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ABSTRACT

In this paper, we propose the motion estimation algorithm that is robust to motion discontinuity and noise, by embedding the
least median square (LLMedS) in the robust statistics into the maximum a posteriori (MAP) estimator. Motion estimation as a com-
puter vision problem has a lot of drawbacks such as the smoothness constraint, the sensitivity against noise, and so on, thus estima-
tion of the exact motion field is difficult in all cases. In this paper, to cope with these problems, we apply a median operator to the
conventional MAP motion estimator. Also we apply the proposed robust MAP motion estimator to multiple image sequences.
Computer simulation with various synthetic and real image sequences shows that the proposed algorithm yields better perfor-
mance than the conventional ones.
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o A oM 12 dael frames YeERW,
n NG 9% A dudA] FAY ANE et FF A
G sig e -0 GAel s AN FY &
A9l N o gatel M AN AFo R Y ¥
29 A B VREY ol A% ol §atal olu) Fo @&
dalaeler - Aele
ot el) arg mn 2
(TR e
; (34)
= u)/r i /\',( 7”\-, " /\")“)
e N
2 FAAY. 2F1 279 Q&GN FUY F G

ol =027 et RMAP Wiel 7128 oz
Aol Asgygodel £49Y FH sel JPEY
o QAT robustd EHE 2A B

:
[
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V. NHZD P 24

B =8dA A¢e robust MAP 39 339 A
& Bk dstd A4S AA93E AHeEd
37k A1Ee B vim dgaas. g8 39
Foll wet TAHE A4S JIAT 71F v A
kg Mhid st 4714 o4 A E A3 A%E
vimstgon, Fge A AeHrte g oA
49 339 e AxRe L, L,YaYxn ¥
Zxo Aot EFUAME AR, 7129 ez
E M F% ulgdE ¥ Black® Anandan¢d #
W, % TLSel 21§ Weberet Malikel #4"" a2z
Hough W&ol 6}8-& & Bober$® Kittlerel wye
S AgsAn.

(a) 494 1 (494

(d) #4942 4 (Tree 94

(b) 484 2 (1% 94)

(e) HA94 1 (SRI Tree 94)

a¥ 2& AdYe) AHEE |49l 2 2a)E
BHHEY 124 FAY FA9 ez FAE 256X
256 9g4eltt. 8 €& zoom HoiE r& TS
3y

u(x, ¥) = rsin (7r 180

x—lOO)

(35)
ix, v)= rsin(zr 180

of Mzt FAHUL, AL ¥ HYPolF Y mt
B (dx, dy. d)=(r, r, 0)c} w2} FAHUG. A7)
A dx%t dye @7 x%3 y&or AH 2EE i
Foln, de EX F4d disld HAY o},
a8 2(bye $49%4 284 F A9 Adges 34

(f) AAg 2 (Taxi 94D

Oy 2. 4y AHSY eI Ay

Fig. 2. Synthetic and real image sequences used in experiments.
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¥ 256x256 A28 Fieoln 1¥ 2(c)e FAHYE 3
o2zM 316%2529 Yosemite ¥4olx, 218 2(d)=
G4 424 150x1509 Tree 4ol ¥
2(e)e AAYE 124 256x2339 SRI Treeolw,
I8 20 v 4AYE 234 256x1909 Taxi 94l
o HA 94 A5 Y FEEIAe FEEQ ¥4
Agel date] FFAAE B ¢ Ak dF AL
g AR e BF guER FYYAFE Aol

2 =FJdMe Black® Anandang ™9 d44
7t#A mebeE] Ae 10, simultaneous over relax-
ation (SOR) 2xglE9 o= 1.82 31, outlierd
#adts NEQ 0y, 0,0 HAGPE B5 12 9t 1
Yo HrEEes 20008 84t Weberst Malik9
Hhy e 104e) d&gRE o1& o FolA W

