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1 INTRODUCTI ON

BJECT detection algorithms that rely on Deep
OConvqutionaI Neural Networks (DCNNs) learn

data-derived features that allow objects of interest to
be localized in images [1]. Stateof-the-art DCNNs return
dense clusters of bounding boxes of varying sizes and
locations, which congregate in regions likely to contain an
object [2],[3],[4],[5], as illustrated in Fig. 1 and Fig. 2. To
obtain the final detection output, only one optimal
bounding box per object must be retained, and all excess
bounding boxes must be removed. In cases where objects
occlude each other, overlapping bounding boxes should be
retained so that each object is represented by one bounding
box.

This task is usually performed by variants of the Non -
Maxima Suppression (NMS) algorithm [6],[7]. NMS uses
the classification confidence score attributed to each
bounding box by the DCNN to sort the bounding boxes in
descending order. The highest scoring box is selected as
the doptimal 6 box for the f
user-defined Intersection over Union (loU) threshold to
suppress or decay the confidence score of all bounding
boxes whose overlap with
threshold. This results in the removal of boxes that overlap
heavily with the O6opti mal 6
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object in the image, NMS then selects the next highest
sooring bounding box in the remaining set as the best box
to represent the next object and repeats the suppression
procedure. This process is repeated until the final detection
set is attained 8 optimally, one bounding box per object.
NMS usually achieves acceptable performance in
images where objects do not overlap each other much
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SHEPLEY ET AL.: CONFLUENCE: A ROBUST NON-IOU ALTERNATIVE TO
NON-MAXIMA SUPPRESSION IN OBJECT DETECTION
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of various sizes, which cluster in regions of the image
that are likely to contain an object. Each bounding
box is assigned a confidence score by the classifier.

NMS attempts to reduce the number of bounding
boxes to one per object. It must select the optimal,
best-fitting bounding box for each object, removing all
other boxes. An aptimal solution minimises refention
of false positives (more than one box per object) and
maximises retention of true positives (each object
must have one bounding box)

FigSchematic diagram representing gener ioct ZeCNN ofby ectti d@dread leidiCGNMNs
FC refers to Fully Connected | ayers. Large numbers of boualdibnogu
box should be retained Di agram adapted from [82]. | mages of «c«

[8].[9]. However, when objects are occluded or overlap
heavily such as in high density or crowded settings,

reliance on loU forces a tradeoff between recall and

precision [8],[9],[10],[11],[12]. This is because NMS is a
heuristic algorithm that simply assumes that a high

overlap between bounding boxes results in a high

probability of one of the boxes being a duplicate [13]. Thus,
to retain highly overlapping true positives, a higher loU

threshold must be used, leading to greater retention of

false positives [14],[15],[16],[17],[18].

Another widely noted shortcoming of NMS s its poor
localization accuracy occasioned by its sole reliance on the
classification confidence score to select optimal bounding
boxes [19],[20],[21],[22],[23],[24]. This score is a class label
probability and does not effectively represent localization
accuracy [24], exhibiting low correlation between
localization accuracy and classification score[22]. Its usage
by NMS means that NMS is susceptible to returning
suboptimal bounding boxes, whilst suppressing better
candidate boxes [21] as illustrated by Fig 1. It should
therefore not be used as the primary metric by which the
optimal boxes are selected.

Although alternatives to and variants of NMS have
been proposed [7],[25],[26],[27],[21],[28],[29],[30],[17],[31],
[12],[18],[15],[32],[33], the majority share the inner
mechanisms of NMS [34], namely reliance on loU and
confidence scores. The most commonly used variants of
NMS are Greedy NMS (G-NMS) [6], which is widely
regarded as the defacto standard solution [35],[36],[10],
[371,[9],[14],[38],[39],[40],[22],[35],[41],[42],[43],[44],[30]
and the recently proposed Soft NMS (SNMS) [7]. SNMS

aims to reduce the greedy suppression of true positives by
G-NMS by decaying rather than eliminating the
confidence scores of highly overlapping boxes as a
continuous function of their overlap with the optimal box .
SNMS is being increasingly adopted to replace G-NMS in
object detection pipelines [45],[46],[47],[48],[49],[50], [51],
[52],[53],[54] however it is also limited by its ongoing
reliance on loU and the classification confidence score.

Thus, this study presents Confluence, a novel non-loU
alternative to NMS algorithms. The key contribut ions are
threefold. Firstly, we propose a proximity metric as an
alternative to loU in the suppression of false positives.
Rather than using the loU between bounding boxes to
determine whether they represent the same object, we
propose the confidence-weighted normalized pairwise
Manhattan Distance [55] between corresponding
bounding box coordinates to measure their coherence, and
hence more accurately determine whether they point to the
same object. Secondly, we propose Confluence NMS
(NMS-C), a non-loU variant of NMS, which retains
bounding boxes using the classification confidence score,
but suppresses false positives using the Confluence metric.
Thirdly, we present Confluence, an algorithm which uses
the proximity metric in both the selection of the optimal
boxes, and the suppression of false positives. The
effectiveness of Confluence and NMSC is empirically
validated against both G-NMS and S-NMS on the MS
COCO [56] and CrowdHuman [57] datasets achieving
gains in Average Precision of 2.33.8% and gains in
Average Recall of 5.37.2%.



