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Similarity-based Outlier Detection for Noisy Object Re-Identification

Using Beta Mixtures
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Abstract—Object re-identification (Re-ID) methods are highly
sensitive to label noise, which typically leads to significant
performance degradation. We address this challenge by reframing
Re-ID as a supervised image similarity task and adopting a
Siamese network architecture trained to capture discriminative
pairwise relationships. Central to our approach is a novel
statistical outlier detection (OD) framework, termed Beta-SOD
(Beta mixture Similarity-based Outlier Detection), which models
the distribution of cosine similarities between embedding pairs
using a two-component Beta distribution mixture model. We
establish a novel identifiability result for mixtures of two Beta
distributions, ensuring that our learning task is well-posed. The
proposed OD step complements the Re-ID architecture combining
binary cross-entropy, contrastive, and cosine embedding losses that
jointly optimize feature-level similarity learning. We demonstrate
the effectiveness of Beta-SOD in de-noising and Re-ID tasks for
person Re-ID, on CUHK03 and Market-1501 datasets, and vehicle
Re-ID, on VeRi-776 dataset. Our method shows superior perfor-
mance compared to the state-of-the-art methods across various
noise levels (10-30%), demonstrating both robustness and broad
applicability in noisy Re-ID scenarios. The implementation of
Beta-SOD is available at: https://github.com/waqar3411/Beta-SOD.

Index Terms—Object Re-Identification, image similarity, statis-
tical filtering, Beta distribution mixtures, identifiability.

I. INTRODUCTION

Object re-identification (Re-ID) is a fundamental task in
computer vision that seeks to match instances of the same
object across different cameras or viewpoints. Person Re-ID
has been extensively studied, tackling pose variation, occlusion,
illumination, and background clutter [1]. Equally, vehicle Re-
ID has gained prominence in intelligent transportation systems
by confronting inter-class similarity, intra-class variability, and
occlusion challenges [2]. Both subfields fundamentally aim
to learn discriminative features that generalize across varied
conditions. A further complication arises in practical systems
from noisy labels: in object Re-ID, even small annotation errors
due to mislabelled identities or detector misalignment can
significantly distort learned representation boundaries. Indeed,
recent work demonstrates that learning robust person Re-
ID models under label noise poses a significant challenge,
especially when each identity has limited samples, and naı̈ve
training can result in large degradation in accuracy and
generalisability [3], [4].

To address the negative impact of label noise on deep Re-
ID models, a variety of strategies have been developed in
recent years. One line of work focuses on robust loss functions,
since conventional objectives such as cross-entropy (CE) or
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mean squared error (MSE) are highly sensitive to mislabeled
samples [5]–[7]. A second line of research assigns adaptive
importance weights to training examples, down-weighting
the contribution of noisy labels while emphasizing reliable
ones [8]–[10]. Another family of approaches explicitly identifies
mislabeled samples and either corrects them or removes them
from training, thereby purifying the dataset [11]–[13]. Collec-
tively, these techniques aim to mitigate the effects of corrupted
annotations, and improve the stability and generalization of
Re-ID systems under realistic conditions, with loss-function
design playing a particularly central role.

Among these strategies, the choice of loss function is espe-
cially critical, as it directly determines how the model learns
from both clean and noisy samples. Standard CE loss, while
common, is highly sensitive to label noise because of its strong
penalties on misclassifications, often leading Convolutional
Neural Networks (CNNs) to overfit corrupted labels [14], [15].
Similarly, contrastive loss (CL), commonly applied in Re-
ID tasks to enforce distance-based similarity constraints, is
vulnerable to noisy annotations since mislabeled pairs are
penalized even when the underlying match is correct [16], [17].
Alternatives such as cosine-embedding loss replace Euclidean
distance with angular similarity, offering improved robustness in
high-dimensional spaces, yet they too remain affected by label
noise due to their dependence on angular separation [18], [19].
To overcome these limitations, several robust loss formulations
have been proposed, including generalized cross-entropy, boot-
strapped loss, and noise-corrected contrastive objectives, which
aim to reduce sensitivity to corrupted labels while preserving
discriminative feature learning [20]–[22]. Nonetheless, loss-
based remedies address the complexities of noisy Re-ID data
only partially, motivating complementary approaches that filter
or adjust corrupted samples through statistical modeling.

In our work we reformulate the Re-ID task as a binary image
similarity problem by pairing images into similar and dissimilar
pairs, and processing them through a Siamese network [23].
Cosine similarity scores generated by the network are modeled
using an explicit statistical model defined as a two-component
Beta distribution mixture, where one component represents
clean image pairs similarity scores, and the other captures
noisy or mislabeled ones. An Expectation-Maximization (EM)-
based outlier detection (OD) algorithm identifies and filters
noisy pairs. This OD step is alternated with network training
every few epochs, allowing the model to iteratively refine
the training data and improve task-specific representation
learning. Multi-view pairing ensures that enough data is retained
even after filtering, which is particularly useful in limited-
data scenarios. To enhance learning, we employ a multi-loss
strategy that enables the network to capture features beneficial
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for both similarity classification and Re-ID. The proposed
architecture, termed Beta-SOD (Beta mixture Similarity-based
Outlier Detection), is outlined in Fig 1.

At the heart of the proposed methodology lies statistical
modeling for outlier detection. To express both the signal
and noise, or contamination, components underlying cosine
similarity scores, we introduce the use of the Beta distribu-
tion [24]. This flexible two-parametric family is defined to
model quantities restricted to the unit interval [0, 1]. To establish
the theoretical soundness of this formulation and justify the
use of EM, we provide, to the best of our knowledge, the first
proof of identifiability for the two-component Beta mixtures.
This property means that the individual components can be
uniquely recovered from the observed mixture. This result
is novel and departs from established identifiability proofs
for more classical Gaussian, Gamma [25], and Generalized
Gamma mixtures [26], because in the Beta distribution case
the property is violated on subsets of Lebesgue measure zero,
which necessitates a distinct line of argument introduced here.
Importantly, this violation poses no concern in practice, as the
probability of encountering such pathological cases is zero.

The main contributions of this work are as follows:
• We reformulate the object Re-ID task as pairwise image

similarity classification and propose an explicit statistical
OD technique, based on modeling the cosine similarities
as two-component Beta distribution mixtures, which is
particularly relevant in the presence of noisy labels.

• We establish a novel identifiability result for mixtures
of two Beta distributions, providing the first theoretical
guarantee that such models can be uniquely recovered
from data with probability 1. This ensures that our
proposed filtering framework is rigorously well-posed.

• We employ three loss functions in our Siamese-based
architecture, including binary cross-entropy, contrastive
and cosine embedding losses, enabling the model to learn
robust features suitable for both similarity classification
and object Re-ID tasks.

• Extensive experiments on benchmark Re-ID datasets,
including Market1501, CUHK03, and VeRi-776, under
varying noise levels 0-30% demonstrate that our method
consistently achieves state-of-the-art performance.