Aot oA Atole] FdolA FAY FAHE gt 19
3 scale®] 4= 5. 7} scale? bande 622
A 30709l BeE AR, FEel 27] scaled
0.58 scale td& 1.141, 281 scale A7e
arithmetic progression® At8-8tgc}t. a8ln e 9
g2 wEe 1.58 sz, AAY Are 98 3
v}, Bober®t Kittlerel ¢aE™e 47] dtejuie =
48 Algadn 943€ 156x15 99eg st el
e E #A8AT 2dm & 34 992 gHasted 2
7] B2 EHE 7§ & gradient¥gol 23] sebrE
& sttt sepiele 4¥S Fato AFsen,
oleidh sttdlejo] met AdFol A HakAle @t
Weber 9} Malikel W€ Agdne 25 249 9%
GelA A& s el Weber 9 Malik

B 1 rdslel g 29 34 vla (98 D
Table 1. Comparison of motion estimation results with varying r(synthetic image 1).

, e 3
F4719
Ly norm Lo norm | Angle avg. e.| Angles. d.
Black® Anandan 0.146 0.371 5.718 12.562
Weber % Malik 0.172 0.391 6.499 13.603
Bober$} Kittler 0.218 0.574 4.693 11,605
A< 0.068 0.146 2.813 4.185
Black® Anandan 0.298 0.762 7.866 16.598
Weber 2 Malik 0.359 0.795 8.820 18.903
Bober & Kittler 0.227 0.626 4.780 12.096
A< 0.105 0.283 2.656 5.303
Black® Anandan 0.472 1.223 9.191 19.249
Weber 2 Malik 0.687 1.417 14.520 26.545
Bober ¢ Kittler 0.308 0.788 5.764 13.289
A% 0.170 0.463 3.291 7.182
Black# Anandan 0.681 1.841 10.239 21.364
Weberst Malik 1.063 2.093 19.161 31.177
Bober$} Kittler 0.297 0.842 5.794 13.757
A ¢ 0.218 0.586 3.674 7.902
Black® Anandan 0.932 2.570 11.261 23.196
Weber & Malik 1.389 2.689 22.691 33.924
Bober ¢t Kittler 0.386 1.023 7.338 16.421
A<k 0.283 0.755 3.894 8.401
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ol Wjle] A AAFEAME AYE FHHA R
B2 oAe Adstn Hrisigen, P §F A 3
ol e e HYRLE Foal 4A I3 ¥
23U,

1. g 4ol oid B3 FYH

E 1€ 949 10 AT r3te] B e 79
R Ag g FAY FPeAolg. o g4
A5 989 8953 249 4S50 AN AR ¥
Y Fol o3 E 3o, AL o] & B}
el W] AAAUYE ¢ F Uk 29 3& ro] 3¢
A% 71&9 iy ALY i A48 ¥ FHe

(a) Black® Anandan® 9

(b) Weberst Maliks} 8%

(c) Bober# Kittler9] 4

(d) A=t iy

2% 3. ¥AGY 1o iy #4Y 3 Hm(r=3)

Fig. 3. Comparison of motion estimation errors for the synthetic image 1 (r=3).
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A& 4112 EEHs $249 AHE 19 el
239 FP oA 44§33 23§99 Ay
A2 ZAYT AL P 71Es) PPl Hael &
Mo $A4E fAstel, $HY AANN A2 By
o Wated e oAE dehin, $HYol YT A
AME A5HA FHYel 2Rl Ae extE Ve
o ek,

g494 28 FAR 5 Y Ad¥ez FAHo
AR, olE) AHLER NALFo W} A% 4ol
FYHUE. 5 Aol AAYF Aol AGYe 39
of g otk AAYe $3Y sevibel osel &7
Ao o] 4L BEPel BT A R
gA%ol 33 §HYo] A0 FASe]/] W 49
230] olele G4l S},

