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Abstract—Predicting a binary mask for an object is more
accurate but also more computationally expensive than a
bounding box. Polygonal masks as developed in CenterPoly
can be a good compromise. In this paper, we improve over
CenterPoly by enhancing the classical regression L1 loss with
a novel region-based loss and a novel order loss, as well
as with a new training process for the vertices prediction
head. Moreover, the previous methods that predict polygonal
masks use different coordinate systems, but it is not clear
if one is better than another, if we abstract the architec-
ture requirement. We therefore investigate their impact on
the prediction. We also use a new evaluation protocol with
oracle predictions for the detection head, to further isolate
the segmentation process and better compare the polygonal
masks with binary masks. Our instance segmentation method
is trained and tested with challenging datasets containing urban
scenes, with a high density of road users. Experiments show,
in particular, that using a combination of a regression loss
and a region-based loss allows significant improvements on
the Cityscapes and IDD test set compared to CenterPoly.
Moreover the inference stage remains fast enough to reach
real-time performance with an average of 0.045 s per frame
for 2048×1024 images on a single RTX 2070 GPU. The code
is available at: https://github.com/KatiaJDL/CenterPoly-v2.

Keywords-computer vision; instance segmentation;
intersection-over-union; urban scene; mask approximation;

I. INTRODUCTION

The detection and localization of objects of interest are
key tasks in computer vision. The demanded accuracy level
varies from a rectangle encompassing an object (bounding
box), to the production of a binary mask, indicating for each
pixel if it is part of the detected object. The latter is the task
of instance segmentation, where the objective is to predict a
mask for each object of interest while classifying it among
predefined categories. These predictions are more accurate
than bounding boxes, but also more computationally expen-
sive. Conventional instance segmentation methods can detect
the precise location of an object in an image in about 0.2s
[1], which is not fast enough to use in real-time conditions on
most hardware. However, to develop individual or collective
intelligent vehicles or to improve road safety with traffic
monitoring, it is necessary to be able to detect road users in
real-time and locate them accurately in a crowded scene.
By using mask approximations, the detection speed and
therefore the reaction speed for an unexpected event can
be greatly increased.

(a) Binary mask. (b) Polygonal mask.

Figure 1. Example of ground-truth (GT) binary mask and polygonal mask
on a car in Cityscapes dataset [4]. Numbers in (b) indicate the casting rays
to build the polygon from the GT. Although the polygonal mask does not
perfectly match the shape of the object, it can reject a large part of the
backgound when compared to the red bounding box.

The intermediate approach we propose builds on Center-
Poly by Perreault and al. [2]. It consists of using polygonal
masks, which are a compromise between bounding box and
binary mask. CenterPoly generates simultaneously heatmaps
for object detection [3] and dense predictions of polygons
in the form of vertex sets. The vertices for the ground-truth
polygons are produced by casting rays at regular intervals
from the bounding box toward its center (Figure 1).

To improve over CenterPoly, we investigate the impact of
the loss function and the approximation polygon coordinate
representation system. Our investigation has shown that the
precision of the polygonal instance segmentation performed
by CenterPoly is not directly limited by the accuracy of
the target approximation. As we can see in table I, the
ground-truth polygons created are far more precise than the
predictions of CenterPoly. This motivated us to integrate a
region-based loss such as the Intersection-over-Union loss
[5] (IoU) to improve the predicted polygons by allowing
more flexibility on the vertices position by focusing also on
the covered area. No existing loss could be used with vertices
coordinates, so we designed a novel polygonal Intersection-
over-Union loss using Weiler-Atherton algorithm [6]. Aware
of the difficulty to predict relevant coordinates with only a
region-based loss, we also propose to add a constraint on the
order of the vertices. As no existing loss applied to vertex
order, we designed a novel order loss.

Moreover, the initial method CenterPoly uses a Cartesian
representation of the polygon, whereas other approaches
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Table I
GROUND-TRUTH POLYGONS VS CENTERPOLY POLYGONS ON THE

CITYSCAPES VALIDATION TEST.

