CFGPNet: Cross-Attention-Based Fused Gradient Programmed Network Framework for
Multispectral Object Detection
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Abstract

Multispectral object detection combines visible and thermal imagery to improve perception under challenging illumination and
\Cenvironmental conditions. However, differences in modality appearance and reliability can introduce redundant or conflicting
(\]responses, limiting the use of complementary information. Complex fusion mechanisms further increase computational cost,

creating a persistent trade-off between detection accuracy and efficiency. To address these challenges, CFGPNet is proposed, a

cross-attention-based fused gradient programmed network. The framework incorporates re-parameterized RepViT blocks into the

©¥OLOV9 architecture to strengthen spatial and channel representations while maintaining efficient feature extraction. Cross Com-
utation Efficient Attention (CrossCEA) exchanges spatial attention maps between modalities at multiple detection scales, allowing
each stream to emphasize regions supported by the other while preserving modality-specific information. Attention Selection and

'‘Aggregation Fusion (ASAF) combines dense feature aggregation with selection of the strongest responses from multiple attention
—ﬁoranches to form compact, discriminative fused representations. A programmable gradient information pathway provides auxiliary
—supervision during training to improve feature learning. This pathway is removed after training, adding no parameters or opera-
>tions at inference. Experiments on FLIR, M3FD, LLVIP, VEDAI, and MFAD demonstrate favorable accuracy—efficiency trade-offs

cross three model scales, with the smallest variant requiring 15.3 million parameters and 56.9 GFLOPs. The code is available at
s https: //github.com/NimaHatami99/CFGPNet.
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81. Introduction one stream is weak or misaligned. Adaptive distillation reduce
deployment cost while highlighting the trade-off between com-
pactness and complementary feature learning [13].

To address these issues, CFGPNet is proposed, a cross-
attention-based fused gradient programmed network for effi-
cient RGB-T detection. The framework uses a GELAN'-based
backbone and a training-only programmable gradient path to
improve feature learning without retaining the auxiliary com-
putation at inference [14]. CrossCEA exchanges modality-
derived spatial attention maps at multiple detection scales, al-
lowing each stream to emphasize regions supported by the
other. The resulting features are combined by ASAF, which
selects and aggregates complementary responses through dense
and attention-guided paths. Three model scales provide differ-
ent accuracy—efficiency operating points.

As shown in Fig. 1, CFGPNet performs favorably across the
benchmark datasets, combining high mAPsj.9s with low param-
eter count and GFLOPs. The main contributions are:

= Multispectral object detection combines visible and thermal
Oimagery to improve perception under changing illumination and
‘weather. Visible images provide color, texture, and fine spa-
tial detail, whereas thermal images preserve object-related re-
\(sponses when visible contrast is degraded. Their complemen-
(\ltarity is useful for driver assistance, pedestrian detection, and
'>'vehicle detection in aerial imagery, but the modalities differ in
- ==appearance, noise, and spatial reliability. Simple concatenation
r fixed fusion can therefore propagate redundant or conflict-
E‘ing responses and may even reduce the benefit of the stronger
modality [1, 2, 3].

Recent methods improve fusion with global cross-modal rea-
soning, iterative attention, illumination-aware weighting, and
hierarchical interaction [4, 5, 6, 7]. Other approaches ad-
dress channel-spatial complementarity and feature alignment,
including cross-dimension interaction, progressive channel ex-
change, adaptive dual cross-attention, and offset-aware or selec-
tive fusion [8, 9, 10, 11, 12]. These designs improve robustness,
yet their additional streams and attention blocks increase com-
putational cost, while modality failure remains possible when

o CFGPNet, a cross-attention-based fused gradient pro-
grammed framework for RGB-T detection, with three
model scales spanning practical accuracy—efficiency oper-
ating points.
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Fig. 1. CFGPNet-m versus state-of-the-art multispectral detectors.

A RepViT-based re-parameterized GELAN backbone that
strengthens spatial and channel representations.

CrossCEA, which exchanges modality-derived spatial at-
tention maps across detection scales before fusion.

ASAF, which combines dense aggregation with branch-
selective attention to produce compact, discriminative
multiscale fused features.

Extensive evaluation on FLIR [15], M3FD [16], LLVIP
[17], VEDAI [18], and MFAD [6], demonstrating favor-
able accuracy—efficiency performance against recent mul-
tispectral detectors.

2. Related Work

2.1. Multispectral Object Detection Methods

Multispectral object detection combines the complementary
properties of visible and infrared (IR) imagery: visible images
provide rich texture and color information, whereas IR im-
ages can remain informative under some adverse conditions.
Most early systems therefore adopted two-stream backbones
with intermediate fusion. CFT uses Transformer self-attention
to model global relationships between RGB and thermal fea-
tures, while ICAFusion performs iterative query-guided cross-
attention to refine the two streams [4, 5]. MMI-Det jointly op-
timizes fusion and detection with contour enhancement, con-
trastive modality bridging, and information-guided supervision,
thereby avoiding the objective mismatch of a separate fusion-
then-detection pipeline [2]. For lightweight mid-level fusion,
CSSA replaces weak channels across modalities and applies
parameter-free spatial attention, whereas C>DFF-Net augments
differential feature learning with spatial-frequency fusion for
small objects in remote-sensing imagery [1, 19].

