a two stage sampling pro-
cess. First, we perform a Bernoulli sampling step us-
ing dprob(x;,x) to determine which tracks survive. The
columns in the compatibility matrix Cj corresponding
to tracks that were terminated are zeroed out yielding a
modified matrix Cj,. Then, for each measurement 4, an
association is sampled from a categorical distribution de-
fined by normalizing the corresponding row in the mod-
ified matrix CY,, assigning it either to a surviving track
j or to clutter. We run this two stage sampling process
multiple times per old hypothesis yielding a large set of
new assignment hypotheses from which only the unique
hypotheses are retained.

Importantly, while the absence of constraints on the
number of detections generated per track (or per track-
sensor pair) in our approach means that the space of all
possible assignments is exponentially large (its precise
size is (Ty + 1)M*), the measurement-to-track associa-
tions are only coupled through cardinality priors on the
number of measurements per object. We can ignore the
cardinality priors, sample the associations from a com-
pletely independent proposal distribution , and then ap-
ply importance weights. The complete hypothesis gen-
eration procedure and weighting step can then be paral-
lelized across the batch of prior hypotheses.



Figure 1: Visualization of testbed ground truth track.

This is in contrast to the standard approach in [33] and
[30] where the assumption that each track generates at
most one measurement results in a smaller space of asso-
ciations than our approach. However, the space of asso-
ciations in the standard approach is still combinatorially
large and requires the application of sequential sampling
methods such as the Gibbs sampler due to hard limits
on the number of measurements per track. As noted
previously, such sequential sampling algorithms are not
amenable to parallel computation.

Finally, we perform a batched particle update for all
unique (track, measurement) association pairs generated
across the new set of hypotheses. The particle weights
are updated according to the measurement likelihood,
and a resampling step is performed if necessary to pre-
vent particle degeneracy. The weight of each new hy-
pothesis is calculated by multiplying its parent’s weight
with the joint likelihood of the sampled survival/death
events and data associations. Finally, to prevent expo-
nential growth, the hypothesis set is pruned. First, hy-
potheses with weights below a predefined threshold 7 are
discarded. Finally, the H,,q, most likely hypotheses are
retained and the remainder are discarded.

As noted throughout this description, all steps in the
algorithm implementing the update step for the pro-
posed tracker can be computed in parallel over hypothe-
ses, measurements and tracks. This makes the algorithm
highly amenable to acceleration using GPU computing.
To flexibly take advantage of GPU computing resources
while also allowing the implementation to run on a stan-
dard CPU, we implement the tracker in Python using
the PyTorch library [24]. In the next section, we present
an initial evaluation of the approach.

4 Experiments and Results

4.1 Experimental Protocols

The computational scalability of multi-hypothesis track-
ers depends on a number of parameters of the tracker as
well as properties of the tracking problem. Key parame-
ters of the GLMB tracker itself include the maximum
number of hypotheses H,,q., the number of new hy-
potheses sampled during updating H,,, and the hypoth-
esis pruning probability threshold 7. For the tracking
problem, the key scaling parameters are the true num-
ber of objects N, the expected number of detections per
object D, and the clutter spatial density .

To aid in assessing the scalability of GPU-GLMB,
we create a benchmark of tracking problems where we
can control these key parameters. We begin with a
ground truth single-object track collected using a high
precision GPS system. This track was collected us-
ing the IoBT-MAX deployment at the DEVCOM Army
Research Laboratory’s Robotics Research Collaboration
Campus (R2C2) [21]. We show a visualization of the
track in Figure 1. Let x* = [z{, ..., z}%] be the ground
truth position observations for this object. We first make
N copies of the ground truth track where each copy
n is offset in time relative to the base object. Specifi-
cally, we let x; = [z}, ..., 7}, ] Where 2}, , = x}, with
k' = mod(nd, K). This has the effect of creating a simu-
lated convoy of objects that all follow the same trajectory
but where each copy is offset in time from the previous
copy by ¢ time steps.

Next, to create the detections at time k for each copy
n, we independently sample D mean vectors pi,qr ~
N (), 1o o2I). For simplicity, we use the same detection
covariance matrix R,q; = 021 for all copies, time points
and detections. Here o2 controls both the noise in the
detection means and the detection uncertainty. While
we leave the detections in sorted order, we note that the
tracker is invariant to the order of the detections within a
single update. Each timestep corresponds to 0.1 seconds.
The length of the testbed scenario is 54.8s.

To assess the scalability of the tracker, we focus on
the number of objects N and the maximum number of
hypotheses H,,q,. We perform experiments using N €
{1,2,5,10,20} and Hpax € {5,10,25,50,100}. We fix
D=5 A=0,0=025and d =2, H,, = 100, and
7 = 107°. We re-run each configuration of the tracker
on each tracking problem configuration 10 times. We
report results in terms of the mean and standard error
over the 10 experiment repetitions.