Prediction type Nbr. Vertices AP AP50%

Ground-truth 16 53.0 87.7
Ground-truth 32 54.9 84.5

CenterPoly 16 18.5 46.2
CenterPoly 32 18.4 46.0

using polygons chose a polar representation [7], [8]. In some
cases this is necessary for the architecture of the method
[7], in others it is not [8], [2], [9]. We therefore studied the
impact of the coordinate system on the prediction.

Finally, to better evaluate the quality of the polygon
masks, we propose a new evaluation. The polygon head
prediction is attached to CenterPoly, but can be used inde-
pendently. To assess precisely the impact of each component,
we propose oracle-type experiments to separate polygon
prediction and detection. Experiments show that using a
Cartesian representation and a combination of a L1 loss
and an IoU loss is the best configuration for generating
polygonal mask, and allows significant improvements on the
Cityscapes and IDD test set compared to CenterPoly.

Based on these conclusions, we propose a new version
of CenterPoly, CenterPolyV2, and our contributions can be
summarized as follows:

• We present a novel Intersection-over-Union loss func-
tion for polygons with Weiler-Atherton algorithm;

• We introduce a new loss based on the vertex order;
• We study the impact of the geometric representation of

polygon vertices for mask approximation, by compar-
ing the Cartesian and polar representations;

• We propose a new evaluation experiments to assess
more precisely the quality of the generated polygon
masks by decoupling detection from the mask predic-
tion. It shows that our method improves significantly
over CenterPoly.

II. RELATED WORKS

Real-time instance segmentation: Traditional instance
segmentation methods, like Mask-RCNN [1], and its variant
PANET [10], that adds path augmentation, process less
than one frame per second. However, few methods can
produce masks in real-time. YOLACT [11] accomplishes
this by using prototypes and by predicting coefficients to
combine them. SOLO [12] encodes instances as categories,
mimicking semantic segmentation methods: The images
are divided into cells. Each cell produces a binary mask,
corresponding if necessary to the object whose center falls
in the cell. SOLOv2 [13] is builds upon SOLO and performs
further convolution on the features map with a mask kernel
predicted separately. ESE SEG [14] achieves a speed of 26
ms per frame by performing at the same time the bounding

box prediction and segmentation. It uses an approximation
of object boundaries based on Chebyshev polynoms. Spar-
seInst [15] uses sparse instance activation maps to produce
mask kernels but does not need to localize the objects by
their center as in SOLO and SOLOv2. Spatial Sampling
Net [16] is a very fast method which produces a non-
uniform density map following object distribution with a
diffusion process through a spatial sampling operator. It
requires very little post-processing and achieves 113 FPS
on Cityscapes. Box2Pix [17] combines bounding boxes and
semantic segmentation to produce instance masks. It does
not quite achieve real-time but it runs on Cityscapes at 10.9
FPS. Poly-YOLO [8] and CenterPoly [2] both use polygonal
mask approximation, and achieve real-time performances on
Cityscapes and IDD.

Instance segmentation with masks approximation: A
simple way to approximate a mask is to consider only
its boundary. Deep Snake [18] uses contour generation
and iterative contour deformation to segment instances.
Also focusing on contour deformation, PolyTransform [19]
converts segmentation masks into polygons to refine the
outline. The ExtremeNet method [20], close in principle
to CenterNet, predicts the extreme points of the objects, to
obtain tight enclosing rectangles. This method allows having
easily octagonal masks around the objects. By predicting
several points on the outline of the object, it is easy to
reconstruct a polygonal mask. However, this technique does
not take into account the holes in the objects. Polygon-RNN
[21] uses a recurrent neural network to determine the next
vertex, while Polygon-RNN++ [9] uses also reinforcement
learning methods in its training process. These techniques
are quite slow and were created for semi-automated annota-
tion creation, not instance segmentation per se. PolarMask
[7] uses a polar representation of the vertices, which are
thus at fixed angles and form a star structure. The distance
to the center is regressed with an error function based on
the Intersection-over-Union. Poly-YOLO [8], built on the
principle of YOLOv3 [22], also uses a polar grid, but the
polygons predicted are size-independent and resized during
post-processing using the bounding boxes. The number of
vertices is dynamic and depends on the object, using a
confidence score for each vertex.

