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Abstract

Monocular 3D object detection is a challenging task be-
cause depth information is difficult to obtain from 2D im-
ages. A subset of viewpoint-agnostic monocular 3D detec-
tion methods also do not explicitly leverage scene homog-
raphy or geometry during training, meaning that a model
trained thusly can detect objects in images from arbitrary
viewpoints. Such works predict the projections of the 3D
bounding boxes on the image plane to estimate the location
of the 3D boxes, but these projections are not rectangular
so the calculation of IoU between these projected polygons
is not straightforward. This work proposes an efficient, fully
differentiable algorithm for the calculation of IoU between
two convex polygons, which can be utilized to compute the
loU between two 3D bounding box footprints viewed from
an arbitrary angle. We test the performance of the pro-
posed polygon IoU loss (PloU loss) on three state-of-the-
art viewpoint-agnostic 3D detection models. Experiments
demonstrate that the proposed PloU loss converges faster
than L1 loss and that in 3D detection models, a combination
of PloU loss and L1 loss gives better results than LI loss
alone (+1.64% APy for MonoCon on cars, +0.18% APz
for RTM3D on cars, and +0.83%/+2.46% APs/APs5 for
MonoRCNN on cyclists).

1. Introduction

Autonomous driving is a primary domain that propels re-
search in 3D object detection. Precise detection and local-
ization of vehicles and pedestrians within a driving scenario
are paramount to autonomous vehicles functioning safely
and effectively. To enable this end, densely annotated ego-
vehicle driving datasets produced with carefully calibrated
and heavily instrumented test vehicles such as KITTI [7],
NuScenes [2], Waymo OpenDrive [28] have enabled a large
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body of work on 3D object detection and tracking tasks. As
a result, extremely accurate detection 3D vehicle, cyclist,
and pedestrian models have been proposed that leverage the
full suite of available sensors, including LIDAR, stereo im-
ages, and depth images [[12]] [16] [19] [25] [24] [29]. State-
of-the-art 3D detection methods on KITTI frequently score
above 90% A Py, (average precision) [[7].

The dense sensor set provided in these datasets comes at
a price. Methods proposed utilizing these works are not
generalizable to other vehicles with different or less ca-
pable sensing. Recognizing this shortcoming, monocular
3D object detection methods have been proposed to pre-
dict object positions using a single camera and no addi-
tional sensors [9, 23| [10]. Posing the 3D object detection
problem in this manner introduces the challenge of recov-
ering depth information from an image, which is inherently
depth-ambiguous. Monocular methods take a step in the di-
rection of generality; only a single camera is required for
detection; yet these methods incorporate information from
the 3D scene explicitly (e.g., into the model anchor box gen-
eration architecture) or implicitly (by training to regress ob-
ject positions directly in 3D space). Thus, a model trained
for one camera in one vehicle can’t be easily applied to an-
other vehicle and camera, and training data is only available
for a very small subset of instrumented vehicles.

To detect 3D objects from a single, arbitrary camera,
such as a cell-phone camera or dashcam from an arbitrary
vehicle, a more general method is required. Recently, a
subset of monocular 3D detection methods have attempted
to detect 3D bounding boxes for vehicles without utilizing
scene information in the trained model. Instead, these mod-
els predict positions natively in 2D image space and incor-
porate scene homography only after training and after in-
ference [15) 27, [14, 26]. By posing 3D detection in this
way, a trained model may be able to generalize to an unseen
camera view simply by changing the post-inference scene
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Figure 1. Example of IoU-based losses and relative improvements versus L1-loss in a.) image coordinates, where bounding boxes are
axis-aligned, [22] b.) 3D viewpoint-based detection, in which the scene homography can be used to precisely compute object rectangular
footprints in a bird’s-eye view [34] and c.) 3D viewpoint-agnostic detection (this work), using 3D box projections into 2D space.

homography. In other words, these methods are viewpoint-
agnostic. The performance of these models, while steadily
improving, still trails other monocular 3D detection meth-
ods and 3D detection methods more generally.