II. RELATED WORK IN OBJECT RE-ID

Supervised deep learning methods typically rely on large
volumes of accurately labeled data, yet in real-world settings
collecting such fine-grained person Re-ID annotations is costly
and often impractical. Annotations are frequently corrupted
by human error, limitations of labeling tools, or dataset re-
purposing, where tracking outputs or estimated cross-camera
view matches are reused across tasks, introducing identity
inconsistencies and mislabeled similarity pairs [27], [28]. This
phenomenon has been empirically documented to degrade per-
formance even under moderate noise levels [3]. In unsupervised
or domain-adaptive Re-ID pipelines, clustering-based pseudo-
labels are widespread, but errors in these labels can mislead
representation learning unless confidence or sample uncertainty
is explicitly modeled [29]. While CNNs can still learn under

moderate noise, even low rates of identity-level corruption
severely impair feature discriminability and generalization in
Re-ID tasks [3], [4].

In this work, we focus on the noisy label setting in person
re-identification, where annotation errors caused by mislabeling,
detector misalignments, or identity ambiguities can severely
degrade model performance, particularly in datasets with few
samples per identity. To combat this, TSNT [4] introduces a two-
stage noise-tolerant paradigm that first self-refines presumably
clean samples and then employs co-training with rectified
cross-entropy and robust triplet losses to jointly suppress noisy
labels. URNet [30], though originally proposed for large-scale
noisy web image classification, is relevant in this context
as it adaptively reweights training instances to mitigate the
effects of class imbalance, label noise, and dataset bias. Puri-
fyNet [31] leverages a hard-aware instance reweighting strategy
that gradually purifies noisy annotations while emphasizing
challenging but reliable samples. DistributionNet [32] models
feature uncertainty via per-image distributions to mitigate the
impact of outliers, though its reliance on richer data per identity
may limit generalization in low-sample settings. More recently,
CORE [3] applies collaborative refining via online mutual
learning between peer networks with selective consistency to
correct labels dynamically during training. Complementing
this, Noise-Aware Re-ID [33] estimates local uncertainty
per sample, adaptively down-weighing unreliable data while
preserving discriminative features. Additionally, KNN-based
filtering techniques [34] detect and remove suspicious samples
by examining neighborhood consistency in feature space,
offering a lightweight noise-robust mechanism.

While these methods target noisy annotations in person Re-
ID, similar challenges arise in vehicle Re-ID, where viewpoint
changes, domain variations, and annotation inconsistencies
require specialized solutions. STE-VReID [35] proposes deep
triplet embedding combined with optimized sampling strategies
and achieves competitive performance with minimal complexity.
To further strengthen feature learning, GS-TRE [36] introduces
a group-sensitive triplet embedding that explicitly models
intra-class variance, improving discrimination under diverse
viewpoints. Moving beyond supervised paradigms, SGFD [37]
proposes a self-supervised geometric feature discovery frame-
work with interpretable attention, removing reliance on fine-
grained labels while still achieving state-of-the-art results. More
recently, GiT [38] integrates graph-based local correction with
transformer modules to capture both discriminative details
and contextual relations, while GLSD [39] employs a multi-
branch structure with global-local self-distillation to enhance
representation quality through adaptive fusion. Extending this
line of attention-driven methods, LSKA-ReID [40] combines
large separable kernel attention with hybrid channel attention
to jointly model global structure and fine-grained details,
achieving top performance on benchmarks such as VeRi-
776 [41].

III. OUTLIER DETECTION (OD)

Noisy labels degrade the learning capability of Re-ID models.
From a statistical perspective, image pairs with incorrect or
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Fig. 1. Proposed Beta-SOD Architecture: (A) The Siamese architecture extracts features from paired images. (B) Feature vectors are flattened and passed to
a fully connected neural network (FCNN) for pair classification. (C) Cosine similarity is computed from the extracted features and processed by the OD
module after every K epochs. The identified outliers are are then filtered from the dataset. (D) The Siamese network and FCNN are trained jointly using the
combination of three loss functions.

corrupted labels can be regarded as outliers within the dataset.
In a typical Re-ID setup, image pairs are constructed and
categorized as similar (class 1) if they belong to the same iden-
tity, or dissimilar (class 0) otherwise. Given a suitably trained
Siamese architecture, similarity is quantified by computing the
cosine similarity between the feature vectors extracted from
the backbone architecture: sim(x, y) = x · y/(∥x∥ ∥y∥). These
similarity scores naturally fall within the [0, 1] range and can
therefore be effectively modeled using a two-parameter Beta
distribution, defined by its density function:

f(x;α, β) =
Γ(α+ β)

Γ(α)Γ(β)
xα−1(1− x)β−1, x ∈ [0, 1], (1)

where Γ(·) is the Gamma function, and α, β > 0 are model
parameters. The Beta distribution [24] is widely used for
modeling unknown quantities in the unit interval due to
its flexibility in capturing diverse shapes, including uniform,
skewed, U-shaped, or unimodal, thus making it well-suited for
modeling the similarities. Importantly, this model allows us to
avoid imposing unrealistic distribution shape assumptions, like
symmetry (Gaussian), or exponential tail decay (Gamma).

In a clean consistent dataset, the histograms of the two
classes are well-separated, with minimal overlap and peaks
at the opposite ends of the [0, 1] interval. However, as can
be observed in Fig. 1, the noisy label case presents a mixed
pattern. The outliers skew the underlying distribution, causing
its mean to shift towards the center of the unit interval.

We propose to model a noisy distribution as a finite mixture
of two Beta distribution components. Note that due to the
similarity-based reframing of the Re-ID problem any image

pair is coming from either similar or dissimilar class and hence
any class histogram is a mix of the pure component plus a
contamination component. We model the noisy data as

Fobserved(x) = ω0f(x;α0, β0) + ω1f(x;α1, β1) (2)

where (α0, β0) and (α1, β1) are the parameters of the Beta
distribution for class 0 (dissimilar) and class 1 (similar), respec-
tively, and the mixing proportions ω1, ω2 > 0: ω1 + ω2 = 1.
Note that if Eq. 2 models class 0 [class 1] then ω1 [ω0]
represents the fraction of outliers.

To estimate such mixtures, we adopt the EM algorithm [42].
The EM algorithm is particularly well-suited for estimating
the parameters of mixture distributions, where the component
memberships of observations are unknown (latent). Direct max-
imum likelihood estimation is intractable due to the coupling of
mixture weights and the Beta distribution parameters, but EM
efficiently addresses this by iteratively estimating the posterior
probabilities of component assignments (E-step) and updating
the mixture weights and Beta parameters (M-step). This allows
for stable convergence even in the presence of noisy or
overlapping components, making EM a standard and principled
approach for mixture modeling in such cases. Alternative
approaches include simulation-based Bayesian approaches [43]
and Stochastic EM, which are more costly computationally
and unnecessary in the considered case, due to the observed
convergence of the classical EM.

EM consists of iterating the following two steps applied to
a Beta mixture model estimated on dataset D:



4

E-Step. The posterior probabilities for each sample xi are
computed:

γ0(xi) = P (xi ∈ class 0 | xi;ω, α, β)

=
ω0 f(xi;α0, β0)

ω0 f(xi;α0, β0) + ω1 f(xi;α1, β1)
(3)

γ1(xi) = P (xi ∈ class 1 | xi;ω, α, β) = 1− γ0(xi)

where ω1 = 1 − ω0 and f(x;α, β) is the density function
defined in Eq. 1.