Finally, CenterPoly [2], based on CenterNet [3], generates
simultaneously heatmaps for object detection and polygon
vertices for each pixel. CenterPoly is faster than most of the
above-mentioned polygonal instance segmentation methods.
It also uses few parameters to represent an objet, without
confidence scores.

III. METHOD

We based our approach on CenterPoly [2], which is built
upon the object detector CenterNet [3]. The vertices of
the polygons are regressed from the center of the objects.
Figure 2 gives an overview of our CenterPolyV2 network.



Figure 2. Instance segmentation architecture of CenterPolyV2. The network consists of a CNN backbone, represented here by an hourglass module [23],
and four prediction heads: one for heatmaps representing object centers, one for polygon coordinates, one for the offset of the object relative to the center
and the last one for the relative depth of the objects. The dimensions are given as a guide and do not reflect exactly the implementation details of the
model. See the code for more information.

It is similar to the architecture of CenterPoly. The network
consists of a backbone based on a convolutional neural
network (CNN), represented here by an hourglass module,
and four prediction heads. The generation of heatmaps (one
per semantic class) allows to regress the characteristics of the
objects from their center. The polygons that are kept being
those at the peaks of the heatmaps, corresponding to the
centers of the objects of interest. Two more network heads
are present. One predicts the offset of the object relative to
the center pixel on the heatmap, and the other predicts the
relative depth of the objects, which is useful in occlusion
cases.

The global loss function of our CenterPolyV2 is given by

Loss = WhmLosshm +WdepthLossdepth+

WoffsetLossoffset +WpolyLosspoly, (1)

where Losshm is a focal loss for the heatmap, Lossdepth
and Lossoffset are L1 losses for the depth prediction and
the offset, respectively. These losses are the same as in
CenterPoly. The weights Whm, Wdepth, Woffset and Wpoly

are described in details in section IV-A.
Our work focuses on the Losspoly term. In CenterPoly,

the polygons head performs a regression of polygon vertices,
with Losspoly being a L1 loss on the vertices, Lossreg. We
investigate the vertices representation and the formulation of
the loss function for the polygons head, Losspoly. These will
be discussed in more detail in the following subsections.

A. Geometric representation of the vertices

For the vertices representation of the polygons, we can
choose between Cartesian and polar coordinates. Since the
polygon head generates dense predictions, the coordinates
of the vertices are relative to the center from which they
are produced. With the Cartesian system, we predict for
each vertex the relative distance in terms of height and

width (∆x and ∆y). In the polar system, we predict the
distance to the center (r) and the angle from the horizontal
axis (θ). The original CenterPoly method uses the Cartesian
representation, but this choice is not required by the design.
The information predicted by the network in both cases does
not have the same geometric meaning. One can therefore
wonder if it has an influence on the performance of the
method. There is no need for new ground-truth polygons,
we can simply do the conversion during pre-processing.

B. Polygonal region-based loss function

The Intersection-over-Union metric [5] and its variant
[24] can serve as a region-based loss function, with some
interesting properties. It is closer to our real goal than the
L1 regression loss, since it is directly used in the AP metric.
The IoU is based on the area covered, and not only on the
distance to mask boundaries. Moreover, it treats the instance
as a whole and not as n coordinates. Finally, it is scale-
independent.

However, defining a IoU loss based on polygons is not
trivial. No existing loss could be used for our purpose.
Therefore, we designed a novel IoU loss function based on
vertices coordinates. First, we need to find the intersection
polygon or polygons between the ground-truth and the
prediction, and then compute all the necessary areas.

We use the Weiler–Atherton algorithm [6] to compute the
intersection polygon or polygons. Let us define the subject
polygon Ps as the predicted polygon, and the clipping poly-
gon Pc as the ground-truth polygon. It can be noted that it is
only a convention, they are exchangeable. This algorithm can
handle concave polygons, both for polygons Pc and Ps. This
algorithm allows us to use convex and concave polygons
alike, on the condition that they are not self-intersecting.
By construction the ground-truth polygons do not intersect
themselves, and we ensure the same property for predicted
polygons by sorting their vertices along their angles. The
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Figure 3. The blue polygon [I, II, III, IV, V, VI] is the predicted
polygon (subject polygon, Ps), and the red polygon [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6] is
the ground-truth polygon (clipping polygon, Pc). If we start the step 3 of
the Weiler-Atherton polygon at the intersection a, the final vertices list of
the intersection polygon is [a, II, b, 3, c, d, e, VI, f, 1] (grey area).

algorithm uses polygons represented as a circular list of
vertices, in clockwise order, similar to the representation we
work with.