E 2% ¥ A9 seivieel wet g2y wgoz A
4 gAYl U 289 FHeANE B} 1Y 4
A4 LK AR PHE 712 ol sk &7
g BALOIN $AS0] HAstn, $HY YHE HE

dA g FHYol FHH et e AL B F
Aok &AY BE&ANA &FY FFHA robust MAP
WS AHEE] fi2e &3¢9 BdEE fA%R o
FEAM 2 FH A 71EL] Wy vlste A
€ct. Black? Anandan® #ie M F4d uwgg
F "9hYolelA leverage pointel 23l 2H Y FF
22E TN 9= e breakdown point® T}
B ol M3t Folg7] WEe & 23 JEeh)
Atk Weberst Malike] e A4 #& 942 A
£387] dEe] Aol A£A BEM FL AYE
b, 284 & windowE AMgdlaol 3l B4 W&
d FAHY E9%eA &Ade] HEHs & 248
HAAIZG. £ Bobers}t Kittler®l #Wd2 robust
Hough H&& 0|83 35 FHol AT &3 FHo
28 4 S0t o] 439 A &HU wrlgkel g
717} #Foin Ao g&Yol7] W&l Boberst
Kittlere 2o A3ste] L3 Y7 4% a7 %
S5 8 4+ o 23am M FEYdd 2AE whgolol

2 2 Sl BE 249 +4A vla (RN 2)

Table 2. Comparison of motion estimation results with varying diagonal motions (synthetic image 2).

] [ a3
(dx. dy, d9) FA71Y
L; norm 1y norm  |Angle avg. e.| Angle s. d.
Black®} Anandan 0.096 0.326 3.660 10.040
110 Weber 2 Malik 0.096 0.331 3.841 12.727
Bober 9 Kittler 0.012 0.114 0.401 4.146
A g 0.033 0.094 1.781 4.099
Black3® Anandan 0.207 0.611 5.630 13.742
220 Weber & Malik 0.218 0.700 5.195 17.799
o Bober$} Kittler 0.036 0.306 0.954 7.842
A o 0.054 0.222 2.464 6.222
Black® Anandan 0.364 1.080 7.115 16.313
(3.3.0 Weber 2 Malik 0.335 1.059 6.745 20.241
Bober 2 Kittler 0.061 0.431 1.096 8.271
A gt 0.076 0.370 2.933 8.055
Black® Anandan 0.570 1.693 8.326 18.269
Weber ¢ Malik 0.637 1.792 10.313 25.431
“44.0 Bober$} Kittler 0.158 0.901 2.427 13.158
A < 0.108 0.561 3.439 9.501
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(a) Black® Anandan2| ¥+

PR

v
\

foon
o
'

1

L ! .
A R RS R SR

(c) Bober$ Kittlers] "4

N 3
LR R NS RSN

(@) My d

O3 4 BAEG% 20 g €39 #B LA ((dx, dy, dO=(1, 3, 0))
Fig. 4. Comparison of motion estimation errors for the synthetic image 2((dx, dy. d)=(1, 3. 0)).

A Ly LANTelA e oAtE B 4 glrh uhd A
AP W& LMedSel g F wRleloiM &
breakdown point& 7IX™ leverage pointell %8
& A govn IR PFTAVAY dFd Y BEH
A gz glo]l WA @t zelm HEs A
B Ze A%3 g RMAP 7|48 A4ezsN &

HYgol A4l FEAA ARAQ &Y A% E
Bpdic}. @A HXol FAYel UAF ALAY R
o 227 A fEe ¢ + U

E 3& 7180 A4 Y A7 £3Y FHL
aojt}. o] Sy AT WPe] Boberst Kittler
o Wys vy o A2 Wid wat Aolg Ko
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E 3 9¥old Y nE 349 33 8lu (Y494 2)

Table 3. Comparison of motion estimation results with varying translational motions (synthetic image

(dx. dy, &) 24714 * A

L; norm L, norm | Angle avg. e. | Angles. d.