SHEPLEY ET AL.: CONFLUENCE: A ROBUST NON-IOU ALTERNATIVE TO
NON-MAXIMA SUPPRESSION IN OBJECT DETECTION

2 RELATBNORKS

Although NMS has been an algorithm of significant
importance in computer vision for over 50 years, its
shortcomings are as widely recognized as its essential role
in the object detection pipeline [10],[58],[39],[40],[35],[11].
This has given rise to many adaptations of NMS, and
various alternatives.

Many alternatives and adaptations aim to limit or
eliminate the bottleneck caused by NMS in the object
detection pipeline [59] by reducing computational expense
and improving efficiency [60],[28],[61],[62],[63]. However,
improvements in accuracy are achieved at the expense if
performance, asthese methods do not address localisation
accuracy or recall[64].

Alternatively, some methods aim to improve proposal
refinement during training to provide NMS with better
input, thus improving performance [11],[24]. Other
methods aim to circumvent NMS or eliminate the need for
it altogether [65],[66],[67],[68],[69],[70],[]9] however, they
involve significant changes to neural network ar chitecture,
and achieve inferior or competitive performance [66]. This
means they cannot be adopted in stateof-the-art object
detectors[3],[5] that rely on NMS.

Some methods are specific to video[31],[71], body-part
[72] or 3D [25],[73],[74] applications and are not applicable
to or evaluated on standard object detection tasks. Other
methods achieve gains in performance when compared to
G-NMS and S-NMS but rely on additional data such as
object depth information [17], or a combination of pixel-
based and amodal bounding boxes [12], and
corresponding network architecture changes, which are
often not available or able to be implemented in standard
object detection pipelines.

Most variants of NMS involve minor conceptual
differences, resulting in similar performance . Matrix NMS
was proposed by [64], which implements S-NMS in
parallel for instance segmentation. Significant gains in
speed were achieved, andit did outperform G -NMS but it
did not outperform S -NMS and still relies on loU and
classification confidence scores. Similarly, [10] proposes
GNet, a neural network that uses message passing
between neighboring bounding boxes, whereby changes in
bounding box representations are learned based on the
O6negotiationsd between
bounding box will represent which obj ect. Although this
approach only uses bounding boxes and scores as input, it
is a highly complex network which requires significant
amounts of training data. In contrast, our approach does
not require any training, and can be easily incorporated
into systems that currently use NMS, without the need for
architectural changes.

[oU-NMS [22] aims to improve bounding box
localization by embracing loU as the onatural criterion for
localization accuracy®. Initially, [22] proposes IoU-Net to
learn the loU relationship between ground truth box and
the candidate boxes, returning a localisation confidence
score per box. IOU-NMS then uses the localization
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confidence instead of the classification corfidence score in
the NMS procedure. Although [22] achieves higher
Average Precision (AP) athigher loU thresholds on several
networks, it was not evaluated on standard benchmarks.
Further, combining S-NMS with box -voting [75] returns
similar results to [22] with reduced computational expense
[21]. Notably, integration of IoU -Net in standard object
detection pipelines is not easily achieved and requires
retraining of object detectors, limiting its adoption.

Alternatively, a bounding box regression loss and a
modified S-NMS dubbed Softer-NMS is proposed by [21],
to improve bounding box localization. It avoids reliance on
the classification confidence score by assignhg a
localisation score to each box, which like [22], is used to
select the best box. The lgalisation score is however not
sufficient to select the best box, with [21] relying on
application of G-NMS or SNMS followed by mean
averaging of localization confidence scores of clustered
boxes, and calculation of standard deviation to measure
the uncertainty of the estimated bounding box location.
Although [21] improved AP on MS COCO, its usage
requires retraining of the object detector integrating the
new loss function. It is also significantly more
computationally expe nsive, and it only addresses the issue
of poor localisation, and does not improve recall.
Conversely, Confluence resolves both issues, by treating
the strong coherence of bounding boxes as a measure of
localization confidence without complex, computational ly
expensive calculations, retraining of networks or need of a
localization loss.

Another limitation of NMS is its high sensitivity to the
loU threshold [37],[36],[35], which makes it difficult to
achieve an optimal balance between retention of true
positives and removal of false positives. This is particularly
true for highly occluded settings such as crowds and has
resulted in the development of crowd setting specific
modifications of NMS. Rather than avoiding the use of
loU, these modifications are premised on attempting to
minimise the limitations of loU in adequately representing
true and false positives.