This work seeks to leverage a key trend in object de-
tection works: across a variety of domains and detection
problem formulations, intersection-over-union (IoU) based
methods have been shown to outperform L1 and L2 norm-
based methods for loss calculation during training. Intersec-
tion over Union (IoU) is commonly used for measuring the
similarity between (generally) two rectangular, axis-aligned
bounding boxes. Many previous works on 2D object detec-
tion tasks demonstrate that IoU can be used as a regression
loss for axis-aligned 3D bounding boxes. In [22] [32] and
[I33]] it is shown that incorporating IoU loss into 2D object
detection models can improve their performance. In a sim-
ilar vein, [34] and [31] show that IoU for two rotated rect-
angles can be used as a loss function to improve the perfor-
mance of 3D object detection models. Figure[T]summarizes.
Unfortunately, these methods are not directly applicable to
viewpoint-agnostic monocular methods because the projec-
tion of a 3D bounding box into an image does not result in
rectangular planes; rather, the six surrounding planes of ve-
hicles occupy arbitrary quadrilaterals in pixel-space. Thus,
most existing methods use L1 loss to regress the eight cor-
ner points of the 3D box on 2D image planes.

The core contribution of this work is to present a new
and efficient way of calculating the IoU between two con-
vex polygons which we refer to as polygon IoU and imple-
ment it as a loss function (PIoU loss). We show both in
simulation and in 3 state-of-the-art viewpoint-agnostic 3D
detection models that the loss function converges faster than
L1 loss. We implement a batched version of the IoU func-
tion between two polygons to enable fast training of models
with the method. We utilize models trained with PIoU loss
on the KITTI 3D detection benchmark and show that, in

most cases, the new loss formulation increases model accu-
racy, particularly for higher requisite IoU thresholds.

The rest of this paper is laid out as follows: Section [2]
reviews related works, Section B|describes the PloU method
in more detail. Section [4]describes experiments comparing
L1 loss and PloU loss with simulated polygons, Section [3]
details experiments on the KITTI benchmark and describes
implementation details for incorporating PIoU loss into 3
detection models. Section [6l describes the results.

2. Related Work
2.1. Monocular 3D object detection

Monocular 3D detection methods seek to generate a set
of 3D bounding boxes in 3D space based on a single cam-
era image. One early work is Mono3D [4]], which generates
rich 3D proposals with the assumption that vehicles locate
on the ground plane and then scores the boxes with contex-
tual information and size, location, and shape priors. Like-
wise, [23] generates 3D proposals and ensures that feature
map computations are orthographic such that objects further
away and occupying fewer pixels do not occupy less of the
final feature map space. In [[10], detection and object track-
ing are accomplished by directly regressing 3D coordinates,
but anchor boxes are generated in 2D image-space (thus the
scene homography is implicitly learned during training).

2.2. Viewpoint-Agnostic Monocular 3D Detection

Viewpoint agnostic monocular methods can roughly be
divided into two categories: i.) methods that regress 2D
bounding boxes or segmentations along with augmenting
outputs and utilize homography constraints to subsequently
predict 3D outputs, and ii.) methods that regress 3D projec-
tions of keypoints or bounding box corner points.

In the first category, Deep3DBox [17] predicts a 2D
bounding box, the observation angle, 3D object size, and



object 3D center position (in the image) from the features
enclosed by the 2D bounding boxes, as the bounding box
can subsequently be fit by the constraint that its 2D pro-
jection falls within the 2D bounding box. Shift R-CNN
[L8]] and Cascade Geometric Constraint [6] leverage the fact
that 4 vertices of the 3D bounding box must lie on the 2D
bounding box. The main drawback of these models is that
they rely on accurate predictions of 2D bounding boxes. Er-
rors in 2D bounding boxes compound in the 3D prediction.
Likewise, [3] utilizes a 2D bounding box and manipulates
a simplified 3D vehicle model to optimize the 3D object
position within the bounding box. 3D-RCNN [11] takes ad-
ditional segmentation inputs and generates a compact 3D
representation of the scenes. It exploits class-specific shape
priors by learning a low-dimensional shape-space from col-
lections of CAD models.