Black® Anandan 0.152 0.478 4.722 12.288

120 Weber st Malik 0.164 0.554 5.033 16.203

Bober ¢} Kittler 0.022 0.206 0.648 6.176

A g 0.052 0.168 2.591 6.008

Black? Anandan 0.225 0.741 5.479 13.900

Weber ¢ Malik 0.239 0.794 5.760 18.320

1.3.0 Bober %} Kittler 0.041 0.303 0.890 7.174

A g 0.079 0.267 3.565 8.446

Black® Anandan 0.319 1.089 6.132 15.251

140 Weber 3 Malik 0.328 1.047 6.652 20.234

Bober$} Kittler 0.060 0.445 1.175 8.797

A o 0.109 0.374 4.553 10.308

Black®} Anandan 0.432 1.455 6.794 16.447

150 Weber ¢ Malik 0.509 1.514 8.568 23.405

Bober$} Kittler 0.081 0.548 1.286 9.177

A ¢ 0.121 0.472 4.460 10.900

Black® Anandan 0.555 1.834 7.395 17.506

Weber s} Malik 0.749 2.069 11.120 26.591

(1.6.0 Bober %} Kittler 0.105 0.725 1.472 10.228

A g 0.150 0.591 5.157 12.003

2 3ith o2 Boberst Kittlere] wel M 33
of uletE F dhglel 3z AU Wi RMAPZIY S 4
£37) gEgoz ALY e 27t Boberst
Kittlerel ¥y vlatd L, norm¥ 4= HFezt
(Angle a. e.)& I 3A & W2 L, norm* &
= EF8z (Angle s. d)& FA Jehdxn dd &
9] #Ao| aperture problemol?) @& WA &
Y FHAFA v FA GL FHE FE E T
itk &3 wE o] kel W7Igte 7187 Wikl ¥
T#T YA skA @7 g Eoict,

E 4& 3Ad did 2HY FAZFAITG. A7 H
£ oldlZE Alztge] 402 AT e goltt o
71ME §89 EQ&0 An, AL JALFL AL X
E¢tolld RMEFoz veEd £ 7] gRe 7E9

1004

Wi watd 2 HAAE eI E € F A% 2¥
59 38 AU Y et Hxol AU wye)
AN e Y §d%0] F HEH Sl AARS
oA 71&9] Wy ulsle] 2L QitE EAFH, A
Horw £AY FHo] Yt 71E9 del st
Fe a8 & & sl

A9 38 HAAAHA $EIY Yosemite F2el
th o] F4& Fhite] zoom in¥ FE FHEFAY
o2 AY HesL 24P o] 4L zooms Fol
2w, A FEAtele Y B EAIG.
Black# Anandan¢ %%, Bober$} Kittlerd] "
a3 At g 15UA L 16WA 9% Aol &
Y& Y. aja A 3 49 dHM=
Weber 9 Malike] Hhflel A5 ZAFE] FAUE
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H 4 A Y bE AU FAH vm (JAHAIY 2)
Table 4. Comparison of motion estimation results with varying rotational motions (synthetic image

° 3}
(dx, dy. df) F371d L; norm Lynorm | Angleavg. e. | Angle s. d.
Black# Anandan 0.170 0.726 4.519 13.270
Weber ¢} Malik 0.192 0.618 4,976 15.188
(0.0.3 Bober ¢} Kittler 0.070 0.292 1.660 7.132
A < 0.052 0.216 1.742 5.135
Black¥} Anandan 0.303 1.177 5.776 15.716
Weber st Malik 0.371 1.129 7.328 19.943
.09 Bober ¢} Kittler 0.102 0.443 1.546 7.136
A <t 0.095 0.413 2.104 6.533
Black#® Anandan 0.472 1.698 7.003 17.978
Weber$l Malik 0.552 1.656 9.154 23.005
©.0.m Bober 9} Kittler 0.164 0.696 1,947 8.565
A ¢ 0.163 0.684 2.536 8.170
Black® Anandan 0.681 2.302 8.399 20.802
Webers} Malik 0.728 2.154 9.992 24,106
©.0.9 Bober %} Kittler 0.232 0.919 2.285 9.441
A <t 0.221 0.872 2.460 9.900
Black# Anandan 0.908 2.933 9.750 23.382
Weber 9t Malik 0.929 2.697 11.669 26.320
(0.0.10) Bober 8} Kittler 0.339 1.291 2.861 11.145
A gt 0.400 1.280 2.160 11.003