Recent detectors increasingly make fusion adaptive to illu-
mination, scale, and deployment constraints. EI?Det combines
cross-modal interaction with illumination-aware weighting and
edge-guided fusion, and DHANet uses modality-specific en-
hancement, hierarchical interaction, and decision fusion for ob-
ject detection in images captured by drones [6, 7]. CDFNet

models complementary information at both channel and spa-
tial levels before cross-dimension fusion; CrossModalNet pro-
gressively aligns low-level features and refines high-level se-
mantics with convolutional and bidirectional attention [8, 9].
Lightweight alternatives include PFI-Net, which separates par-
allel interaction paths to reduce cross-modal interference, and
SAFF, which emphasizes spatially reliable IR cues while re-
taining RGB semantics [20, 21]. Other efforts reduce the cost
of two-stream inference through adaptive modal-fusion distil-
lation or foundation-model features [13, 22]. Nevertheless,
redundant branches, modality imbalance, and fusion-induced
degradation remain recurring concerns, especially when the two
sensors are misaligned or one modality is unreliable [3].

2.2. Cross-Modality Information Interaction

Cross-modal interaction has evolved from direct concatena-
tion or summation toward reciprocal, selective, and alignment-
aware exchange. CFT and ICAFusion use global Transformer
attention and iterative cross-attention, respectively, to cap-
ture long-range dependencies that are difficult to obtain with
local convolutions [4, 5]. CrossModalNet combines local
convolutional attention with bidirectional channel interaction,
while ADCA-Net dynamically switches the reference modality
through dual cross-attention and adaptive max—average down-
sampling [9, 10]. CDFIT further separates dual-stream feature
interaction to alleviate modality imbalance, and CDFNet ex-
plicitly models cross-modal dependencies in both channel and
spatial dimensions [23, 8].

Several methods refine how information is transferred when
one modality is noisy or spatially displaced. CARNet de-
composes features into strong and weak components and re-
constructs each modality through cross-attention-guided inter-
action; PFI-Net maintains parallel interaction paths to limit
destructive transfer; and M2FRe-LDF first strengthens intra-
modality channels before using deformable convolution for
local cross-modal fusion [24, 20, 3]. MMI-Det uses con-
trastive learning to reduce the modality gap, whereas EI’Det
and DHANet adapt the interaction to illumination and modality
characteristics [2, 6, 7]. For severe registration errors, COMO
introduces cross-Mamba interaction with offset-guided fusion,



TGRDet performs filter-assisted alignment followed by transfer
graph reasoning, and SCFDet combines mutual-guided align-
ment with selective salient-region fusion [25, 11, 12]. AFFNet
extends this idea to local consistency-based weighting, assign-
ing different fusion weights to spatial regions according to the
reliability of RGB and IR evidence [26]. These approaches
improve correspondence and complementarity, but their inter-
action modules can increase memory, latency, or architectural
complexity.

2.3. Multispectral Attention Approach

Attention is used in multispectral detection to select infor-
mative channels, spatial regions, and scales while suppress-
ing modality-specific noise. CrossFormer propagates bidirec-
tional cross-guided attention hierarchically across scales [27].
DHANet uses asymmetric global-local attention for modality-
specific enhancement, while CSSA combines channel switch-
ing with parameter-free spatial attention to obtain a compact fu-
sion operation [7, 1]. C2DFF-Net also couples channel and spa-
tial attention with frequency-domain features, illustrating the
benefit of jointly modeling spatial and spectral evidence [19].

Attention has also been coupled with task-aware, fine-
grained, or interpretable fusion. EI’Det predicts illumination-
dependent modality weights and preserves boundaries with
edge-guided fusion; CDFIT uses dual-stream Transformer in-
teraction to control cross-modal interference; and SCFDet adds
top-K region selection, sparse expert routing, and channel-
aware enhancement [6, 23, 12]. SAFF and AFFNet use spa-
tially aware or connected-region consistency to focus computa-
tion on reliable local cues, whereas CAMF derives interpretable
channel weights from class activation mapping for image fu-
sion [21, 26, 28]. A unified fusion-enhanced network further
transfers spatial and channel attention across modalities and
across high-level tasks [22]. These designs demonstrate the
value of adaptive attention, but they often rely on multiple at-
tention branches or heavy Transformer blocks.