Most recent methods fall in the latter category, repre-
senting vehicles as polyhedrons or 3D bounding boxes.
Mono3D++ [9] represents a vehicle as 14 keypoints
and learns the 2D keypoints using EM-Gaussian method.
MonoRCNN [26] is built upon Faster R-CNN and adds 3D
attribute and distance heads to recover 3D bounding boxes.
The heatmap concepts proposed by CenterNet [35] inspired
many monocular 3D detection models because this model’s
structure is well-suited to keypoint regression. RTM3D [14]
uses CenterNet-based structures to regress nine keypoints of
the 3D bounding box corresponding to the eight corners and
the center of the 3D cuboids. RTM3D also regresses dis-
tance, 3D box dimension, and orientation of vehicles, then
solves an optimization for the best-fitting bounding box in
3D space for each object. Likewise, Monocon [15] and
Monoflex [30] are built upon CenterNet. Monoflex directly
predicts 3D dimensions and orientations and incorporates
multiple depth estimation methods to increase accuracy. In
[27], no scene information is ever used, and instead the van-
ishing points and, thus, scene homography are directly com-
puted from output 3D bounding boxes (albeit in a traffic
monitoring context).

2.3. IoU Loss in Object Detection

L1 and L2 losses are widely used in object detection
models but ignore the shape of bounding boxes and are
easily influenced by the scales of boxes. Conversely, loU
encodes the shape properties of objects and is invariant to
the scale. Thus, IoU-based loss formulations have achieved
good performance in object detection. In [22], General-
ized Intersection over Union (GIoU) loss is proposed to
provide better convergence for non-overlapping bounding
boxes. The authors incorporate GIoU loss into YOLO v3
[20], Faster R-CNN [21]], and Mask R-CNN [[8] and show a
consistent improvement in their performance on popular ob-
ject detection benchmarks such as PASCAL VOC and MS
COCO. [32] similarly incorporates the distance between

bounding boxes to aid convergence in non-overlapping
cases. In [33]], the authors introduce Complete-IoU (CIoU)
loss to consider three geometric factors: overlap area, nor-
malized central point distance, and aspect ratio. CloU loss
is used in YOLOv4 [1]] and leads to notable gains of av-
erage precision (AP) and average recall (AR). In [34] and
[31], ToU loss is defined for two rotated bounding boxes
into several 3D object detection frameworks. which leads
to consistent improvements for both bird-eye-view 2D de-
tection and point cloud 3D detection on the public KITTI
benchmark [7]].

While promising, these IoU loss variants are not suit-
able for the keypoints of 3D bounding boxes projected to
the image plane. No work yet analyzes the performance of
incorporating IoU loss into viewpoint-agnostic monocular
3D detection frameworks.

3. Polygon IoU Loss

The Polygon IoU (PIoU) method proposed calculates the
intersection-over-union metric for any two convex polygons
in 2D coordinates. The inputs are two sets .4 and B consist-
ing of the (x,y) corner coordinates of each polygon, and
the algorithm output falls in the range [0,1]. This output
can then be utilized as a loss function Loss =1 — PIoU.

3.1. Overview

Polygon IoU loss calculation consists of:

1. Order the points of A and B clockwise.

2. Compute C, the set of all points of intersection of any
two edges of the polygons.

3. Find Ap, the set of all points in .4 that lie in the interior
of BB, and vice versa for B 4.

4. Compute the area of the convex polygon defined by the

overlapping set of points Z = Ag UB4 UC

Compute the areas of A, B and Z.

6. Compute PloU according to:

i

Arear
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Areay + Areag — Arear

We describe each step in more detail below.

3.2. Clockwise

A set of points is ordered in a clockwise manner by com-
puting the geometric center of the polygon. Then, angles
are calculated between an arbitrary first point (defined to
be at 0°), and each other point, relative to the geometric
center. Points are then sorted in order of decreasing angle
relative to the center. Note that the clockwise ordering of
A and B is necessary for subsequent computational steps
which assume a clockwise, geometrically adjacent ordering
of points.
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Figure 2. A polygon with edges marked with directions in clock-
wise order. Relative to each line segment, the point (z,y) lies on
the right side, while (Z, §) lies on the left of one line segment and
on the right of three line segments.