Adaptive NMS [36] proposes a dynamic per instance
loU threshold to achieve a better balance between
retention of true positives and elimination of false
positives, tailored to pedestrian defection. A learnable sub-
B de S e D threchom Shn et "
depending on the density of the image. It achieved
competitive results on the CityPersons and CrowdHuman
benchmarks. Alternatively, handcrafted image descriptors
of person silhouettes are exploited by [35] to rescore
candidate detections to improve performance of NMS on
the PETS[76], COCO Person[56] and Okutama-Action [77]
datasets. However, [36] and [35] are significantly more
computationally expensive than traditional NMS and not
evaluated in general object detection tasks.

Similarly [78] proposes attribute-aware NMS, which
leverages semantic attributes such as density and diversity
gained from a pedestrian-oriented attribute map to
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minimise false positives occasioned from using a high loU
threshold during NMS. Although it outperformed G -NMS,
its reliance on a custom network designed specifically for
crowd detection means it cannot be easily adopted in
standard state-of-the-art object detection pipelines.

An adaptive threshold for NMS in video sequences is
proposed by [71]. It uses high confidence bounding boxes
in key frames to improve detection in lower scoring
frames. Although gains in AP were achieved, it is not
useful for standard image -based object detection due to its
reliance on multiple consecutive frames for threshold
adaptation. In contrast, Confluence can be used in both
image object detection studies and video-based object
detection without retraining or additional image
information, achieving significant gains in performance.

3 METHOILOGY

Confluence derives its name from the highly confluent,
aggregated clusters of bounding boxes returned by a
neural network when an object is detected. Rather than
treating the excessive proposals as problematic,
Confluence embraces them as a way ofidentifying and
retaining the bounding box which best represents the
object location. The clustering can be interpreted as a
collective vote on object location, where the box that best
represents every other

box is the optimal box. Bounding box confluence is also an
effective way of removing those false positives that are
confluent with the retained box.

Confluence is a recursive, two-staged algorithm which
first retains an optimal bounding box, and then removes
false positives that are confluent with it. R etention is
achieved using a confidence weighted Manhattan Distance
inspired proximity measure to evaluate bounding box
coherence, enabling retention of the bounding box that
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best represents all boxes in a cluster. The second stage
involves removal of all bounding boxes which are
confluent with the retained bounding box. This process is
repeated until all boxes have been processed.

3.Manhattan Distance

The Manhattan Distance (MD) or L,y norm, is the sum of the
vertical and horizontal distances between two points [55].

The MD betweenthe pointsén oo and 6 & hw
is shown by equation (1):
006 W O W W Q)

Each bounding box & can be represented by two
diagonally opposite corners. For example, ® 6 can
be defined by the upper left corner 6 » o and the
lower right corner 0 o fo .

We propose a proximity measure 0 wh@® between any
two bounding boxes @ 6 and ® oM ,
represented by the sum of the MD between the upper left
comers 6 whd and 6 o ho , and the lower
right corners 0 whd and 0 who of the two
boxes asgiven by equation (2):

ohh 000 0ov

o

Ca

(2)
WS W WS W O W WS

A small O GhD value denotes highly confluent boxes ¢
and & fwhilst a high 0 @hd value indicates boxes that
are not attributable to the same object - they may be
somewhat overlapping, or completely disjoint. A
diagrammatic representation of 0 ®hD is given in Fig 3.

Let 0 @ bea set of all boxes bounding the same object as
box @, such thatd & does not include & itself. We define

proximity 0 @ of a box @ as the mean value of the
proximities of the box & to all the boxes in0 @ :

P A 3)
I ws

0 ®

N

A bounding box @ surrounded by a dense cluster of
bounding boxes will be characterized by very low 0 &
values, in comparison to a bounding box which is loosely
surrounded by bounding boxes. The latter could be
correctly categorized as an outlier, or as suboptimal. In
ef fect, t his provides a
confidence in the presence of an objectat a given location.
On this basis, we propose that that the bounding box &
with the lowest 0 & , value represents the most confident
detection for a given object.

Notably, this concept overcomes an issue faced by all
variants that rely on the classification confidence score. In
situations where the highest scoring bounding box is sub-

me a s
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optimal in comparison with another lower scoring
bounding box, NMS returns the sub -optimal bounding
box, as illustrated by Fig 1. In contrast, the 0 & measure
allows for the bounding box @ that is most confluent with
all other bounding boxes assigned to a given object to be
favored.

3.Rormalization

The concept outlined in the previous section operates
effectively in circumstances where bounding boxes are of
similar size. However, in practice, objects and their
corresponding bounding boxes will be of varying sizes.
This poses a problem when regulating bounding box
retention or removal using a hyper -parameter based on
0 & . This is because a tradeoff between removing large
false positives and retaining small true positives would
need to be reached. For example, Fig. 4 shows two large
bounding boxes on the right, which denote the same object.
The two small bounding boxes on the left denote two
separate objects. However, when the proximity calculation
is performed on each pair of boxes, the same value is
obtained, as follows:
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This poses the problem of distinguishing between
bounding boxes belonging to the same or distinct objects,
particularly when there are significant differences in size.
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To overcome this issue, a normalization algorithm was
used to scale the bounding box coordinates between 0 and
1, whilst preserving their relationship with each other. The
normalization algorithm transforms each coordinate of the
boxes ®hand @ as follows.