M-Step. The mixture parameters are estimated from the
posterior probabilities γk. To this end, we first assign the
mixture component k to each sample xi such that γk(xi) ≥ 0.5.
The mixture model parameters are estimated as follows:

(αk, βk) = MLEBeta({xi | γk(xi) ≥ 0.5}) k ∈ {0, 1} (4)

where Maximum Likelihood Estimation (MLEBeta) is used
to estimate the parameters αk and βk by maximizing the
log-likelihood l(αk, βk) based on the observed data. The
maximization involves the digamma function, which does not
allow for a closed-form solution, so the optimization is done
numerically using the Newton-Raphson method. Specifically,
starting from the trivial initialization (or that from the method
of moments using sample mean and variance) we iteratively
update the estimates of αk and βk using the first and second
derivatives of the log-likelihood until convergence is achieved.
The updated class prior ω0 shown in equation 5, reflects the
proportion of the dataset that is currently believed to the outlier
class, and is computed as:

ωk =
|{xi | γk(xi) ≥ 0.5}|

|D|
, k ∈ {0, 1} (5)

The noise is assumed to be uniformly distributed across
both classes, with roughly 50% of the noise affecting class 1
and 50% affecting class 0. Therefore, the first run of EM is
indented to identify the two large components in the whole
dataset comprising the merged contaminated classes 0 and 1.
Note that the noise partition does not need to be equal between
the classes, it is necessary only that a representative amount
of samples is present in both similar and dissimilar classes.
This step allows us to use all the available data to assess the
statistical behavior of the components, each presented by a
substantial number of samples. To initialize, ω is set to 0.5
and α0, β0, α1, β1 are given to present a right-skewed (1,5)
and a left-skewed (5,1) components, respectively. This setup
helps to automatically have component 0 associated with the
dissimilar class since it’s peak is lower, than that of component
1, describing similar pairs and located closer to similarity 1.
Beyond that, EM is not sensitive to initialization in the two-
component Beta mixture case.

The EM algorithm is subsequently run separately for each of
the classes. The estimated parameters from the first EM run are
used as initial values. These two runs are performed on data
which is dominated by the samples from one component: for
instance in case of class 1, the data modeled is mostly similar
pairs described by f(x;α1, β1), and a smaller fraction ω0 of
noisy (dissimilar) pairs. In this case ω0 << ω1 and hence a
pure EM would typically result in a collapsed performance

to ω0 = 0. This happens because the noise observations are
few and do not present a consistent statistical pattern. We
address this undesirable performance by fixing the parameters
of the dominant component and estimating solely ω and the
Beta parameters of the noise component. After running EM
on class 0 and 1 we use the resulting estimates of ω1 and ω0

to threshold the tails of the two distributions, and eliminate
the corresponding image pairs from the training data. This
constitutes our OD strategy.

Algorithm 1: Outlier Detection (OD) Algorithm for
Noisy Image Pairs Removal

Function EM(D, αk , βk , Comp):
Initialize: ω = {0.5, 0.5}; ∆ω = 1;
while ∆ω ⩾ 0 do

E-Step: Compute γ0, γ1 in D using Eqs. 1, 3;
M-Step: Compute ωnew

k , αnew
k , βnew

k in D using
Eqs. 4, 5;

// Update both mixture weights
∆ω = ∥ωnew

k − ωk∥; ωk ← ωnew
k ;

if 0 ∈ Comp then
// Update component 0
α0 ← αnew

0 ; β0 ← βnew
0 ;

if 1 ∈ Comp then
// Update component 1
α1 ← αnew

1 ; β1 ← βnew
1 ;

return ωk , αk , βk;

Input: Datasets Ds = {xi, xj , s}Ns
i,j , with s = 0 dissimilar, and

s = 1 similar image pairs xi, xj ;
Import pre-trained model;
for cycle = 1 to C do

Train Siamese model on D = {D0, D1} for K epochs;
Compute cosine similarities from the Siamese model;
// Learn the outline of components from all

data
ω∗
k , αk , βk ← EM ({D0, D1}, α = {1, 5}, β = {5, 1},
{0, 1});

// Filter the outliers separately in D0 and
D1

// Learn only component 1 (component 0
frozen)

ωk , α∗
k , β∗

k ← EM ({D0}, αk , βk , {1});
Update D0 by filtering out highest ω1|D0| samples (outliers)

based on cosine similarities;
// Learn only component 0 (component 1

frozen)
ωk , α∗

k , β∗
k ← EM ({D1}, αk , βk , {0});

Update D1 by filtering out lowest ω0|D1| samples (outliers)
based on cosine similarities;

Output 1: Filtered D = {D0, D1} cleaned of similarity-based
outliers;
Output 2: Trained Siamese architecture (CK epochs) for Object
Re-ID.

Integration with CNN. We alternate between Siamese training
and the OD step, consisting of three EM runs (see Alg. 1).
The initial fine-tuning (prior to the first round of OD) and
the later fine-tuning epochs help ensure that hard inliers are
learned by the model and are not prematurely filtered out along
with the noisy samples. The training process is terminated
after a fixed number of cycles C. The overwhelming amount
of filtering occurs after cycle 1, with the filtered fraction
dropping by a factor of 2-5 with each additional cycle of
training. Fig. 1 illustrates the impact of label noise on the
similarity score histograms, along with the corresponding
detected outliers. The image pairs shown represent samples
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identified as outliers by the EM-based filtering method, with
their respective probabilities indicating likelihood of belonging
to each class. This visualization highlights how noise skews
the score distribution and how the proposed method effectively
isolates mislabeled pairs.

Distribution choice for Cosine Similarities. The proposed
method is based on the Beta distribution, since it provides the
most flexible natural fit to the cosine similarity quantities in
range [0, 1]. Fig. 2 shows the quality of fit of this distribution to
both classes similarities on the CUHK03 dataset under 0-20%
levels of random noise. We also overlay the fitted probability
density functions for Gaussian, and Gamma distributions to
evaluate their suitability for modeling the data. The fitting has
been achieved following a similar EM procedure relying on
MLE to obtain corresponding distribution parameter estimates
in the M-step. These two classical families of two-parametric
distributions provide worse quality fit largely due to unbounded
support: x ∈ R for Gaussian, and x ∈ R>0 for Gamma. As
can be observed in Fig. 2, the increasing noise levels push
the two similarity distributions closer together, with the Beta
distribution consistently provides better fit, highlighting its
robustness for modeling pairwise similarity distributions in
noisy settings. Importantly, Gaussian and Gamma mixtures
are known to allow the mixing distributions’ parameters to be
identified uniquely from the observed mixtures [25], and in
Sec. IV below we prove for the first time that the same can
also be said for the Beta mixtures considered in this paper.

IV. BETA MIXTURES IDENTIFIABILITY

We will demonstrate here that the identification of mixture
components designed in Sec. III is a correctly posed problem in
that a unique composition of two Beta distribution components
can be recovered. This will be established in Theorem 2 below.

In the following, we refer to Beta distributions f(x;α, β)
defined in Eq. 1 for (α, β) ∈ R2

>0 and x ∈ [0, 1].
We first need to establish the behavior of Gamma function

around the points z = 0,−1,−2, ... where Γ(z) is infinite [44].
Lemma 1: For any n ∈ Z≥0, lim

ε→0+
εΓ(−n+ ε) = (−1)n

n! .

Proof 1: Iteratively applying the core fact that Γ(z + 1) =
zΓ(z) for any z ∈ R [44], it holds that for any ε > 0, and
integer n ≥ 0,

Γ(1 + ε) = ε(−1 + ε) · · · (−n+ ε)Γ(−n+ ε).