3.3. Finding intersections C

For a line that passes through points (z1,y1), (22, y2),
and a line that passes through points (z3,y3), (24, y4), the
intersections (I, I,) are calculated as:

(r1y2 — y1z2) (@3 — xa) — (T3Ys — Y3za)(T1 — T2)
D )
(x1y2 — y122)(y3 — ya) — (T3y4 — Y374) (Y1 — ¥2)

D

2

D= (z1—22)(ys —ya) — (1 —y2) (w3 —wa)  (3)
Utilizing this formula, the intersection point between every
line defined by consecutive points in .4 and B is computed.
Some of these intersections do not lie on the polygons A
and B. We filter invalid points and only keep the inter-
sections with x coordinates within the range of both two
pairs of points in C. x must satisfy z; < [, < x9 and
rs < I, < x4. (Restrictions on y coordinates are automati-
cally satisfied if x coordinates are within the correct range.)

I, =

I, =

3.4. Finding points A inside B

For a convex polygon, each edge is assigned a direction
in clockwise order, as in Figure 2] Then if and only if a
point (x,y) lies on the same side of all the edges of the
polygon, it lies inside the polygon. Let the endpoints of the
line segment be (z1,y1) and (z2, y2). We compute:

(y—y1) (@2 —21) — (2 — 21)(y2 — ¥1) “4)

where a positive result means that the point lies on the left
of the line, a negative result means that the point lies on the
right of the line, and zero means that the point lies on the
line. Each point in A is checked against the line segments
defined by B to determine Ap, the set of points in A lie
within B, and the opposite is done to determine B 4. The
full set of points defining the intersection of 4 and B is
then defined by Z = Agp U B4 UC.

3.5. Calculating the area of a polygon

Let (z;,y;) represent the coordinates of the i-th point of
a polygon. Let

T = [.%1,1‘2,‘..71'”],11,13* = [$2,$3, "'axnvml]T7
T % T (5)
y= [y17y2a"'ayn] Yy = [y27y3a"'ayn7y1]

The area of a polygon is computed by:
1 T, * T, *
Area:§($ y* —ylx*) (6)

The areas of Z, A, and B are thus computed, and equa-
tion[Tlis used to determine the PIoU.

3.6. Batched implementation

Polygon IoU loss is applicable for convex polygons with
any number of corners. However, a variable number of
points among polygons impedes calculation in a batched,
vectorized implementation. Thus, for batched implementa-
tion, we restrict inputs to a fixed number of points per batch
(in practice, for 3D bounding box calculation, all polygons
will be four-sided). For 4-sided polygons, there are at most
8 points in the set C, at most 4 interior points in each set
Ap and B4, and at most 8 points in Z. So, the size of the
vector that represents the intersection region is set to 8. If
the actual number of points in the set 7 is less than 8, the set
is padded with repeated points which won’t alter the result
of (0).

For polygons with P points, the maximum number of
corner points in Z is set to be 2P. The batched imple-
mentation of a function empirically computes forward and
backward training passes significantly faster than a non-
batched loop-based implementation of PloU. Pseudo-code
for a batched, vectorized implementation of PloU with
batch size B is given below. The shape of the output tensor
at each step is given in square brackets.

Algorithm: Batched Tensor PloU

Inputs: polygon A and polygon B. Each [B,P,2].

> C = intersections of all line segments in polygonA and
polygon B using (0, 0) to fill the empty. [B,2P,2].

> Ap = all points of polygon A that are inside polygonB,
using (0, 0) to fill the empties. [B,P,2].

> B4 = all points of polygonB that are inside polygonA
using (0, 0) to fill the empties. Tensor shape: [B,P,2].

> overlap = union of [C, Ap, B4]. [B,4P,2].

> sort overlap in decreasing order with respect to the
distance from (0, 0)

> keep the first 8 points in overlap. [B,2P,2].