The steps of the Weiler–Atherton algorithm are the fol-
lowing (An example of the process is given in figure 3):

1) We compute intersection points between the polygons
Pc and Ps, using the parametric formulas of the edges.

2) We link them to their position in the two vertices lists,
with the label ”in” (if Ps edge enters the polygon Pc)
or ”out” (if Ps edge exits the polygon Pc).

3) Starting at an ”in” intersection, we follow the vertices
of Ps until a new intersection is found (”out”). Then
we continue on the vertices of Pc until a new inter-
section is found (”out”), and repeat this step until we
find our first intersection.

4) This makes one intersection polygon. If the ”in”
intersection list is not empty, we start again at step
3. With concave polygons, the intersection can indeed
be composed of multiple polygons.

If the polygons do not intersect (one inside the other, or
not overlapping), we consider the area of intersection to be
the smallest one of the two.

To compute the area of the polygons (Pc, Ps, and intersec-
tion polygons) in a differentiable way, we use the shoelace
algorithm (or the surveyor formula) [25], which gives the
area of a simple polygon given its vertices’ coordinates.
The coordinates are assumed to be taken in clockwise order
around the polygon, beginning and ending at the same point.
The area of a polygon is as follows:

Apolygon =
1

2

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
x1 y1
x2 y2
... ...
xn yn
x1 y1

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
=

1

2
((x1y2 + x2y3 + ...+ x1yn)

− (x2y1 + x3y2 + ...+ xny1)), (2)

X
X

X

X

1

2

3

4

Figure 4. Inversion loss term in the order loss: with these 4 vertices,
Lossinversion = −δ2→3 = −(θ3 − θ2) > 0

with (x1, y1), ...(xn, yn) being the coordinates of the ver-
tices.

With the Weiler-Atherton algorithm and the shoelace
algorithm, we have a differentiable way to compute the in-
tersection area of the ground-truth polygon and the predicted
polygon. Then the IoU loss function is given by:

LossIoU = 1− Aintersection
APs +APc −Aintersection

. (3)

C. Order-based vertices loss

Using only a region-based loss like the intersection over
union, it is hard to optimize the vertex positions, with
the radius and the angle being free in the case of polar
coordinates. Polarmask [7] fixes the angles, which simplifies
the prediction and the use of the Intersection-over-Union.
But this choice reduces the relevance of the ground-truth
mask and therefore the accuracy of the prediction. For our
case, we designed a constraint based on the order of the
vertices to evaluate its influence on vertices prediction. In
this case also, we did not find any existing loss that applied
to vertex order. Hence, we propose a novel loss.

This order loss is used when the vertices are represented
with polar coordinates. Similar to the ground truth annota-
tions, we wish to predict polygons with clockwise-ordered
vertices. It contains two terms. On one hand, we have a
constraint on inversion, which sums the differences between
inverted angles. It is given by

Lossinversion =

N−1∑
j=1

N∑
i=j+1

(θj − θi)1x<0(θi − θj), (4)

where θ1, ...θN are the angles corresponding to the N
vertices respectively. Figure 4 shows an example with four
vertices and one inversion.

On the other hand, adding 2π to an angle does not
change its geometrical value. With only a constraint on
the inversion, the angles could spread throughout R and be
inverted in a geometrical sense. The second term prevents



this spread and is given by:

Lossspread =

N−1∑
j=1

N∑
i=j+1

(θj − θi)1x>2π(θi − θj). (5)

The final order loss function is the combination of these
two terms and is given by

Lossorder = Lossinversion + Lossspread. (6)

IV. EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

A. Datasets and evaluation metrics

In our work, we focus on object detection and instance
segmentation of road users in dense traffic areas. We trained
and evaluated our method on the Cityscapes, IDD, and
KITTI datasets, and performed ablation studies and oracle
predictions on the Cityscapes validation set.