(a) Black® Anandan®]
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PR O

(c) Bober$ Kittlerel ¥ (d) A

a8 6 $AA9AY 208 OiE ¥3Y FH LA ((dx, dy, d6)=(0, 0, 5))
Fig. 5. Comparison of motion estimation errors for the synthetic image 2 ((dx, dy, d=(0, 0, 5)).

E5 3¢ #4283 vz (994 3)

Table 5. Comparison of motion estimation results (synthetic image 3).

2 a}
3719
L, norm L, norm Angle avg. e. | Angles. d.
Black# Anandan 1.376 1.768 31.033 22.824
Weber 9} Malik 0.578 0.991 14.126 23.146
Bober$} Kittler 0.807 1.174 17.155 17.545
A ]t 0.495 0.823 9.269 12.246

® 6 %¥Hol%H zoomingsl W& Y FAA via (DY 4

Table 6. Comparison of motion estimation results for translational and zooming motions (synthetic image 4).

. 2 a
34 3714
L1 norm L2 norm Angle avg. e. | Angle s. d.
Black® Anandan 1.377 1.524 32.316 17.470
Weber ¢ Malik 0.114 0.181 1.656 3.446
o] -
Bober#} Kittler 0.132 0.176 1.612 2.592
A <t 0.073 0.155 1.254 3.649
Black® Anandan 0.545 0.674 20.378 14.570
Weber ¢ Malik 0.128 0.155 4.953 3.473
Zooming -
Bober % Kittler 0.407 0.449 16.579 9.002
A <t 0.160 0.220 5.7119 5.495
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(a) Black3®} Anandan® %4 (b) Weber$t Maliks] ¥4

(c) Bobers} Kittlers) ¥ (d) A¢tg 2y

O@ 6. ¥ 39 BE $HY A

Fig. 6. Comparison of motion estimation errors for the synthetic image 3.