> placeholder = the points farthest from (0, 0) in overlap.
[B,1,2].

> replace (0, 0) in overlap with placeholder

> areaO,areaA,areaB = areas of overlap, polygonA,
and polygonB. Each [B].

> PloU = areaO/(areaA + areaB — areaO). [B].

3.7. Edge Cases

When an edge from polygon A and an edge from poly-
gon B are parallel, the intersections between the two edges
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Figure 3. PloU score versus iteration for (left) 4-sided simulated polygons and (right) 8-sided unrestricted simulated polygons.

are ill-defined because the denominator in (Z) approaches
zero. This occurs when: i.) two edges coincide with the
same line. ii.) Two edges are parallel but not coincident
with the same line. In case i.), the points of A and B al-
ready suitably define the intersection points, so including
points of A exactly on an edge of B in .Ap covers this case.
In case ii.), the two edges have no intersection. Thus, we
can remove these intersections from C for numerical stabil-

1ty.

4. Experiments on simulated polygons
4.1. Four-sided convex polygons

We generate two sets of quadrilaterals (4-sided poly-
gons), with one set as the initial polygons and one set as
the ground truth. The polygons are generated as centers and
offsets of four points to ensure they are convex. We use the
Adam optimizer to regress predicted polygons with the goal
of approximating the ground truth polygons. The polygons
are generated in a batch of 32 for the training. We compare
the result of L1 loss, PIoU loss, and a combination of L1
and PIoU loss. The IoU with respect to iterations is plotted
on the left of Figure[3] The results take the average of 5 in-
dependent trials. The PIoU loss converges the fastest in the
beginning. However, the PIoU loss does not achieve a high
IoU when it converges. PIoU+L1 loss has the fastest con-
vergence speed and accuracy after around 2000 iterations.

4.2. Eight-sided unrestricted polygons

We repeat this experiment with 8-sided polygons, this
time not restricting the predicted polygons to be convex.
IoU versus optimization iteration is plotted on the right of
Figure 3| The results take the average of 5 independent tri-
als. The results are similar to the 4-sided polygon case. The
PIoU loss converges the fastest initially, while PIoU+L1
loss converges faster than L1 loss alone and additionally
reaches the highest overall IoU score. Non-convex poly-

gons produce slightly more noise in loss curves, visible in
the PIOU and PIOU+L1 curves of Figure [3] (right). This
experiment on simulated 8-sided polygons shows that our
PIoU loss has good performance even when the polygons
are not convex and have more than four sides.

4.3. Computation speed

We compare the computation speed of our batched im-
plementation of PloU loss relative to a pixel-wise IoU loss
(as used for object segmentation tasks). For a batch size of
1, our PIoU loss is 4.0x faster than the pixel-wise imple-
mentation. PIoU loss is 56.0x faster for a batch size of 16
and 281.6x faster for a batch size of 128.

5. Experiments on KITTI 3D

PIoU loss supports polygons with any number of points.
However, there are not existing detection problems well
suited to evaluating polygons with more than 4 points. We
test it on 3D detection problems where the projection of 3D
bounding boxes to the image plane can be separated into
two quadrilaterals, the front 4 and back 4 corner coordinates
of the 3D bounding box. We incorporate PIoU loss into
RTM3D [14], MonoCon [15]], and MonoRCNN [26] and
test each on the KITTI 3D benchmark [7]]. In all three mod-
els, we compare the performance of using PIoU+L1 loss
and only using L1 loss. The rest of this section describes
the models, modifications, and experimental parameters for
each experiment. The results are listed in Section [f]

5.1. Dataset

We use KITTI 3D object detection benchmark as our
training and evaluation dataset. As KITTI does not allow
more than three submissions and the labels for the test-
ing set are not released, we follow [15] to divide the of-
ficial training set of KITTI 3D into 3712 training images
and 3769 evaluation images. (We use train/val to represent



Figure 4. Predicted (red) and ground truth (green) 3D bounding boxes from the train/val split of KITTI dataset from MonoCon object
detection model trained with L1 loss (left) and PIoU+L1 loss (right). Top images show the predicted bounding boxes in 3D space, and
bottom images show the corresponding predicted footprints in a birds-eye view.

this split.) Three classes of objects, cars, pedestrians, and
cyclists, are used for training. During training, only left-
camera images and ground-truth labels are used (calibration
matrices are used only to produce pixel-space 3D keypoint
projections.)