The Cityscapes dataset [4] includes 5,000 densely an-
notated images recorded in street scenes in Germany. The
standard size of the images is 2048× 1024 and we selected
the categories of instance corresponding only to road users:
car, bicycle, rider, bus, person, motorcycle, truck, train. The
Indian Driving Dataset (IDD) [26] is composed of around
10,000 images of street scenes. The image resolutions are
not constant and vary between 1920×1080 and 1280×964.
The KITTI dataset [27] for segmentation contains only 200
train images with dense annotations, with image resolution
being 1280×384. The split between training, validation, and
testing data is predefined for all datasets.

The evaluation metric for the three datasets is the Average
Precision (AP) as defined for the dataset MSCOCO [28]:
It is the mean of AP50% to AP%95 with steps of 0.05,
which represent values of average precision with minimum
Intersection over Union from 0.5 to 0.95. The AP50% is also
used. For Cityscapes only, we also have access to two other
metrics, AP50m and AP100m, for objects within a range of
50m and 100m respectively.

B. Implementation details

We implemented our method with Pytorch [29] and
trained it for 240 epochs on a single RTX 2070 GPU with the
adam optimizer [30]. Because of its efficiency in CenterPoly,
we chose to use the Hourglass network [23] with one
stack as a backbone for all our experiments. The backbone,
heatmap head, and offset head are pre-trained on MSCOCO.
We first trained on Cityscapes and then fine-tuned our
model for KITTI and IDD. For training, we used classical
data augmentation techniques: color augmentation, random
cropping, and flipping. The loss weights are Whm = 1,
Wpoly = 1, Wdepth = 0.1 and Woffset = 0.1 (Equation
1). We use a learning rate of 2e-4. For each tested dataset,
we divide the learning rate by ten at epochs 90 and 120. As
our GPU memory is limited (8 Go), we select a batch size
of 4 and a training resolution of 1024× 512.

Table II
RESULTS ON THE CITYSCAPES VALIDATION SET. REP. STANDS FOR
VERTICES REPRESENTATION SYSTEM. BOLDFACE: BEST RESULTS.

Method Rep. L1 IoU order AP AP50%

CenterPoly [2] cartesian X x x 20.75 47.20
CenterPolyV2 cartesian X X x 21.46 47.16
CenterPolyV2 cartesian x X x 0.00 0.00
CenterPolyV2 polar X x x 20.15 47.08
CenterPolyV2 polar X X x 19.46 44.84
CenterPolyV2 polar X X X 18.60 44.79
CenterPolyV2 polar X x X 19.39 44.26
CenterPolyV2 polar x X X 0.01 0.03

Following the recommendations of CenterPoly, we use
16 vertices for the best compromise between accuracy and
speed. We also kept the elliptical ground truth for the
heatmaps and defined the center of each instance as the
center of gravity of the vertices.

V. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Choice of coordinate representation and best loss com-
bination

In table II, we present results comparing the impact of our
contributions: the IoU loss, and the vertices order loss. All
components have the same weight in the loss for polygons
prediction. We also present a study of the effect of the vertex
representation system.

Using the polygonal Intersection-over-Union loss alone
is not enough to generate convincing instance segmentation
masks. The polygons predicted are not taken into account in
the AP metric because the overlap with ground-truth masks
does not go over 50%, the minimal overlap percentage in this
computation. The network lacks guidance to place multiple
vertices with only global information about the area. But
with the help of the L1 vertex regression function, the
method can produce finer segmentation, especially for the
well located masks.

There are no significant differences when using the Carte-
sian coordinates or polar coordinates. The results with Carte-
sian coordinates stay slightly better. The polar order loss,
combined with the polar representation, reduces slightly the
performance. In this particular context, it seems that adding
too much constraint to the learning process is counter-
productive. However, the loss does reduce the number of
polygons with self-intersections. Furthermore, even if it did
not help as much as we hoped, we believe that this loss could
be useful in any applications relying on polar coordinate for
training a neural network.