F3Y + e Addtn oAE FHAY. E 59 & FFsHd. E 6& MW E3 zoomingd g
A HEo] A el 1&4 d wdd F2 4 BN 49 A FHd FAH 9] exo|r}. At @
A2 dE €+ e 28 6ol Exo] AtE ¥y A3 71ES] Yol v J¥E RAFY, ALH @
of & &AM F& AFE Y& ¢ + U 23 Hol S5 ¥ Aoz FA¢Yel A& REAA 2
Y s F2dA Weberst Malike] ¥y vldd F ANE =5 ol &3te RMAP 7I'{& AHegezH ¢
A go o3& Weberst Malikel Wio] 10%¢] A4 F4de Aoz F& AHAE FE ¢ 7 A
93E ARl q ROl . ol @ 3ol ANz 45U AL A¥
$49% 45 4AAQY 498 Tree Il o Webert Malikel ¥io] vlu3 AA(AH d3E F
G4 iiete] HPolFHt zoom indl st FAY woAokg Byol RMAPE AYirezs 71&9 Wy
ol HAF Holnz A9 AHAEE e 94l B & 2348 ¥ £ Ao 28 72 zooming &
ot & AddAE 1084 118 94 Atolel &3 e A% F4E £49 Hee o3z ALy Wi
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R R RN E R P PR R PR RS
: \ R =
RN Sl Tl B i -
- L B T P
L PR PP T 1
.................... ; P
....... PR i
. r - G e e e e : -
it ‘....:’;u;::EEZE;}}E}ﬁ E
R A R P
SO A DN R S S NN
.............. T P I S S N NSNS
(a) Black# Anandan® 4 (b) Weberst Malike] Wi
; E
: A
(¢) Bober# Kittlerel W (d) Akt ]
8 7. Zoom £HYE IR G 4o A Y FHA
Fig. 7. Comparison of motion estimation errors for the synthetic image 4 for zooming.
o] 71&9 Wyd widtd 22 g WE B + o} B 2£3d 4 2xE % T JGehligich 71 AHe
T 4 r=3% §AGY 1oj9 BEHAE 1, 3. 5,
2. HE dooiMel XY =X 7. 92 o] HYsAT. AAE Wol robust sta-
tisticsol HlBE& F¥AM RMAPZIY & Ad s MAP
g eRdae 4eIdel U $4Y F3ARE u WS AGFoTH 9N FEol e AAE F
2EAT. WA 7YY FASAY FFe ZEAA O 2 A%E Jz 9. 4§22 salt and pepper 8
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Bl Fgo W@ YL st B 8t FAddl Fgol
EAY H$EF A3 4E r=39 359 49 19
Aol &89 F4ate|dt, FEol EAdE e 0
ke 2558 Ztz 0.59 #E€ /A3 A& ¥e ¥
39 33 228 BN selth ® AP Fu3t
geist 28 AN E $Y3A Y robust statis-
ticsoll ¥lRE& £ 2AY 33 <dnEY A¥e &3
vt EAY FHL 939 wrlge] nEXE AHS
7] Wi Feo EAGEERT o €L outlierd
vebd A €k AEE WHE robust statisticselA
robust@ S4E& 7k ez # g FLUE A
8 robust MAP 71¥& o] 8224 salt and
pepper ¥H9 #2-& outlier® AAANA ¥iznA F
< ZA3E Holm ok zehv Y L IH A

3ENE ol f3e e FET A A 27
e Fol S wat Fgol dolATh o P
e 949 €63 $29 & vEAon g
o #§AY + 31 Aoldh

3. o Fo A% MR olBH SHY FHUAY

o] Feo d&GRE ol g ALY Y 3
o ofatel G 3o dF Y FFexe (L,
norm, L; norm, angle avg. e., angle s. d.})=
(0.432, 0.672, 7.768, 8.966)& AU}t o Ayl
A AR 94 11UARE 20840l 1593 169
A G4 Atelal ¥HUE Y Zolr}. E 59 A
g vuyd o F Fe GATHE AEH ALY P4

E 7 7R 7HAIT e e $3Y 23R (Y 1 =3)

Table 7. Comparison of motion estimation results for additive Gaussian noise (synthetic image 1, r = 3).

° a4
EFUA 3714
L; norm L; norm | Angle avg. e.| Angles. d.
Black¥® Anandan 0.471 1.222 9.087 19.093
Weber$} Malik 0.808 1.548 18.918 217.556
! Bober$} Kittler 0.352 0.865 6.840 14.781
A <t 0.167 0.476 3.005 6.780
Black® Anandan 0.484 1.235 9.119 18.967
3 Weber ¢ Malik 0.843 1.548 20.174 27.556
Bober$} Kittler 0.526 1.159 9.813 18.741
A < 0.176 0.518 2.773 6.591
Black® Anandan 0.511 1.243 9.561 19.192
Weber ¢t Malik 0.853 1.572 20.633 28.729
b Bober ¢} Kittler 0.581 1.225 11.297 20.781
A ¢ 0.210 0.610 3.124 7.508
Black3} Anandan 0.552 1.280 10.431 19.960
Weber %} Malik 0.863 1.592 21.093 28.760
7 Bober¢} Kittler 0.625 1.318 12.752 22.716
A < 0.253 0.703 3.790 9.006
Black® Anandan 0.594 1.337 11.436 21.013
Weber ¢t Malik 0.871 1.610 21.402 29.211
? Bober$} Kittler 0.669 1.323 14.323 24.742
A < 0.300 0.790 4.572 10.426
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B 8. Salt and pepper &%l @2 329 #3433 (Y494 1, =3)

Table 8. Comparison of motion estimation results for salt and pepper noise (synthetic image 1, r=3).