5.2. Evaluation Metrics

The objects in KITTI are categorized into easy, mod-
erate, and hard according to their height, truncation level,
and occlusion ratio. We evaluate the results for each cat-
egory using the same evaluation guidelines as KITTI. As
suggested by KITTI in 2019, we use 40 recall positions
to calculate the average precision (AP) of results. KITTI
sets different 3D bounding box overlap thresholds for cars
(70%) and cyclists (50%). We evaluate cars at 70%, 50%
and 30% AP3p and cyclists at 50% and 25% APsp.

5.3. Ensuring convexity

As our polygon IoU loss is accurate when the two poly-
gons are convex, we encourage the predicted keypoints to
form convex polygons during training. The ground truth
keypoints are projected from 3D cuboids, so it is guaranteed
that they form two convex quadrilaterals. We ensure that the
initial predictions of the model are convex by adding a small
offset (4 corner points of a square centered at the origin) to
the predicted keypoints at initialization. During our train-
ing and testing, we find that a convex initial prediction is
sufficient to make the PIoU loss converge.

5.4. RTM3D

5.4.1 Experiment Settings

We modify an unofficial implementation [S] of RTM3D to
do our experiments. We do not follow RTM3D to assume
a Gaussian kernel for keypoints. We solve a least-squares
problem to obtain the best-fitting 3D bounding boxes from
the predicted keypoints, 3D dimension, and orientation. For
comparison, We add our PIoU loss to regress the 2D pro-
jected keypoints of 3D bounding boxes. We use the same
training settings for both the baseline and modified model.
We use an Adam optimizer with an initial learning rate of
0.0002 which decreases by a factor of 0.1 in epochs 150
and 180. The weight decay is le-6. We train for a total of
200 epochs with a batch size of 16. The experiments run on
Ubuntu 20.04 and RTX A5000. It took 14.3 hours to train
the model with PIoU loss and 11.5 hours to train the model
with L1 loss. Adding PIoU loss computation to the RTM3D
model only slightly increases the training time.

5.4.2 The Least-Squares Problem

We define the least-squares problem for finding the best-
fitting 3D bounding boxes similar to the definitions in
RTM3D. For each predicted object, P represents the eight
corner points of the 3D bounding box on the 2D image
plane. 6,D = [ﬁ,w,f]T,ci represent the predicted ori-
entation, dimensions, and depth of the 3D bounding box.
T = [z,z,d)T represents the position of the 3D bounding
box, where d represents the horizontal depth. f(D, T, ©)
maps the 3D bounding box to the 8 corner points in the im-
age plane. We set ap = 0.05,ar = 1,ap = 1, a4 = 1in



AP70 AP50 APSO
Model + Loss Types Easy [ Mod [ Hard [ Easy | Mod | Hard | Easy | Mod [ Hard
RTM3D (L1) 3.88 2.55 1.96 24.13 | 18.62 | 15.34 | 51.31 | 40.04 | 35.03
RTM3D (L1+PIoU) 4.08 2.70 2.15 25.02 | 18.58 | 15.25 | 51.10 | 41.05 | 34.95
MonoCon (L1) 22.27 | 1698 | 14.69 | 62.00 | 46.19 | 41.71 | 85.09 | 65.94 | 60.97
MonoCon (L1+PIoU) 2493 | 18.45 | 15.49 | 63.88 | 46.92 | 41.01 | 85.88 | 66.60 | 61.43
MonoRCNN (L1) 16.94 | 13.73 | 11.67 | 49.87 | 38.65 | 33.47 | 76.57 | 60.93 | 52.63
MonoRCNN (L1+PIoU) | 16.73 | 13.62 | 11.63 | 51.14 | 38.63 | 33.50 | 74.05 | 59.99 | 51.85

Table 1. Results for RTM3D, MonoCon, and MonoRCNN on KITTI 3D Car on train/val split, evaluated by APs;p with IoU thresholds of
0.7, 0.5, and 0.3. Best result for each model at each threshold is shown in bold.

our experiments. The least-squares problem is defined as

max ap||f(D,T,0) - P|I* + ar|© - O]
D, T,© (7)
+ap| D = D|* + aqlld - d|?