Rearranging, this becomes

εΓ(−n+ ε) =
Γ(1 + ε)

(−1 + ε) · · · (−n+ ε)
.

Then taking limits as ε → 0+ yields

lim
ε→0+

εΓ(−n+ ε) = lim
ε→0+

Γ(1 + ε)

(−1 + ε) · · · (−n+ ε)

=
Γ(1)

(−1) · · · (−n)
=

(−1)n

n!
,

as required.
Theorem 1: Let (a1, b1), (a2, b2) ∈ R2

>0, π ∈ (0, 1), and
consider the mixture distribution

F (x) = πf(x; a1, b1) + (1− π)f(x; a2, b2).

If (a1, b1)− (a2, b2) /∈ Z2, or, in other words, either a1 − a2
or b1 − b2 (or both) are not integers, then F has a unique
representation as a mixture of two Beta distributions.

Proof 2: Let π ∈ (0, 1), and (a1, b1), (a2, b2) ∈ R2
>0 be

distinct, such that (a1, b1) − (a2, b2) /∈ Z2. Without loss of
generality, assume that a1 − a2 /∈ Z, and a1 < a2. Indeed, if
only b1−b2 /∈ Z holds, we can then swap variable to y := 1−x
and revert to the a1 − a2 /∈ Z case due to the symmetry of the
Beta distribution.

We will now use the integral Mellin transform defined for
any (α, β) ∈ R2

>0 as

mα,β =

1∫
0

xt−1f(x;α, β) dx =
Γ(t+ α− 1)Γ(α+ β)

Γ(t+ α+ β − 1)Γ(α)
, (6)

which can also be applied to the mixture F , yielding

MF (t) = πma1,b1(t) + (1− π)ma2,b2 .

Note that the right hand side in Eq. 6 has singularities for
t ∈ Sα,β = {1 − α − k : k ∈ Z≥0} if β /∈ Z>0, and t ∈
Sα,β = {1 − α − k : k = 0, ..., β − 1} if β ∈ Z>0. To see
this, notice that when β /∈ Z>0, Γ(t+ α− 1) is non-finite if
and only if t ∈ Sα,β , and is the only non-finite term appearing
in Sα,β in this case. Since the denominator is never zero due
to the properties of Γ, these are the only values at which
the numerator is non-finite, and a singularity exists. When
β ∈ Z>0, using the core fact that Γ(z + 1) = zΓ(z) for all
z ∈ R, we can write

Γ(1 + α− k)

Γ(1 + α+ β − k)
=

1

(1 + α− k) · · · (1 + α+ (β − 1)− k)
.

This expression has a singularity precisely when the denomi-
nator is zero, which happens if and only if t ∈ Sα,β .

We now have that mα,β converges outside of the set of
singularities. Let S := Sa1,b1 ∪ Sa2,b2 be the singularities of
MF (t). Hence

maxS = maxSa1,b1∪Sa2,b2 = max{1−a1, 1−a2} = 1−a1.

Thus, parameter a1 can be uniquely recovered from observing
the behavior of the mixture F through MF (t). Moreover, as
Sa1,b1 and Sa2,b2 are disjoint by the fact that a1 − a2 /∈ Z,

maxS\Sa1,b1 = maxSa2,b2 = 1− a2.

Hence the parameter a2 can also be recovered.
We can now address the recovery of b1, b2. Note that if

b1 ∈ Z>0 or b2 ∈ Z>0, then |Sa1,b1 | = b1 or |Sa2,b2 | = b2,
respectively. Also, we may recover π by noticing that

π =
F (x)− f(x; a2, b2)

f(x; a1, b1)− f(x; a2, b2)
,

and evaluating the right hand side at any x ∈ (0, 1). Going
forward, we assume (b1, b2) /∈ Z2. Define the sequence
{tn}n∈Z>0 , where tn = 1− a1 − n. We now define residuals

Rn := lim
t→t+n

(t− tn)MF (t).
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Fig. 2. Histogram of cosine similarities for both similarity classes on the CUHK03 dataset with overlaid estimated Beta, Gaussian, and Gamma two-component
mixtures: with (a) 0%, (b) 10% and (c) 20% random label noise. Unlike Gaussian and Gamma, the Beta distribution models the data in the target range [0, 1].

Since F is known (or observed), so is MF (t) for any t, and
hence Rn can be computed for each n. Moreover, as ma2,b2(tn)
is finite for each n, we have

Rn = lim
t→t+n

(t− tn)[πma1,b1(t) + (1− π)ma2,b2 ]

= π lim
t→t+n

(t− tn)ma1,b1(t).

Making the substitution ε = tn − t and using Eq. 6 we get

Rn = π lim
ε→0+

ε
Γ(−n+ ε)Γ(a1 + b1)

Γ(−n+ b+ ε)Γ(a1)

=
πΓ(a1 + b1)

Γ(a1)
lim

ε→0+

[
1

Γ(−n+ b1 + ε)

]
lim

ε→0+
[εΓ(−n+ ε)]

=
πΓ(a1 + b1)

Γ(a1)

1

Γ(−n+ b1)

(−1)n

n!
,

where the last equality uses Lemma 1. For n = 0, 1, we have

R0 =
πΓ(a1 + b1)

Γ(a1)Γ(b1)
,

R1 = − πΓ(a1 + b1)

Γ(a1)Γ(b1 − 1)
= −π(b1 − 1)Γ(a1 + b1)

Γ(a1)Γ(b1)
,

where the last equality follows from the fact that Γ(b1) =
(b1 − 1)Γ(b1 − 1). Then notice that

R1

R0
= −(b1 − 1).

Thus, we can recover b1 and π as

b1 = 1− R1

R0
, π = R0

Γ(a1)Γ(b1)

Γ(a1 + b1)
.

The recovery of b2 follows an identical logic, using the
sequence t′n = 1 − a2 − n. Therefore, we have recovered
unique values of a1, b1, a2, b2 and π. Thus, F must have a
unique representation as a mixture of two Beta distributions.

To complement the statement in Theorem 1, we can notice
that violation of the given restriction can indeed result in
non-identifiability. For example, one can easily show that

1

2
f(x; 2, 2) +

1

2
f(x; 2, 3) =

1

4
f(x; 3, 2) +

3

4
f(x; 2, 3),

which occurs since both a1 − a2 = 2− 2 = 0 and b1 − b2 =
2− 3 = −1 on the left hand side are integers, which results

in the existence of another distinct pair of Beta distributions
that produce an identical mixture.

The property established in Theorem 1 is called identifiability
of mixtures. This means that having observed a mixture
distribution, the original mixed components’ parameters as
well as the mixing proportion are uniquely recoverable. We
can thus reformulate the previous result as follows:

Theorem 2: Let (a1, b1), (a2, b2) ∈ R2
>0, π ∈ (0, 1), and

consider the mixture of two Beta distributions

F (x) = πf(x; a1, b1) + (1− π)f(x; a2, b2).

Then with probability 1, F (x) is identifiable.
Proof 3: To demonstrate that this result immediately follows

from Theorem 1 it suffices to observe that for any (a1, b1) ∈
R2

>0 the probability of encountering such (a2, b2) that both
a1 − a2 ∈ Z and b1 − b2 ∈ Z is zero. This is indeed the case
since this set {(a1+m, b1+n)}m,n∈Z, contains countably many
elements by construction, and hence has Lebesgue measure
zero.