Q e 3
R 3714
L; norm 12 norm Angle avg. e.| Angles. d.
Black® Anandan 0.542 1.246 11.768 20.358
. Weber & Malik 0.883 1.602 21.611 29.008
Bober$t Kittler 0.323 0.809 6.030 14,000
A 0.242 0.556 5.770 7.596
3 Black® Anandan 0.652 1.304 15.522 21.838
Weber ¢t Malik 0.887 1.637 22.136 29.927
Bober ¢ Kittler 0.473 1.001 8.104 15.919
A < 0.268 0.668 5.498 9.228
Black® Anandan 0.742 1.370 18.920 23.795
5 Weber & Malik 0.892 1.660 22.402 30.867
Bober ¢} Kittler 0.599 1.420 13.009 21.093
A < 0.318 0.824 5.944 11.903
Black® Anandan 0.878 1.959 13.000 25.941
. Weber & Malik 0.886 1.658 22.124 30.776
Bober$} Kittler 0.650 17111 14.397 24.152
A <t 0.357 0.891 6.600 12.863
Black® Anandan 0.910 1.514 24.699 26.171
9 Weber ¢t Malik 0.887 1.663 22.755 30.890
Bober$} Kittler 0.716 1.721 17.198 28.115
Al 0.433 1.051 8.116 15.632
vt ol YAHAZTE ¢ + U olAL 44 a7 (0.912, 7.619, 12.461, 21.129)olA o},

gdel e 3L 7R3 A2 o1 F AR A
HE @A ol §FoBA JFRAE ¥He Aol EoE
7] wjZelr},

e FAAPe] Sle o A5G3 B 4¥E
stk 4¥e A5t 1089 F4F9E 1 28 o1&
ek 1H4ARE adARAANE (dx, dy, d)=(3
3, 098 FH4E 7t EFR 28 AHEEn, 59
AEE 1084 442 r=39 FH4IGE 12 A834
k. A3 4R S 5UA FAAeldA A ge] A
B d&ddoldt. A&FFE ol & Weberd
Malikel whia Aty g dysqct. o=d 9
Zel A% Weberst Malike] w9 34 £34d 33

1010

At 8L (0.115, 1.319. 13.199, 15908 4
o TLS 71l digg & Pie 2597484 dsid
& NFT E9EE Ao an dRE Aol FFA
HEssy] g e 2xg T ©E A
o SHAS 6¥A Atole] FAAF FE FAA
ole] gzldde] &dF g A F outlier2 WOl
Ae dgg A Xk WE FA Fdo] IS
FREee 9% &L 2499 Y inlier® #wH
ol ol el FANE olgf2s=H 7HPAL Fee
29 27k ZojBet oS A FAAE FHY
+ NS,
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4. HH gs daolMel g3 FHED

B =RoAME Ad 94 d@ #3d 343 E
vlzadc, 4A9ge dA9 §3d& ¢ F fleE
z R FRAY FWE 3] FriEo
13 8¢ UMY 1(SRI Tree 94) @ 4¥2
ofth, AgHg uhgel 7129 Wl vdte] i WA
Atele) 29 BH&E & HEH Yl Y4BT
B PP ¥HYE FHANEE ¥ U 2

(a) Black® Anandan®] %4

Y 9 AAGAY 2(Taxi 43)o A &3y 34
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Fig. 8. Comparison of motion estimation results for the SRI Tree image.
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Fig. 9. Comparison of motion estimation results for the Taxi image.
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