5.5. MonoCon
5.5.1 Experiment Settings

We use an unofficial implementation [[13] of MonoCon.
For comparison, we add our polygon IoU loss to regress
the 2D projected keypoints of 3D bounding boxes. We
use the same training settings for both the baseline and
modified model. The batch size is 8, and the total epoch
number is 240. Following the original paper, We use an
AdamW optimizer with a weight decay of 0.00001. We use
a cyclic learning rate scheduler with an initial learning rate
of 0.000225 which first gradually increases to 0.00225 with
a step ratio of 0.4 and then gradually drops to 2.25e¢ —8. The
experiments run on Ubuntu 20.04 and RTX A5000. Figure
shows predicted outputs from the implemented model.

5.6. MonoRCNN
5.6.1 Experiment Settings

We modify the official code of MonoRCNN to incorporate
our polygon IoU loss and use the original code to train the
baseline. For comparison, we add PIoU loss to regress the
2D projected keypoints of 3D bounding boxes. We use the
same training settings for both models. We train for 60000
iterations with a batch size of 8. The initial learning rate is
0.01 and is reduced by 0.1 after 30k, 40k, and 50k iterations.
The experiments run on Ubuntu 20.04 and RTX A5000.

6. Results

Sections[6.1]and [6.2] present the results of each model on
the KITTI cars and cyclists data, respectively, and Section
shows the performance changes for each model across
various phases of training. Note that all AP scores are rela-
tively low when compared with leading benchmark perfor-
mance on the KITTI 3D detection dataset as a whole. This

is because monocular 3D detection is relatively challeng-
ing when compared to 3D detection with sensor fusion as
a whole and viewpoint agnostic models additionally cannot
incorporate scene information explicitly or implicitly into
model structure or learning.

6.1. Results on KITTI Cars

Table[Tlshows the final AP scores on KITTI 3D cars with
different IoU thresholds. On RTM3D, PloU loss has on av-
erage modestly better AP scores than the original model.
Notably, APy exclusively improves across the easy, mod-
erate and hard subsets of the data, suggesting that PloU
offers the most benefit at higher IoU thresholds because
L1 is often suitable for producing “decent” 3D detection
results. Averaged across all difficulties, PIoU results in
+0.18% APrg, +0.24% APs, and +0.25% APsg. Propor-
tional to baseline scores, A Prg. achieves the largest relative
increase.

For the MonoCon model on KITTI cars, the proposed
PIoU + L1 loss gives better results than the original model
for nearly all different difficulty levels and at all IoU thresh-
olds. (for the IoU threshold of 0.5, PIoU loss gives better re-
sults on the easy and moderate difficulty but not on the hard
difficulty.) Again, the largest improvements from PIoU loss
are seen at higher requisite IoU thresholds (+1.64% AP,
+0.64% APsg, and +0.64% APsp).

Lastly, the performance of the MonoRCNN model on
KITTI cars is marginally worse when trained with PloU +
L1 loss versus L1 loss alone. However, there is still im-
provement at some IoU thresholds (-0.12% A Pyq, +0.42%
APs, and -1.42% A Psg averaged across difficulty levels),
and the general trend across models holds that PIoU + L1
loss yields greater relative gain at stricter IoU thresholds.

Across all models, PIoU loss yields more improvements
on easier difficulty levels. This trend is intuitive, as the
ability of a loss function to improve performance is lim-
ited when features relevant to an object are not visible or
are highly obscured; better model architectures can likely
yield more performance improvement in these cases.