® oh o o hoho

© oM 6o haoho

o [ EB o [ED
eeldhy, A E TERTA® TED
©6)

The other relevant corners of the boxes ®Ghand & are
normalized in the same way. Then we have:

¢ £1 oo
téti@d RéETdhw heédioho BET @hd

()

Normalization allows intra -object and inter-object
bounding boxes to be distinguished by making the
relationship between large and small bounding boxes
directly comparable For example, after applying equation
(6) to (om)m)m) |Ilustrated in Fig. 4, the co-ordinates
belonglng to ® and & are transformed from 0o
ch ,0 ofp , 06 ol and U th to o
& , 0 ™I , 0 ™ and U pfm8&p . When
equation (2) is applied, a value of p8p is obtained,
indicating the bounding boxes are not confluent Similarly,
the co-ordinates belonging to & and & are transformed
from 6 oo , 0 ptppo pft and O
¢fpmitoo  mhep,0 mOTP, 0 T8t @t , and
0 pfmdp . Reapplying equation (2) to these normalized
co-ordinates returns a value of T& Tt indicating high
confluence. Thus, normalization allows the difference
between intra-object and inter-object bounding boxes to be
distinguished.

3.Bntcrlaust er Retention and R

As all bounding box pairs are normalized between 0
and 1, any pair of intersecting bounding boxes @ will
have a 0 whd value below 2. However, empirical
observation suggests that most clusters will be
characterized by proximity values between 0 and 1.

In Fig. 5 and Fig. 6, each point on the horizontal axis
representsa bounding box @, P "Q &hwhile the vertical
axis representsthe prOX|m|ty 0 Oho between arandomly
selected box & hand box &. To visualize the relationship
between boxes they were ordered so that 0 @ Mo
0 whd E O @R &rhis reveals the blob-like nature
of 0 @hd clustering, where each horizontal blob
represents an olject. 0 @ values generally lie between
0 and 1, with the optimal bounding box being represented
within the flattest gradient of the blobs.

Thus, if the 0 whd value of any two bounding boxes
is below the user defined Confluence threshold (C), it is
assumed that they belong to the same cluster, and
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artificially reducing the value of 0 @ (Note that all
boundi ng boxes with confidence scores below 0.01 are not
considered). Conversely, the 0 @ value of low
confidence boxes will be greater. This increases the
likelihood of a high confidence box being selected, as
bounding boxes are chosen based on smalld & values.

Intra and Inter-Object Representation of Bounding Boxes

Intra and Inter-Object Representation of Bounding Boxes
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g
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therefore refer to the same object, or to one or more h'ghtogether or oveg”appi ng Con

density objects. The optimal intra-cluster bounding boxis di st i ngui shi ngbjbedtwe®md éiontrdrour
found, by calculating the mean 0 @ value, using equation For detail edhiowf ¢ hmatgiraphomwas 5
(3)fof each box in the cluster. The bounding box with the € 2Pt 1 on.

lowest 0 & is the most confluent and is retained.

All bounding boxes that a re confluent with this chosen
box are likely to be false positives. Thus, their classification
confidence scores are either removed or decayed as a
function of their confluence with the chosen box.

This algorithm is based on the principle that a powerful
classifier can be constructed by using the sum of weaker
individual classifiers [79],[80]. Each individual 0 @
value is a weak classifier on its own, but when these weak
classifiers are collectively interpreted, they provide a
powerful means to classify a bounding box as either
3.@onfidence Score Weight i eogfident - via high confluence, or not confident, via

The majority of NMS variants, including G -NMS and S-  disparate positioning with resp ect to other bounding
NMS use a single classification confidence score returned boxes. In essence, this provides a vote of confidence by the
by the object detector as the sole means by which an object detector on which bounding box best represents
doptimal d bounding box is s &very othe gounding, boy gsgignedatg an objed. Ourn y e
assesses the optimality of a given bounding box & by experimental results presented in Tables 1-3 suggest that
comparing both its confidence score and its0 & values this is areliable means to accurately identify true positives,
with competing bounding boxes. T o achieve this, the & & whilst effectively minimizing false positives. This allows
value is weighted by the classification confidence scorei , achievement of optimal precision and recall values.
as follows:

3.5mpl ement ati on

The pseudocode outlining the Confluence is provided
by Algorithm 1. Both Confluence and C-NMS were
implemented in Python and are freely available on
GitHub. 1

0w 0w p i (8)

As i is a value which lies between 0.01 and 1 (all
classification confidence scores lie between 1100%), this in
effect provides a bias in favour of high confidence boxes by