Theorem 1 provides a novel and significant result for two-
component Beta mixtures with an explicit restriction on non-
identifiable cases. From the applications perspective, since this
result holds with probability 1, we can expect the identifiability
to be the case for any practically observed mixture. This means
that parameter estimation solved via EM is posed correctly.

V. SIAMESE ARCHITECTURE AND LOSS FUNCTIONS

When dealing with Siamese architectures, contrastive loss is
commonly employed, where pairs yielding lower loss values
are treated as similar, while those with higher loss values are
treated as dissimilar [45]–[47]. Alternatively, similarity can
be assessed using cosine similarity between feature vectors,
followed by classification using either a predefined threshold
or a learnable linear layer [48].

In this work, rather than relying solely on contrastive loss or
cosine similarity-based loss, we employ a combination of loss
functions to optimize the model parameters more effectively.
The combination includes binary cross-entropy loss (LCE),
cosine-embedding loss (LCOS) and contrastive loss (LC). The
cross-entropy loss:

LCE = − 1

N

N∑
i=1

[yi log ŷi + (1− yi) log(1− ŷi)] , (7)
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is obtained from a fully connected neural net (FCNN). The
FCNN takes the 1280-dimensional vectors as an input and
includes four fully connected layers with a binary output layer.

The contrastive loss:

LC =
1

N

N∑
i=1

[
yid

2
i + (1− yi)max(0,m− di)

2
]
, (8)

where di is the euclidean distance and m is the margin
parameter, is effective when class boundaries are well separated.
However, in applications such as person Re-ID, visually similar
individuals, for instance, two people viewed from behind
wearing the same clothing color, may produce low Euclidean
distances, leading to potential misidentification. This arises
because contrastive loss alone fails to capture subtle appearance
differences that are not well represented by Euclidean distance.

To address this, we combine contrastive loss with cosine
embedding loss, which is more effective at distinguishing such
instances by focusing on angular similarity rather than just
distance.

LCOS =
1

N

N∑
i=1

{
1− cos(xi,yi), if similar
max(0, cos(xi,yi)−m), otherwise

(9)

where xi,yi represent the feature vectors of a similar/dissimilar
image pair. cos(xi,yi) is the cosine similarity between feature
vectors and m is the margin value, controlling the penalty for
high similarity. LCOS is beneficial when comparing images that
are similar in terms of appearance but not in spatial orientation
/ pose.

The total loss Ltotal is the weighted sum of three loss
functions:

Ltotal = LCE + λLCOS + (1− λ)LC (10)

where λ is the weighting hyper-parameters that balances the
contribution of the loss terms.

The overall architecture of the Siamese network with the
proposed losses and the OD module is shown in Fig. 1. The
OD module is performing filtering of the two datasets with
dissimilar and similar image pairs after every K epochs such
that the outliers are being identified and filtered out in a task-
specific manner.

VI. EXPERIMENTS

A. Experimental Setup

Evaluation Metrics. In our work, we focus on noisy-label
object Re-ID but also address noise detection. The proposed
architecture consists of two components—MobileNetV2 for
feature extraction and a FCNN for classifying image pairs
similarity. To evaluate the performance of the model, we employ
distinct metrics for each task. For classification, we report
standard evaluation metrics including test accuracy, precision,
and recall. For object Re-ID, we utilize the rank-k matching
accuracy and the mean Average Precision (mAP).

The mAP metric provides a comprehensive evaluation of
re-identification performance by averaging the precision values

across all queries. The Average Precision (AP) for each query,
and hence the overall mAP are obtained as follows:

AP =

∑n
k=1 P (k)gt(k)

Ngt
, mAP =

∑Q
q=1 AP (q)

Q
,

where, k denotes the rank position among the n retrieved
objects, Ngt represents the overall number of relevant (ground-
truth) objects, and Q is the total number of query images. P (k)
denotes the precision at rank k in the retrieval list, while gt(k)
indicates if the k-th retrieved image is a correct match or not.

Rank-k (Rk) measures the proportion of queries for which
the correct match appears within the top-k retrieved results:

Rk =

∑Q
q=1 gt(q, k)

Q
,

where gt(q, k) equals 1 when ground truth of q image appears
in the top k retrieved samples.

Datasets. The proposed methodology is evaluated on three
multi-view Re-ID datasets: CUHK03 [49] and Market1501 [50]
for person Re-ID, and VeRI-776 [41] for cars Re-ID.

CUHK03 dataset contains 14,097 images of 1,467 identities
captured by 5 disjoint camera views. The images are divided
into training set with 7,365 images, gallery set with 5,332
images and query set with 1400 image samples. Two type
of annotation is provided i.e., manually labeled and detected
bounding boxes. We use the latter to enable comparisons with
the benchmark methods.

Market1501 dataset contains 32,668 images captured by 6
disjoint camera views. The images set is further divided into
training+gallery sets containing 12,936+19,732 images of 751
identities, and the query set containing 3,368 images of another
750 identities.

VeRi-776 dataset contains 51,035 images of 776 vehicles.
Each vehicle is captured by up to 18 disjoint camera views. The
dataset is provided with different types of annotations including
bounding boxes, vehicle types, colors, brands and cross-camera
relations. The dataset is further divided into training set with
37,778 images, gallery set with 11,579 images and query set
with 1678 images.

As the proposed method classifies image pairs into similar
and dissimilar categories, we begin by generating image pairs
across all identities and assigning them to similar class (label
1). An equal number of dissimilar pairs (label 0) are created by
randomly selecting images from different identities and pairing
them together.

Label Noise Generation. We evaluate our methodology under
the following two core noise settings, each applying the
equal target amount of corrupt labels to both image pairs
classes, similar and dissimilar. Firstly, we generate Random
Noise datasets. Similarly to [4], [31], [32] we introduce noise
by randomly (uniformly) selecting images from the dataset
and reassigning their labels to different (random) identities.
Specifically, class 0 (dissimilar) label noise is introduced by
pairing images from the same identity while label noise in
class 1 is generated by pairing images from distinct identities.
Secondly, we consider Pattern Noise, where the datasets is
curated to render denoising more challenging [4], [33]. To
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do so, we trained a ResNet-50 model on a clean dataset.
This network was then used to extract feature representations
of all image samples. To generate pattern noise labels, we
paired samples from different identities that exhibited highest
cosine similarity and labeled them as similar pairs (class
1). Conversely, we paired samples of the same identity with
lowest cosine similarity (originally belonging to class 1) and
mislabeled these as class 0.

Implementation Details. The proposed methodology is imple-
mented in PyTorch using a pre-trained MobileNetV2 [51] as the
backbone. The similarity FCNN consists of four fully connected
layers (512, 512, 256, and 128 neurons) followed by Batch
Normalization and ReLU activation. Dropout layers with a 0.3
rate are applied after the last two layers. Data augmentation
includes random cropping and horizontal flipping, with image
resolutions of 300x150, 128x64, and 150x150 for the CUHK03,
Market1501, and VeRi-776 datasets, respectively. A batch size
of 32 is used for all datasets, and the Adam optimizer with an
initial learning rate of 0.001 decaying every 7 epochs. Training
stops once the model stabilizes. The number of epochs K is
determined based on validation accuracy; once the validation
accuracy stabilizes, the OD process is initiated. We have
observed little sensitivity to this parameter having considered
a range of 2-8 epochs. Parameter C depends on wk, and OD
is terminated when wk drops below 0.01%. In general, the
selection of K and C should allow for a similar overall number
of training epochs CK as the original architecture suggests.
The combined loss is used to update model parameters, with
λ = 0.45 tuned via grid search.