6.2. Results on KITTI Cyclists

Table [2] compares the AP scores of incorporating PloU
loss versus L1 loss alone on KITTI 3D cyclists. For
RTM3D, the accuracy is very low and therefore the change
in prediction accuracy between the loss functions is negli-
gible when IoU thresholds are 0.5., but PloU+L1 loss sig-
nificantly improves performance over L1 loss alone for an
IoU threshold of 0.25 (+1.65% APs averaged across all
difficulties.)

MonoCon performance is less notable on cyclists than
on cars. Still, the performance of a model trained with
PIoU+L1 loss is better than L1 alone at the more stringent
IoU threshold of 0.5 (+0.56% APsq.)

For MonoRCNN, adding PIoU loss strictly improves
cyclist detection performance. The AP scores in all IoU
thresholds and difficulty levels increase by around 1-3%.
Here again, the largest improvements in prediction accu-
racy occur for the easy subsets of the data (+1.26% APsg
and +3.07% AP25).

6.3. Model Performance at Different Epochs

Lastly, we test the convergence speed of PIoU + L1 loss
versus the baseline L1 loss. Table 3] shows the AP scores
for RTM3D on KITTI cars at different epochs. When us-
ing PIoU loss, the AP scores early in training are signifi-
cantly better than the baseline model (e.g. +2.75% APsq
on easy subset). (A similar trend is visible for APy but
this table is omitted for brevity). Table 4| similarly shows
PIoU+L1 loss results in faster model convergence than the
L1 baseline at an IoU threshold of 0.7 for KITTI cars. Af-
ter 80 epochs, PIoU results in at least +5% APr( for each
difficulty, with the largest performance improvement on the
easy subset (+11.37%). The results indicate strongly that
PIoU+L1 loss converges faster than L1 loss alone.

Model APsq APss

ode Easy [ Mod [ Hard | Easy [ Mod [ Hard
RTM3D 0.03 | 0.03 | 0.03 | 3.44 2.00 1.56
RTM3D* 0.04 | 0.04 | 0.04 | 597 3.17 2.81
MonoCon 425 | 196 | 1.90 | 19.20 | 10.84 | 10.22
MonoCon* 4.69 | 2.63 | 2.19 | 18.27 | 10.22 | 9.53
MonoRCNN 3.05 | 2.01 | 2.04 | 1598 | 9.05 9.14
MonoRCNN* | 4.31 | 2.73 | 2.55 | 19.05 | 11.22 | 11.28

Table 2. Evaluation results for RTM3D, MonoCon, and MonoR-
CNN on KITTI 3D Cyclist on the train/val split, evaluated by 3D
AP with IoU thresholds of 0.5 and 0.25. A * indicates models are
trained with PIoU+L]1 loss; other models are trained with L1 loss.
Best result for each model at each threshold is shown in bold.

7. Conclusions and Future Work

In this work, we propose an efficient way to calculate
IoU between convex polygons with irregular shapes. The
batched implementation of the proposed PIoU loss in Py-
Torch is differentiable and can be used as the loss function
for large object detection models. We show that PIoU loss
can speed training convergence, both for simulated poly-
gons and on the KITTI 3D detection dataset. We also show
that using PIoU+L1 loss can increase the AP scores over
L1 loss alone. Improvements vary when we incorporate
PIoU loss into different 3D object detection models, with
The CenterNet-based models benefitting more than the R-
CNN-based model and a best result of +1.64% AP, for
MonoCon on KITTI cars. The most notable performance
gains occur for highly visible vehicles when a strict IoU
metric is required, meaning PIoU is especially helpful in
transforming “good” predictions to “great” predictions.

This work tests PIoU loss on 3 different 3D object detec-
tion models for a benchmark dataset with relatively con-
strained (4-sided) polygons. In future work, we would
like to incorporate the loss function into more difficult
cases where rectangular bounding boxes are not sufficiently
expressive and a detection formulation is preferred to a
segmentation-based model formulation, providing an “in-
between” for expressive detections of middling complexity.
The results of PloU in this work are quite promising, and
we hope that future work can test the loss formulation on a
larger sampling of methods and datasets, and in combina-
tion with other loss formulations.
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