1 github.com/ashep29/confluenc e
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Algorithm 1 Confluence
Input: I(b,s) = {bg : sg, ... by : s, }, Ct
I is a dictionary mapping a box b; to its corresponding
confidence score s;.
(’¢ is the Confluence threshold
Qutput: D is the final detection set
begin:
1: C(b, Py) < {}
(' is a dictionary mapping each bounding box b; in [ to
its corresponding weighted proximity P, (b;)
: N(b,neighbours) < {}
N is a dictionary mapping each bounding box b; in [ to
a set of bounding boxes in [ that are confluent with b;
Do+ {}

[

4: for b; in I do

5: Y. P+ 0

6:  for b; in I except b; = b; do
7 normalise(b;, b;)

8: P« P(b;,b;)

9: if P < C; then

10: Y P+=P

11: _-‘V“},',J — _"V“},',J J bj

12: end if

13:  end for

14: Py, = (3 P/size(N|b;])) = (1 — s;)
15 C+ CU(b;: Py)

16: end for

17: while [ # emply do

180 by argmin(C)

190 D« DUby, I« 1 — by,

200 1« 1 — Nlby)

21: end while

22: return D

The main steps are as follows (bounding boxes are
randomly ordered as order does not affect the final
output):

1. For each bounding box in the input set | (line 4):

a. Create a variable B0 (line 5). This will be
used to accumulate the normalized
0 who values.

b. Using the inner loop (line s 6-13), compare
& against every other box @.

c. Use equation 7 to normalize the
relationship between b and every other
bounding box & (line 7).

d. Calculate the normalized proximity
between b and every other bounding box
o (line 8).

e. If the 0 O value is below the user-
defined C; threshold, increment B0 (line
10) by 0 ®ho and add & to the set of
neighbors of Ghi.e.,§ & (line 11).

f.  Once @ has been compared to every other
bounding box, calculate its 0 @® ,andadd
the item &Od) @ to the dictionary 6
(line 15).

2. Once all boxes inl have been processed, identify the

bounding box with the lowest 0 value (& ) (line
18).

3. ® is the optimal bounding box, which is added to
the final detections set D and removed from the
dictionary 1 (line 19).

4. Next, remove all bounding boxes that have been
identified as neighboring & as these aretreated as
locating the same object.

5. Repeat steps 2-4 until all
processed.

boxes have been

The computational complexity of each step of
Confluence is O(n), where the size of the input set of
bounding boxes is n. This is due to the calculation of the
normalized proximity score. As this measure is computed
for each bounding box against every other bounding box,
Confluence has an overall computational expense ofO(n?).

Although the computational expense of Confluence is
not significant due to the recursive reduction in the size of

Algorithm 2 Confluence NMS
Input: I(b,s) = {by : 50, .. bn : sn}, Cy
I is a dictionary mapping a box b; to its corresponding
confidence score s;.
(’; is the Confluence threshold (optimal range: 0.6-0.9)
QOutput: D is the final detection set
begin:
12 D« {}
2: while I # empty do
3t by ¢ argmazx(l)

4 D+ DUby, I+ 1—b,
5 for b; in I do

6 normalise(by,, b;)

7 P« P(by,, b;)

3 it P < (; then

9: T+ T —b;