From a computational perspective, the cost of running Beta-
SOD is essentially equivalent to training the underlying Siamese
backbone and subsequent FCNN. The additional overhead of
the EM step for noise identification and filtering is minimal,
requiring less than 10 milliseconds on a CPU. Since the OD
module is relevant only for the training phase, the deployment
consists in simply running the Siamese backbone + FCNN.

B. Results & Comparisons

In this section we present the outcomes of the noise detection,
as well as the person and vehicle Re-ID task. We also report
comparisons with alternative statistical models for the OD
module and ablation studies.

The technique proposed in this work relies on explicit
statistical modeling under the assumption that noise represents
a contamination to the clean signal component. For this reason,
we focus on Beta-SOD evaluation with noise levels at 0-30%,
where from statistical point of view, the “true” distribution is
dominant. At a 50% noise level, the histograms of the two
classes are practically identical (in the random noise setting),
making it unfeasible for the proposed statistical method to
perform effectively without additional supervision. We hence
choose not to consider such scenarios of noise at 50% or
higher, which require structural modifications and result in
relatively poor performance, e.g., under 20% mAP on the
CUHK03 dataset [4]. Furthermore, we consider such extreme
contamination levels to be uncommon in practice, and thus of
less interest.

Siamese backbone selection. In Tab. I we present compar-
isons between several typical Siamese architecture backbones:
ResNet-18, ResNet-50 [52], and MobileNetV2 [51]. Given
its size and very competitive accuracy reported, we employ
MobileNetV2 as the primary architecture for our model.

Noise filtering performance. We first assess the OD module’s
performance in identifying the contamination, i.e. incorrectly
labeled (noisy) image pairs, in the dataset of cosine similarities.
As reported in Tab. II, the proposed model achieves 94.8%,
89.5%, and 93.89% similarity classification accuracy on clean
Market1501, CUHK03, and VeRi-776 datasets. At 30% noise
level, these accuracies decline by 4.1%, 5.3%, and 4.13%.
Increasing the noise level from 10% to 30% results in slightly
more detected outliers, indicating that the proposed denoising
method effectively filters noisy pairs with a tendency towards
overshooting. At higher noise levels (30%), precision decreases
slightly due to more false positives, while recall improves as
more true positives are retained and fewer false negatives occur.
Nevertheless, precision remains around 76% for Market1501
and CUHK03, and 84% for VeRi-776, demonstrating the
robustness of the proposed method against label noise. This
degradation can be primarily attributed to the removal of
challenging positive or negative examples during the denoising
process, which somewhat reduces the model’s ability to
generalize. A small subset of challenging noisy samples persist
after filtering, further contributing to the similarity classification
decline.

Distribution modeling. To further evaluate the suitability
of the Beta distribution for modeling cosine similarities, we
compare the proposed Beta model with Gamma and Gaussian
distributions for the OD on the CUHK03 dataset, which is
summarized in Table III.The Beta distribution achieves the
highest classification accuracy of 89.5% on the clean dataset,
whereas the relatively lower scores of the Gaussian and Gamma
distributions. Moreover, as the noise level increases to 20%, the
amount of over-filtering reaches 4–5% for Gamma and Gaussian
distributions, whereas the Beta model shows substantially
lower overshooting of only 1–2%, confirming its robustness
in noisy conditions. Qualitatively, in Fig. 2 we can observe
that both Gaussian and Gamma distributions do not fit the
data as effectively as the Beta distribution. This over-filtering
of challenging pairs negatively affects dataset composition
and, consequently, reduces model generalization. Precision and
recall scores in Tab. III further highlight these differences: at
20% noise level, the Gamma distribution filters a large number
of false positives, resulting in a lower precision of around 65%,
whereas the Beta distribution maintains a higher precision
of over 80% compared to both alternatives. This empirically
supports our assumption that the Beta distribution is a more
appropriate model due to both its flexibility and native unit
range support.

Person Re-ID Results. We compare our method with sev-
eral state-of-the-art approaches: Noise-Aware Person Re-
Identification [33], DistributionNet [32], PurifyNet [31],
CORE [3], URNet [30], and TSTN [4]. Tab. IV presents the
comparison under three different noise ratios on CUHK03
and Market1501 datasets. The results demonstrate that the



9

TABLE I
SIAMESE BACKBONE NETWORK SELECTION ON CUHK03 DATASET WITH VARIOUS RANDOM NOISE LEVEL (5 RUNS AVERAGE)

Backbone
Networks Parameters 0% 10% 30%

mAP R1 R5 R10 mAP R1 R5 R10 mAP R1 R5 R10
Resnet18 ∼4M 50.94 52.71 65.18 75.2 38.1 43.31 56.18 70.92 31.8 35.4 54.92 68.8
Resnet50 ∼23.9M 58.9 58.7 74.61 79.7 48.91 52.1 70.9 77.7 45.51 50.14 70.21 77.1

MobileNet-V2 ∼3.4M 59.2 58.56 74.58 79.82 48.33 52.61 71.82 77.75 46.8 50.2 71.01 76.9

TABLE II
NOISE IDENTIFICATION PERFORMANCE WITH VARIOUS RANDOM NOISE LEVELS (5 RUNS AVERAGE)

Noise Market1501 CUHK03 VeRi-776
Outliers Precision Recall Accuracy Outliers Precision Recall Accuracy Outliers Precision Recall Accuracy

0% 0.5 - - 94.8 1.62 - - 89.5 1.3 - - 93.89
10% 10.31 85.79 76.87 92.1 11.32 82.09 73.63 87.21 11.34 87.46 84.8 92.1
20% 21.26 82.93 80.56 91.8 21.56 80.47 76.08 85.1 22.76 85.66 88.39 90.83
30% 32.97 75.73 81.67 90.7 32.28 75.75 81.18 84.2 33.05 84.47 89.86 89.76

TABLE III
NOISE IDENTIFICATION PERFORMANCE OF THE OD BASED ON GAUSSIAN, GAMMA AND BETA MIXTURES WITH VARIOUS RANDOM NOISE LEVELS ON

CUHK03 DATASET (5 RUNS AVERAGE)

Noise Gaussian mixture Gamma mixture Beta mixture
Outliers Precision Recall Accuracy Outliers Precision Recall Accuracy Outliers Precision Recall Accuracy

0% 2.13 - - 87.71 4.51 - - 87.3 1.62 - - 89.5
10% 13.18 76.01 71.99 85.62 13.09 72.4 70.95 83.92 11.33 82.28 73.88 87.12
20% 24.14 72.15 75.7 81.55 25.06 64.42 75.93 77.6 21.56 80.32 76.19 85.4

proposed method consistently outperforms the other state-of-
the-art methods across the three noise levels. As shown in the
table, while the performance of Re-ID deteriorates significantly
as the noise level increases from to 30%, the proposed
method maintains comparatively superior performance. We
can also observe the relative contribution of the OD module by
comparing with the same Siamese architecture without OD. In
particular, on the clean dataset the performance is very similar
(especially taking into account the standard deviation measured
across the 5 re-runs). With added noise, the use of the OD
module results in a very significant performance gain.