B. Results on test sets

Given the results of our study about the loss and coordi-
nate system representation, our final method, CenterPolyV2,
includes both the L1 loss and polygonal IoU loss, with a



Table III
RESULTS ON THE CITYSCAPES TEST SET, IN THE CARTESIAN REPRESENTATION. IF THE RUNTIMES WERE NOT EXPLICITLY STATED IN THE ORIGINAL
PAPER, THEY ARE ESTIMATED BASED ON OUR KNOWLEDGE OF THE METHOD. FOR THE MASK TYPES, FULL MEANS BASED ON PIXEL-WISE MASKS,

POLYGON MEANS POLYGONAL MASKS AND OUTLINE MEANS BOUNDARY-BASED MASKS. RESULTS ARE TAKEN FROM THE ORIGINAL PAPERS OR
PUBLIC ONLINE BENCHMARKS, UNLESS STATED OTHERWISE. BOLDFACE: BEST RESULTS FOR REAL-TIME METHODS.

UNDERLINE: BEST RESULTS OVERALL.

Method Mask type Backbone AP ↑ AP50% ↑ AP100m ↑ AP50m ↑ Runtime (s) ↓
Mask-RCNN [1] Full Resnet-101 26.22 49.89 37.63 40.11 ' 0.2
PANET [10] Full FPN 31.80 57.10 44.20 46.00 > 1
PolyTransform [19] Polygon Resnet-50-FPN 40.10 65.90 54.80 58.00 > 1
DeepSnake [18] Outline Hourglass-104 31.70 58.40 43.20 44.70 4.6
Polygon-RNN++ [9] Polygon - 25.50 45.50 39.30 43.40 > 1
Spatial Sampling Net [16] Full - 9.20 16.80 16.4 21.4 0.009
Box2Pix [17] Full GoogLeNet v1 13.10 27.20 - - 0.092
Poly-YOLO [8] Polygon SE-Darknet-53 11.50 26.70 - - 0.049
Poly-YOLO lite [8] Polygon SE-Darknet-53 10.10 23.90 - - 0.027
CenterPoly [2] Polygon Hourglass-104 15.54 39.49 23.33 24.45 0.045
CenterPolyV2 (ours) Polygon Hourglass-104 16.64 39.42 24.76 27.20 0.045

Table IV
RESULTS ON THE IDD TEST SET, IN CARTESIAN REPRESENTATION. *
RESULTS FROM THE ORIGINAL IDD PAPER [26]. BOLDFACE: BEST

RESULTS FOR REAL-TIME METHODS.
UNDERLINE: BEST RESULTS OVERALL.

Method Backbone AP AP50% Time (s)
Mask-RCNN [1]* Resnet-101 26.80 49.90 ' 0.2
PANET [10]* FPN 37.60 66.10 > 1
Poly-YOLO [8] SE-Darknet-53 11.50 26.70 0.049
Poly-YOLO lite [8] SE-Darknet-53 10.10 23.90 0.027
CenterPoly [2] Hourglass-104 14.40 36.90 0.045
CenterPolyV2 (ours) Hourglass-104 17.40 45.10 0.045

Table V
RESULTS ON THE KITTI TEST SET, IN THE CARTESIAN

REPRESENTATION. BOLDFACE: BEST RESULTS

.
Method Backbone AP AP50% Time (s)
CenterPoly [2] Hourglass-104 8.73 26.74 0.045
CenterPolyV2 (ours) Hourglass-104 8.86 26.86 0.045

Cartesian vertices representation. The loss function for the
polygons head is as follows:

Losspoly = Lossreg + LossIoU , (7)

with LossIoU corresponding to Equation 3.
We present our results on the three datasets in the table

III for Cityscapes, in table IV for IDD, and in table V
for KITTI. For comparison purpose, we include slower and
more precise methods.

For the Cityscapes test set, CenterPolyV2 improves Cen-
terPoly by 1.1 AP, and the two AP with distance constraints
by 1.4 and 2.8 for respectively AP100m and AP50m, but
the AP50% metric stays the same. So the Intersection-
over-Union loss function improves the segmentation mask
when the representation is already good (with IoU superior
to 50%). The vertices must be already well predicted, so
that the IoU loss can optimize their position by taking into
account the area.