10: end if

11:  end for
12: end while
13: return D

the set of bounding boxes, it may still be suboptimal for
applications that prioritize speed. Thus, we also propose
the non-loU NMS algorithm Confluence -NM S (GNMS).
Like other NMS variants, C -NMS retains the bounding
box with the maxima score, however its performance in
minimizing false positives whilst maximizing true
positives is significantly improved. This is because it relies
on Confluence to suppress false postives and retain true
positives, improving both recall and precision. Algorithm
2 provides pseudo-code illustrating C -NMS.
C-NMS operates as follows:
1. In adictionary I, mapping bounding boxesto their
corresponding confidence scores find the box with
the highest score(line 3).
2. Retain the maxima by reserving it in the final
detections setD and removing it from | (line 4).
3. For each remaining box b, normalize its
relationship with the maxima box by, (line 6) and
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TABLUE
COMPARATPEEFORMANCEORFLUENGRAI NEIMSONMSCOCO
Average Precision (area = all) Average Precision (IoU: 0.50:0.95) Average Recall (IoU=0.50:0.95) Average Recall (IoU=0.50:0.95)
(maxDets=100) IoU - variable (maxDets=100) Area - variable (area = all) maxDets - variable (maxDets=100) area - variable
Method 0.50:0.95 0.50 0.75 Small Medium Large 1 10 100 Small | Medium | Large
G-NMS 0414 0.573 0.446 0.225 0.355 0.643 0.361 0.459 0.459 0.231 0.402 0.700
S-NMS-L 0.423 0.584 0.464 0.230 0.385 0.644 0.361 0.496 0.497 0.255 0.464 0.725
S-NMS-G 0.435 0.598 0.477 0.235 0.391 0.663 0.361 0.504 0.507 0.261 0.468 0.741
C-NMS 0.437 0.600 0.481 0.235 0.390 0.662 0.361 0.507 0.512 0.264 0.470 0.746
C-NMS-G 0.439 0.600 0.482 0.235 0.393 0.665 0.361 0.515 0.520 0.268 0.478 0.757
Confluence 0.433 0.590 0.479 0.228 0.395 0.662 0.365 0.506 0.513 0.254 0.483 0.751
Performance of ReCO0O@@ Nwiiniod at as eMS wi t-MMIr ,e-HRBf INMSNEMIG) ( SNBMS tgaussi a
NMSG) , ConNMGe-NK8) aonndf Iuence. The Greedy and Soft NMS variants we!l
threshold of 0.7 was used for Confluence and Confl uencebd&NMSHNMG han
NMS in bothr Aviesiagre ( AP) and Average Recall (AR) metrics.
TABL2E
PERCLASGOMPARI SOROMFLUENCE A8MIBIDEIMSCOCO
Method Person | Car | Airplane | Train | Truck | Stopsign | Bird | Dog | Cat | Zebra | Backpack | Umbrella | Skis | Tork | Banana | Carrot | Cake | Potted plant | Taptop | Cell phone
G-NMS 4091 3838 | 63.36 50.50 19.71 Y5.05 42,77 | 80.00 | 90.00 | 50.50 17.04 82.32 3453 | 4040 | 15.11 46.93 90.00 | 49.80 38.31 9.36
5-NMS 43.70 3676 | 63.56 50.50 | 20.63 95.05 43.20 | 80.00 | 90.00 | 80.20 16.88 82.52 3455 | 30.50 | 1870 47.13 90.00 | 49.80 38.31 9.36
C-NMS 44.56 3883 | 63.36 50.50 | 23.14 Y3.05 43,42 | 80.00 | 90.00 | 83.50 17.43 83.11 3435 | 4040 | 2837 47.72 90.00 | 49.80 38.31 9.36
Confluence | 44.21 3696 | 63.56 50.50 | 21.45 90.10 43.09 | 80.00 | 90.00 | 80.20 17.85 82.52 3040 | 4297 | 24.70 47.68 90.00 | 49.80 37.67 9.36
AP results on 20 randoml NMSeload tpedNMEBO @@NIEESastseesnglCy for classes tt
occluded or dense i mages, whereas performanceaemrsiitma @easi Isohsarnmdtjasrci

then calculate its proximity score 0 @ Fi  (line 7).

4. If0 & fo s less than or equal to the user defined
Confluence threshold C; (line 8) remove box & from
the dictionary “Qline 9).

5. Repeat this process until all boxes have been

retained in the set D and/or suppressed.

Both Confluence and C-NMS have been implemented
such that bounding box suppression can be achieved
linearly or using Gaussian weighting. This is inspired by
the use of Gaussian weighting by [7] to improve recall by
down -sampling rather than suppressing high -scoring
bounding boxes that overlap with optimal boxes.

4 DATASE,7A A GORI THMSEWANDUATI ON

Experimental results presented in this paper were
collected on the publicly available 2017 MS-COCO mini
validation (mini -val) dataset [56] and 2018 CrowdHuman
[57] validation datasets. These datasets were chosen to
demonstrate Confluence on widely recognized standard
and high-density, high -occlusion benchmarks.

The COCO mini-val set contains 5000 images of 80
classes. The CrowdHuman validation set contains 4370
images of people in highly crowded settings, with an
average of 23 humans per image[57]. The AP calculations
were obtained using the COCO-style evaluation metrics
via the standard COCO API, using default settings
including 100 maximum detections per image.

2 github.com/bharatsingh430/soft-nms
3 github.com/hasanirtiza/Pedestron

The G-NMS and SNMS algorithms used were
implemented by [21] and are publicly available on their
GitHub repository. 2 These algorithms were evaluated
using two state-of-the-art object detectors; RetinaNet
ResNet50 [5], and Mask-RCNN (HRNet) [3]. We used a
Mask R-CNN implementation (and associated pretrained
model) published by [81], which is publicly available on
GitHub. 3

The Mask-RCNN model used was trained by [81] on the
CrowdHuman tr aining set as described in [81]. The
RetinaNet implementation and pretrained model used was
obtained from GitHub. 4 It was trained on the MS COCO
2017 dataset as outlined on the repository. We did not
conduct further model training, instead selecting publicly
available pre-trained models in all cases. We simply
replaced the default G-NMS module with the S-NMS
implementation  provided by [21], and our
implementations of Confluence and C-NMS, gathering all
results using default settings.

Threshold sensitivity analysis was also conducted to
demonstrate the robustness of the Confluence threshold
(Co), by examining changes in AP attained by G-NMS and
SNMS over variations in loU threshold in comparison to
change in AP achieved by Confluence across variations in
the C; threshold. Sensitivity analysis was achieved using
RetinaNet, applied to the MS-COCO mini -val dataset.