DistributionNet, originally designed for noisy image classifi-
cation, filters out noisy samples but can discard significant data
when noise exceeds 20%, harming performance, especially on
CUHK03 with limited images per identity. In contrast, Re-
ID-specific methods like PurifyNet, CORE and TSNT down-
weight noisy samples instead of removing them. However, this
still suppresses useful data and degrades performance as noise
increases. Similarly to DistributionNet, our approach adopts a
(hard) filtering strategy, adapted for a pair-based setting. Since
each image forms multiple cross-view pairs, filtering out noisy
pairs still retains sufficient representative samples per identity.
This redundancy preserves data diversity and maintains model
generalization.

Tab. V demonstrates how the choice of the OD mixture
distribution impacts the Re-ID task performance on the
CUHK03 dataset at varying random noise levels 0-20%. Across
all noise settings, the Beta distribution consistently outperforms
both Gaussian and Gamma models in terms of mAP and
Rank-k accuracy. As the noise level increases to 20%, the
Beta maintains its superiority achieving an mAP of 48.12%,
compared to 34-44% for Gamma and Gaussian mixtures. These

results confirm the earlier observation based on Tab. III that
the Beta model provides a more appropriate fit for cosine
similarities.

Tab. VI compares the Re-ID performance of Beta-SOD on
the Market1501 and CUHK03 datasets under pattern noise at
10-20%. At 20% noise level, the relative improvement achieved
by Beta-SOD becomes more pronounced. On Market1501, our
approach attains 76.89% mAP and 89.58% Rank-1 accuracy,
surpassing the second best, TSNT, by 2% mAP and 0.5% Rank-
1, while also maintaining consistently higher Rank-5 and Rank-
10 results. Similarly, on the more challenging CUHK03 dateset,
the relative improvement over TSNT is of 0.9% mAP and 2.3%
Rank-1. To provide a measure of statistical relevance, we also
report the standard deviations available for our experiments
(over 5 re-runs), which confirm the meaningful nature of these
improvements. Overall, the results confirm the robustness of
our OD-based framework, which performs well in presence of
both random (realistic setting) and pattern (adversarial setting)
noise.

Mislabeled examples. Fig. 3 presents examples of image pairs
incorrectly handled by the OD method during denoising. The
first row shows false positives, i.e., similar image pairs that
were wrongly filtered out by the OD method, with cosine
similarity scores below 0.8. The second row shows false
negatives, i.e., noisy image pairs that were mistakenly retained
as clean, with cosine similarities above 0.6. These examples
illustrate the difficulty of distinguishing visually similar pairs,
where both under-filtering (false negatives) and over-filtering
(false positives) compromise the quality of the denoised dataset.
These and conceptually similar challenging examples are treated
incorrectly by the OD module even at 0% noise, see in
Tab II. At the same time, the overall impact achieved by the
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TABLE IV
COMPARISON OF PERSON RE-ID PERFORMANCE OF BETA-SOD AGAINST NOISE-AWARE RE-ID [33], DISTRIBUTIONNET [32], PURIFYNET [31],

CORE [3], URNET [30], AND TSNT [4] ON THE MARKET1501 AND CUHK03 DATASETS WITH VARIOUS RANDOM NOISE LEVELS (5 RUNS AVERAGE AND
STANDARD DEVIATION)

Noise Methods Market1501 CUHK03
mAP R1 R5 R10 mAP R1 R5 R10

0%

DistributionNet 70.8 87.3 94.7 96.7 38.5 39.4 58.9 67.9
URNet 71.2 87.9 95.7 97.4 43.2 45.7 64.4 74.6
PurifyNet 72.1 88.4 95.8 97.6 44.8 45.8 65.2 74.2
CORE 74.6 89.6 96.4 98.1 46.2 46.3 65.5 75.2
TSNT 80 92.7 97.1 98.2 54.3 55 73.4 81.3
Noise-Aware Re-Id 84.4 94.4 98.1 99 50.6 51.7 72.1 81
Siamese without OD 85.5 ±0.9 94.44 ±0.62 98.81 ±0.32 98.57 ±0.02 57.1 ±1.32 59.57 ±0.93 74.11 ±0.81 81.52 ±0.64
Beta-SOD 84.5 ±1.2 94.51 ±0.71 98.35 ±0.32 98.83 ±0.02 56.56 ±1.5 59.2 ±1.1 74.58 ±0.91 79.82 ±0.72

10%

DistributionNet 63.36 89.85 96.25 98.02 31.8 32.29 51.81 61.67
PurifyNet 64.3 84.2 93.7 95.6 32.8 32.8 54.8 65
CORE 67.7 85.5 94 96.4 39.6 40.4 60.8 70.9
Noise-Aware Re-Id 69.9 88.8 95.4 97.4 42.4 43.5 64.8 74
Siamese without OD 59.21 ±1.12 75.92 ±0.91 89.34 ±0.51 92.11 ±0.05 29.01 ±2.2 32.44 ±1.2 48.1 ±1.1 60.91 ±1
Beta-SOD 80.36 ±1.43 92.26 ±0.92 97 ±0.49 98 ±0.03 48.33 ±1.9 52.61 ±1.3 71.82 ±0.95 77.75 ±0.77

20%

DistributionNet 53.4 77 90.6 94 24.2 24.32 43.1 53.1
URNet 52.9 76.0 90.0 93.4 21.9 23.1 41.6 52.1
PurifyNet 63.1 83.1 93.3 95.9 29.2 30.3 49.8 58.4
CORE 66.2 84.1 93.1 95.5 35 34.4 55 64.1
TSNT 76 90.3 96.4 97.7 48.3 49.4 67.9 76.4
Noise-Aware Re-Id 65.5 86.2 95.7 97.6 29.2 30.9 50.6 62
Siamese without OD 50.1 ±1.51 72.71 ±1.1 85.55 ±1 92 ±1 23.21 ±2.3 25.3 ±1.5 40.58 ±1.25 50.01 ±1.21
Beta-SOD 78.32 ±1.62 91 ±1.39 97.11 ±0.61 97.61 ±0.10 48.12 ±2.1 51.25 ±1.32 71.11 ±1 77.75 ±0.78

30%

PurifyNet 60.2 81.4 92.3 94.9 26.4 26.6 44.6 54.2
CORE 60.6 81.2 92.2 94.5 34.7 34.6 56.4 64.6
Noise-Aware Re-Id 54.5 79.1 92.5 95.2 17.3 18.1 34.8 44.1
Siamese without OD 44.66 ±1.97 65.15 ±1.5 78.83 ±1.1 82 ±1.13 15.71 ±2.5 19.19 ±1.51 30.84 ±1.31 42.4 ±1.27
Beta-SOD 66.01 ±1.91 85.32 ±1.52 93.26 ±1.1 95.64 ±0.27 46.8 ±2.1 49.88 ±1.29 65.71 ±1.1 76.9 ±0.78

∗We show only the available benchmark results as reported in the corresponding papers

TABLE V
PERSON RE-ID PERFORMANCE OF THE OD METHOD USING GAUSSIAN, GAMMA, AND BETA MIXTURE MODELS ON THE CUHK03 DATASET WITH VARIOUS

RANDOM NOISE LEVELS (5 RUNS AVERAGE)

Noise Gaussian mixtures Gamma mixtures Beta mixtures
mAP R1 R5 R10 mAP R1 R5 R10 mAP R1 R5 R10