Table VI
AVERAGE INFERENCE TIME OVER THE TEST SET OF CITYSCAPES. ALL
INFERENCE TIMES ARE TAKEN ON THE SAME COMPUTER ON A SINGLE

RTX2070. * DETECTRON2 IMPLEMENTATION [31]

Method backbone Runtime(s)
Mask-RCNN [1]* Resnet-50-FPN 0.3
CenterPoly [2] Hourglass-104 0.045
CenterPolyV2 Hourglass-104 0.045

The Indian Driving Dataset is more challenging, with
more variety in terms of scene settings. CenterPolyV2
reaches 17.40 AP and 45.10 AP50%. With the combination
of L1 and IoU loss functions, the accuracy of the predicted
polygons is improved. The IoU loss is indeed less sensitive
to the inter-categorical diversity because it takes into account
the whole object and not only the distance from the center
to the outline. For the KITTI dataset, there is no significant
increase in the accuracy, be it for the AP or AP50. This
stagnation may be related to the small size of the dataset.

Overall, adding the Intersection-over-Union loss function
to the L1 regression loss for the polygon brings improvement
to the masks that were already well predicted, but not well
adjusted on the object. As other fast methods, we do not yet
approach the performance of the best networks that do not
consider the speed of inference as a priority.

The runtime results given in table III are taken from the
original papers. Some popular methods have since been re-
implemented more efficiently. To ensure the relevance of
developing new models, we measured the execution time of
Mask-RCNN in its recent implementation with Detectron 2
[31] with the same hardware as CenterPolyV2 (see section
IV-A). Results observed in Table VI show that these tradi-
tional methods remain slow on less powerful infrastructure.
Compared to other fast methods, ours ranks midway in run-
time, but first in AP, showing a good compromise between
speed and mask quality.

Qualitative results shown in figure 5 support our interpre-
tation. When zooming in, we can see that the mask coverage



Figure 5. Qualitative results on the Cityscapes test set. Row 1: CenterPoly. Row 2: CenterPolyV2. Colors correspond to semantic categories. Red circles
indicate visible differences.

is improved for objects that were already well predicted in
CenterPoly, like cars and some of the pedestrians.

C. Oracle predictions

Our contributions are not directly related to the architec-
ture of the whole instance segmentation method. We employ
the CenteNet detection method as a basis for its lightness and
its speed. However, the polygon prediction head could be
used with another detection network. Therefore, we decou-
pled the detection and segmentation tasks to better show our
contribution. On the validation set of Cityscapes, we replace
the predicted heatmaps by the ground-truth heatmaps and
select the predictions from the three other heads according
to the ground-truth centers. It simulates the behavior of the
polygon head with a ”perfect” detection head. Results are
presented in table VII. The accuracy increases notably and
the differences we noticed in section V-A are accentuated.
When assuming perfect detection, we find a 6.5 AP dif-
ference between CenterPoly and CenterPolyV2. This shows
that performance benefits greatly from the addition of our
polygonal IoU loss. However, the performance still does not
reach the accuracy of the ground-truth polygons (Table I).

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we show that we can improve polygonal
instance segmentation with an Intersection-over-Union loss
function. Combined with L1 loss, the polygonal IoU loss
improves the global accuracy for instance segmentation in
dense urban scenes, especially for the objects that are already
well predicted by not accurately segmented. However, there
are inherent limitations to the choice of polygonal approx-
imations. One other possible approach could be to change
the approximation type: Instead of predicting the outline, we
could find a way to represent directly the inside of the object
with only a few parameters.

Table VII
RESULTS ON THE CITYSCAPES VALIDATION SET. ORACLE PREDICTIONS

ARE USED FOR THE HEATMAP HEAD. REP. STANDS FOR VERTEX
REPRESENTATION SYSTEM. BOLDFACE: BEST RESULTS.

Method Rep. L1 IoU order AP AP50%

CenterPoly cartesian X x x 23.46 54.38
CenterPolyV2 cartesian X X x 29.98 54.09
CenterPolyV2 cartesian x X x 0.01 0.03
CenterPolyV2 polar X x x 21.34 52.76
CenterPolyV2 polar X X x 21.10 52.11
CenterPolyV2 polar X X X 20.21 50.71
CenterPolyV2 polar X x X 20.59 50.78
CenterPolyV2 polar x X X 0.01 0.05
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