4 github.com/fizyr/keras-retinanet



https://github.com/bharatsingh430/soft-nms

SHEPLEY ET AL.: CONFLUENCE: A ROBUST NON-IOU ALTERNATIVE TO
NON-MAXIMA SUPPRESSION IN OBJECT DETECTION

T A B L3E
APANPARRESUL T EROWBIUMAN AMDSKR CNN

Average Precision (area = all) Average Precision (loU: 0.50:0.95) Average Recall (IoU=0.50:0.95) Average Recall (IoU=0.50:0.95)

(maxDets=100) ToU - variable (maxDets=100) area - variable (area = all) maxDets - variable (maxDets=100) area - variable
Method 0.50:0.95 0.50 0.75 Small Medium Large 1 10 100 Small | Medium | Large
G-NMS 0.470 0.741 0.505 0.435 0.545 0.443 0.033 0.257 0.519 0.524 0.603 0.485
S-NMS-L 0.498 0.787 0.533 0.443 0.571 0476 0.033 0.260 0.567 0.548 0.646 0.534
S5-NMS-C 0.479 0.778 0.506 0.435 0.559 0.452 0.033 0.254 0.570 0.557 0.659 0.531
C-NMS 0.508 0.799 0.549 0.447 0.578 0.485 0.033 0.261 0.591 0.569 0.669 0.557
C-NMS-G 0.508 0.800 0.550 0.447 0.578 0.485 0.033 0.261 0.590 0.567 0.668 0.557
Confluence 0.507 0.797 0.547 0.448 0.577 0.485 0.033 0.261 0.588 0.566 0.662 0.556

PerformancRCNN &astkhe CwalwiddHautnmaonn
(NMSG), ConNMGeKKS), ConNMSu egnacues NM&®B) (&n d
with an |l oU thrashtdhde 9iol0d 50f whi 3% ewas used

dat asetNMI)t hN3ESBfetleid pNeMEMS( INSBDS tg a u <
Confluence. The Greedy ali
for the Confluence al¢

5 REsSULTS

In this section, we provide performance results on both
MS-COCO mini-val and CrowdHuman datasets. In Table
1 we compare the performance of Confluence and GNMS
against G-NMS and S-NMS on the MS-COCO mini-val
dataset using RetinaNet. The ConfluenceC; threshold was
set to 0.7. It is clear that both Confluence and GNMS
improve object detector performance, particularly on the
more stringent AP@0.5:0.95 AP calculation. When
compared to G-NMS, S-NMS gaussian (SNMS-G) and S
NMS linear (S-NMS-L), Confluence achieves gains in AP
of 1.0-1.9% while C-NMS outperformed G -NMS and S-
NMS-L by 1.4-2.3%. Similarly, at the PASCAL VOC AP
metric of loU@0.5, Confluence outperforms GNMS and S-
NMS-L by 0.6-1.7% while C-NMS outperforms G -NMS
and SSNMS-L by 1.6-2.7%.

Significant improvements in AR are also achieved by
Confluence and C-NMS, with gains of 1.5-5.3% at max
detections per image of 100. Confluence and GNMS also
outperform G -NMS and S-NMS-L across all object sizes by
up to 3.5% AP and 8.1% AR.

Gaussian confidence score decaying is more
computationally expensive, and only results in gains in AP
and AR when a very low confidence threshold is used,
reducing its practical applicability. Regardless, we provide
results for C-NMS-G, which outperforms S-NMS-G by
0.4% on the AP@0.58.95 metric and 0.2% on the PASCAL
VOC 0.5% AP metric. Gains in AR range from 1.3%on the
max detections of 100 metric, and gains of up to 1.6% on
objects of varying sizes. These improvements are
significant for the MS-COCO dataset and evaluation
metric.

represented as lone objects and not occluded, for example
laptop, dog, cat, and airplane, are insignificant and often
equivalent to AP achieved by G-NMS and S-NMS.
Table 3 presents the same experiments performed using
Mask-RCNN evaluated on the CrowdHuman dataset. . O w
Oi 1 w [/ ayd k oGobfNekaa Gchi€yedmy & um AP
of 1.2-4%, while "1- , 2w OUUx1 Ui QG E@Esy 2
-, 2+ wEaAueByYS w2 POPOEUOCAOWEDwWOT
Ol OUPEwWOI w(O04ayYydkOw" 001 GUI WE |
Pl A , 2wdOUUxT @i, D@ EuR2 w E atw hud
kdWidw2pDl OPI PEEOUwWI EPOUwWDPOwW 1
Of wl KU WEUWOER WET Ul EUBDOOUWx1 UL
EOOWOENTI EQwUPAT UwEawd dmul A&UK & K
Ubl OPi PEEOUOa m O28ux E & wdUsONIuu20
I o WOKNK wOl UUPEWEOGEWI 861 twOOwU
/ wOl OUPEBdw 1wbOxUOYI UwEawl 8Y
Y Y wOl OUPEQWEOSEwWUx wOOwl 6+t twdO
Notably, improvements in AP an d AR were greater on
CrowdHuman and MS -COCO classes that frequently
involve high occlusion. This suggests that the task of
bounding box retention and removal can better be
achieved by interpreting confluent bounding boxes
according to coherence of bordersrather than overlap.