0% 50.2 57.33 71.21 78.36 46.92 54.41 65.22 71.29 56.56 59.2 74.58 79.82
10% 44.74 47.32 63.39 74.9 38.21 50.1 60.2 68.5 48.33 52.61 71.82 77.75
20% 43.84 45.68 63 73.7 34.41 42.4 54.1 60.85 48.12 51.25 71.11 77.75

TABLE VI
COMPARISON OF PERSON RE-ID PERFORMANCE OF BETA-SOD AGAINST PURIFYNET [31], CORE [3], AND TSNT [4] ON THE MARKET1501 AND

CUHK03 DATASETS WITH VARIOUS PATTERN NOISE LEVELS (5 RUNS AVERAGE AND STANDARD DEVIATION)

Noise Methods Market1501 CUHK03
mAP R1 R5 R10 mAP R1 R5 R10

10%

PurifyNet 63.2 81.8 92.6 95.4 32.9 33.6 56.4 66
CORE 66.4 84 93.8 96.1 32.2 38.2 54.9 64.8

Beta-SOD 68.57 ± 0.6 87.21 ± 0.07 95.23 ± 0.08 97.22 ± 0.05 33.92 ± 0.53 41.65 ± 0.06 59.29 ± 0.07 69.66 ± 0.06

20%

PurifyNet 56.2 77.8 91.1 93.8 27.9 28.8 47.3 58.2
CORE 62.8 81.9 92.7 95.5 33.2 34.6 54.6 64.9
TSNT 74.8 89 95.3 97.2 37.2 38 57.4 68.8

Beta-SOD 76.89 ± 0.92 89.58 ± 0.08 96.82 ± 0.05 97.67 ± 0.04 38.1 ± 0.82 40.31 ± 0.07 59.55 ± 0.07 71.08 ± 0.05
∗We show only the available benchmark results as reported in the corresponding papers

OD-based filtering in the person Re-ID task ranges from a
modest performance reduction of 0.5-1% mAP at 0% noise to
substantial improvement of 21-31% mAP at 30% noise levels,
see Tab IV.

Vehicle Re-ID Results. We now evaluate Beta-SOD on
vehicle Re-ID using VeRi-776 dataset. As shown in Tab. VII,
our method achieves high mAP and R1/R5 scores on clean
dataset (0% noise), only behind that of specialized [39], [40].
Interestingly, the configuration without the OD module attains
the level not far behind the top performer without attention

mechanism incorporated. As established in the de-noising
comparisons, without the presence of noise, the OD module
removes more challenging training examples which reduces
the test performance. This results in a drop of mAP by 1.2%.

To evaluate noisy dataset performance of, random label noise
is introduced into the vehicle Re-ID dataset. Tab. VII reports
performance with and without the Beta-SOD. On the clean
dataset, the model achieves 83% mAP, 97.22% Rank-1, and
98.1% Rank-5 accuracy. With added noise, performance without
the Beta-SOD filtering drops significantly, but is effectively
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Fig. 3. Examples of incorrectly filtered image pairs by Beta-SOD on CUHK03 with 20% noise: false positives, i.e. true class 1 flagged as 0 (top row), and
false negatives, i.e. true class 0 flagged as 1 (bottom row). The numbers are cosine similarities: below 0.8 for false positives and above 0.6 for false negatives.

TABLE VII
COMPARISON OF VEHICLE RE-ID PERFORMANCE ON THE VERI-776
DATASET WITH VARIOUS RANDOM NOISE LEVELS (5 RUNS AVERAGE)

Noise Methods mAP R1 R5

0%

GS-TRE [36] 59.47 96.24 98.97
STE-VReID [35] 67.55 90.23 96.42
GiT [38] 80.3 96.9 -
SGFD [37] 81 96.7 98.6
GLSD [39] 83.5 97.3 98.6
LSKA-ReID [40] 85.64 97.97 99.04
Siamese without OD 84.2 98.13 98.8
Beta-SOD 83 97.22 98.1

10% Siamese without OD 56.25 88.12 91.45
Beta-SOD 78 97 98

20% Siamese without OD 52.22 84.92 90.11
Beta-SOD 76.26 96.13 97.62

30% Siamese without OD 49.41 83.52 88.21
Beta-SOD 74.21 95.93 97.54

handled with filtering. No benchmark methods report their
performance in the presence of noisy labels.

These results confirm the ability of the proposed technique to
generalize to another object Re-ID task without modifications.

Ablation Analysis. Finally, we investigate the impact of the
considered loss functions on the model performance when
using the CUHK03 dataset. This involves a comparative
analysis between a basic classification loss and similarity-based
constraints. The experimental results are presented in Tab. VIII.

We establish a baseline Siamese architecture comprising

TABLE VIII
LOSS FUNCTION SELECTION ON CUHK03 DATASET WITH RANDOM NOISE

LEVEL OF 0% AND 20% (5 RUNS AVERAGE)

Loss Functions 0% noise 20% noise
LCE LCOS LC mAP R1 R5 mAP R1 R5

✓ 47.41 50.9 63.13 36.12 40.3 48.21
✓ ✓ 51.82 55.3 70.22 40.2 45.01 58.3
✓ ✓ 54.72 57.1 73.1 45.8 50.13 68.83
✓ ✓ ✓ 56.52 59.2 74.58 48.12 51.25 71.11

the FCNN trained with the (LCE) loss. Using only LCE our
model achieves a mAP of 47.41% on the clean dataset and
36.12% in the presence of 20% label noise. Adding Lcos to
LCE improves the mAP by just over 4% on both the clean
and the 20% noisy datasets. Similarly, combining Lc with
LCE results in a mAP improvement of about 3-5% across
both settings. Finally, by combining all three loss functions, as
described in Eq. 10, the mAP improves by an additional 2%.

VII. CONCLUSION

We propose a robust object Re-ID approach that integrates
a statistical OD framework into training. Our Beta-SOD
framework models cosine similarity distributions with a two-
component Beta mixture to iteratively filter noisy labels,
enabling unsupervised task-specific dataset de-noising. A
Siamese network is then trained using combined binary cross-
entropy, contrastive, and cosine embedding losses to enhance
both classification and feature similarity. Experiments show
improved robustness and accuracy across Re-ID benchmarks
under varying noise levels. The observed performance gains
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strongly suggest the effectiveness and generalization capacity
of Beta-SOD in real-world noisy label environments.

We present a novel theoretical result demonstrating that
the unique identifiability of two-component Beta mixtures is
attainable with probability 1. Based on the strong performance
observed in Re-ID tasks, we expect Beta-mixture modeling
to be a versatile and effective tool for de-noising cosine
similarity scores produced by Siamese architectures, with
potential applications extending to face recognition, speaker
verification, and sentence embedding models.

While our statistical OD strategy proved effective as a
standalone denoising module, future work will explore in-
tegrating this mechanism more tightly into the training neural
network pipeline. This can be achieved by embedding the
EM-based outlier scores directly into the loss function by re-
weighting each training pair’s similarity contribution based
on its clean class probability γ (soft-filtering). An additional
extension would be to integrate an attention mechanism into
the Siamese architecture, allowing the model to emphasize the
most discriminative features within paired images. This could
lead to more accurate estimation of cosine similarities, thereby
enhancing the effectiveness and efficiency of the similarity-
based OD.
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