Lastly, we provide results for several compute plat-
forms, as described in Table I. We control the device on
which GPU-GLMB computations are performed by set-
ting PyTorch’s “device” attribute to “cpu” for CPU-only
computation or “cuda”’ for GPU-accelerated computa-
tion. In total across all platforms and experiment con-
figurations, 1000 runs of GPU-GLMB were performed.
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Figure 2: These plots show metrics for the case of 20 objects, a maximum of 100 hypotheses, and the L40S GPU.
(a) shows the true cardinality (e.g. the true number of objects in the environment) at each time point. (b) shows
the cardinality error of the tracker. (c) shows the number of hypotheses at each time point. (d) shows the update
run time at each time point. For (a)-(c) the results are the mean of 10 runs and the shaded region is the standard

error of the mean.
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Figure 4: These plots show the average cardinality and
tacking errors as a function of the number of objects

and maximum number of hypotheses computed using the
L40S GPU.

Table 1: Hardware configurations for scaling experi-
ments.
| Processor | Type | FP32 TFLOPS | VRAM (GB) |
Intel 6526 Server CPU 0.2 -
Nvidia Orin NX Edge GPU 1.9 16.0
Nvidia 2080Ti | Desktop GPU 13.4 11.0
Nvidia L40S Server GPU 91.6 40.0

4.2 Results

In Figure 2 we show example output from GPU-GLMB
for the most computationally intensive case considered
(N = 20 objects and H,,q, = 100). We visualize the true
cardinality of the objects in the environment, the abso-
lute cardinality error, the number of hypotheses, and the
GPU-GLMB tracker update run time per time step. All
plots show the mean over 10 runs as a solid line and the
standard error of the mean as a filled region. We can see
that except for the initial time points, the cardinality
error is close to zero. We can also see that the number
of active hypotheses stays under the maximum threshold
of 100. Finally, we can see that in this configuration, the
GPU-GLMB tracker has an average update time that is
under the threshold of 0.1 seconds per update needed to
maintain real-time performance almost always.

We provide an overview of tracker accuracy in Figure
4. These results were computed using the 1.40S GPU
(since all compute platforms are running the same im-
plementation, the tracking performance results are es-
sentially identical on all platforms). In Figure 4(a), we
show the average relative absolute cardinality error. To
compute this metric, we take the absolute difference be-
tween the true number of objects and estimated number



of objects and normalize by the true number of objects
at each time point in each run of the tracker. We then
average those values across time points for each run. Fi-
nally, we compute the mean and standard error of the
mean across runs for each number of objects and each
value of H,,,.. We can see that the relative cardinality
error is less than 2% for up to 10 objects. It increases
to 10% when using 20 objects and an insufficiently large
value of H,,,., but returns to a low value when using
100 hypotheses.

Next, Figure 4(b) shows the average tracking error
per object in meters. To compute this metric, we apply
the Hungarian algorithm at each timestep of each run to
compute the minimum distance matching between the
set of predicted object locations output by the tracker to
the set of ground truth object locations. We then com-
pute the average distance between true and predicted
object locations for the optimal matching. We repeat
this process for all time points and then compute the
time average of the tracking error per run. We visualize
the mean and standard error of the mean across runs for
this metric for each number of objects and each value of
H,0:. We can see that the average tracking error for
matched objects is less than 0.15m for all configurations
of the tracker relative to a tracking area of 80 x 80 meters
(see Figure 2).

We next turn to a discussion of the computational scal-
ability of the GPU-GLMB across different configurations
of the tracking problem, the tracker, and the compute
hardware used. The metric that we assess is the aver-
age time per GPU-GLMB tracker update in seconds. We
compute the average update time per run and report the
mean and standard error of the mean over runs for each
number of objects and each value of H,,,,. The results
are shown in Figure 3. Note that the graphs use a log y-
axis to more clearly show trends in the results given the
high spread in run time values. The first major trend
that we can see is that the server GPUs significantly
outperform the server CPU in scenarios with 5 or more
objects. Indeed, the average update time for the server
CPU exceeds the real time limit of 0.1 seconds for all
values of H,,,, when using 5 or more objects. Next, we
can see that between the the server and desktop GPUs,
the more powerful L40s GPU exhibits very little scaling
in update run time with respect to the value of H,,qs.
By contrast, we can see that the less powerful 2080Ti
begins to see slower update times beyond H,,., = 50.
Finally, the edge GPU is only able to achieve real time
update performance for a smaller number of objects and
H,0x = 5 where Figure 4(a) shows increased cardinal-
ity errors. Interestingly, while the edge GPU has slower
update times than the server CPU for smaller numbers
of objects, its run time becomes competitive with the
server CPU for larger numbers of objects.

5 Conclusions and Future Work

In this paper, we have presented a modification of the
standard GLMB filter that can accommodate multiple
detections per target without introducing explicit mod-
els of object geometry. We have shown that this change
to the standard GLMB model can be leveraged to to de-
velop a fully vectorized implementation of a multi-sensor,
multi-target tracker in Python using the PyTorch library.

Our scalability results indicate that GPU-GLMB im-
plementation can successfully leverage the parallel com-
puting capability of server GPUs such as the Nvidia L40S
to maintain faster than real time performance across all
experiment settings studied. These results indicate the
potential for GPU-GLMB to be incorporated into a het-
erogeneous, bandwidth limited compute infrastructure
where lower power edge nodes are used for sensing, com-
puting and transmitting detections to a server-class GPU
fusion center running GPU-GLMB. In future work, We
plan to continue to optimize the GPU-GLMB implemen-
tation and to investigate scaling to larger settings using
more complex multi-object and multi-sensor data.
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