5.8ensitivity Analysis

This subsection presents the results of threshold sensitivity
analysis comparing the sensitivity of the G-NMS and S-
NMS IoU threshold to the Confluence and C-NMS C
threshold. High sensitivity is detrimental due to the
consequently high fluctuations in AP and AR when the
algorithm is confronted with variations in image density
and occlusion within a dataset. The results shown in Fig. 8

Table 2 presents RetinaNet performance across 20 were collected using RetinaNet and the MS-COCO mini -

randomly selected classes in the MS-COCO dataset.
Confluence and C-NMS outperform G -NMS and S-NMS
strongly for classes that are often present in highly
occluded or dense images, such as person, truck, zebra,
and banana, where improvements ranged from 2.51-9.67%.
Gains in AP for object detection on classes that are often

val dataset, evaluated using the AP@0.5:0.95 metric.

Both parameters were varied incrementally by 0.1. The
optimal threshold for G -NMS and S-NMS on MS-COCO
lies between 0.30.6. This is because a high IoU threshold
results in only highly overlapping bounding boxes being
removed, resulting in a high number of false positives but
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greater recall. In contrast, a lower loU threshold removes
more bounding boxes, reducing recall yet minimising false
positives.

Sensitivity Analysis of C, against loU on MS COCO

04 05 7 08 08

0.6 0.

TIoU threshold

5

€, threshold

—Soll-NMS Creedy-NMS Conlluence-NMS

Fig. 8. Sensitivi h@ondofl uRatcien aal
parameters.

The optimal range for Confluence and C-NMS ranges
between 0.5 and 0.8. This is because a highC; value
indicates low proximity of bounding box borders, while
lower values indicate greater bounding box confluence.
Thus, the higher the C; threshold, the more bounding boxes
are removed. This is why the optimum threshold value for
Confluence and C-NMS is higher than that used by the loU
dependent G-NMS and S-NMS.

Performance by both algorithms tends to decrease
outside these ranges. Note that the variation in AP for
Confluence and C-NMS within its optimal range is more
stable than G-NMS and S-NMS, with vari ation in AP for C;
being 0.3% while variation in AP for IoU is 0.6%. This
means that the C; threshold is less sensitive to fluctuations
in object density and occlusion, which makes it more
robust. Furthermore, as shown by Fig. 8 performance of
Confluence and C-NMS always remains approximately
1.5% better than GNMS and S-NMS, even at the optimal
loU threshold.

6 DI scuss!I ON

This section will relate the quantitative results presented in
Section 5 to a qualitative comparison of Confluence, G
NMS and the loU-based GNMS and S-NMS. It will
explain how and why Confluence returns optimal
bounding boxes, using qualitative data to demonstrate
why coherence of bounding box borders is a more
appropriate metric than loU to use in bounding box
selection and suppression in object detection. We will also
provide insight into possible future work to further
improve the performance and applicability of the
Confluence algorithm.

6.Qualitative Comparison o

| o-bbas e e NM& anNIMSS

A fundamental problem with loU based suppression of
bounding boxes is the elimination of true positives in high

10

Fig. -NMS Gabelled the two peop
person whi |l st Confluence dist
objects due to the two areas o

density images. Once the highest confidence bounding box
bis selected, any detection with a sufficiently high overlap
with bis removed. In situations where objects are occlded
by other objects of the same class, for example, when a
person occludes another person as shown in Fig. 1 and 9,
high loU will often result in the suppression of detections
denoting true positives.

The raw, unfiltered object detector output is illustr ated
in Fig. 1 and 9 at a confidence threshold of 5%. It is evident
by the thick confluence of proposals that all objects are
detected and localized correctly. Thus, the aim of the post-
processing stage is to maximize precision by selecting an
optimal det ection to represent each true positive, without
lowering recall by suppressing true positives. loU variants
of NMS, such as GNMS and S-NMS do not achieve this
when applied to these images. Their reliance on the
maxima confidence score causes them to retun
suboptimal bounding boxes, while their loU dependency
causes them to suppress true positives. In contrast,
Confluence uses the heavy cluster of bounding boxes as an
indicator of the presence of an object, thus returning one
bounding box per cluster. This results in both higher recall
and precision.

Unlike G-NMS and S-NMS, Confluence rewards high
confluence, interpreting clustering as a vote of confidence
by the neural network on the likeliest location of an object
in an image. Thus, perhaps the most effecive means by

hic Confl ence can be evaluated, is by gualitative data.
ﬁl Iil llé €13 &n§ 14 |IIus¥rate qualitative results
using the output of RetinaNet on images from the MS -
COCO dataset.