The efficiency problem is also addressed at the backbone
and optimization levels. YOLOVY introduces GELAN and
training-only Programmable Gradient Information (PGI), pro-
viding a compact inference path with improved gradient super-
vision [14]. AMFD distills modality-specific teacher features
into an efficient student rather than forcing the student to imi-
tate a fused representation [13]. The modality-failure analysis
of M?FRe-LDF further shows that strong cross-modal fusion
is insufficient when individual streams are under-represented
[3]. These observations motivate CFGPNet, which combines a
YOLOvV9-based efficient backbone and training path with cross-
modal attention exchange and compact attention-guided aggre-
gation.

3. Method

3.1. Overview of the Proposed Framework

In CFGPNet, modality-specific feature extraction, cross-
modal refinement, and multispectral fusion are integrated

within a YOLOv9-based architecture for RGB-T object detec-
tion [14]. As shown in Fig. 2, registered visible and thermal
images are processed by independent backbones, from which
modality-specific multiscale features are obtained. At the P3—
P5 detection scales, spatial attention maps are derived from
each modality by CrossCEA and applied to the opposite stream
before fusion. The enhanced features are then fused by ASAF
and passed through the multiscale neck to the detection head.
The improved backbone, CrossCEA, ASAF, and training-time
auxiliary gradient path are described in the subsequent subsec-
tions.

3.2. Improved Backbone Structure

The GELAN architecture of YOLOVY is adopted as the back-
bone template because different computational units can be in-
corporated within its flexible aggregation structure [14]. As
shown in Fig. 3, the original RepVGG-based units are re-
placed with RepViT-based blocks [29], and RepViTBottleneck,
RepViTCSP, and RepViTCSPELAN4 are thereby constructed
for use in both the backbone and neck.

3.2.1. RepViT-Based GELAN Backbone

Within GELAN, the original RepVGG-derived computa-
tional units [30] are replaced by RepViT blocks [29], while
the layer-aggregation topology is retained. Spatial and chan-
nel mixing are separated within each block, and structural re-
parameterization is used to maintain a compact inference struc-
ture.

SE attention [31] is enabled in all RepViT blocks for channel-
wise recalibration. As shown in Fig. 3, RepViTBottleneck
is formed by replacing the original RepNBottleneck transfor-
mation, and RepViTCSP and RepViTCSPELAN4 are subse-
quently constructed by cascading this block.

3.2.2. Multi-Head Attention

Multi-head self-attention [32] is incorporated into selected
RepViTBottleneck blocks for global contextual refinement.
Query, key, and value projections are implemented using 1 x 1
convolutions, while a depthwise 5 X 5 convolution is applied to
the value branch for positional encoding. As shown in Fig. 3(c),
the attention path is placed parallel to the skip connection and
is enabled only in the GELAN modules of the neck to limit
computational cost.

3.2.3. Marginal Feature Extractor

The Marginal Feature Extractor (MFE) is introduced to pre-
serve peripheral and boundary responses that can be weakened
by the center-concentrated effective receptive fields of deep
CNNs [33]. As shown in Fig. 4, four progressively connected
branches are constructed using 1 X 1,3 x 3,5 x5, and 7 x 7
convolutional kernels paired with 3 X 3 dilated convolutions at
rates 1, 3, 5, and 7. Multiscale context is thereby captured with-
out spatial downsampling [34], while a new input projection is
combined with the preceding output at each subsequent stage.

The branch outputs are concatenated, channel-shuffled with
four groups [35], and refined by a 1 x 1 depthwise convolution.
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Fig. 2. Overview of the proposed CFGPNet framework. The auxiliary branch (green area) is used only during training for gradient
enhancement and is removed during inference. The Silence module splits the six-channel input into two three-channel tensors:
infrared (channels 1-3) and visible (channels 4-6). The diagram reports each module name, the number of output channels in

brackets, and the output spatial dimension, all based on a 640x640 input image size.

Within RepViTBottleneck (Fig. 3(c)), MFE replaces the iden-
tity path. MFE is confined to the training-only auxiliary branch
in CFGPNet-m/c and is retained in the CFGPNet-e backbone at
inference.

3.2.4. Optional Learnable Aggregation Factors

Two optional channel-wise scaling factors are considered in
RepViTCSPELAN4, as illustrated in Fig. 3(a). The concate-
nated outputs of the two 3 X 3 branches are modulated by vy,
before the final 1 X 1 projection (yellow area), whereas the pro-
jected output is modulated by ., before residual addition when
c1 = ¢; (green area). Both factors are initialized to 1072 so that
their initial contributions remain small. These factors are exam-
ined as potential mechanisms for regulating feature aggregation
and stabilizing optimization, with their actual effect evaluated
in the ablation study.

3.3. Programmable Gradient Information

Programmable Gradient Information (PGI), introduced in
YOLOVY [14], is adopted as a training-only auxiliary pathway.
Multilevel features from the main RGB-T pathway are routed
through the auxiliary branch, where predictions are generated
solely for computation of an auxiliary loss. Gradients from
this loss are propagated to the main-path parameters through
the routed features, and supplementary supervision is thereby
provided during optimization.

After training, the entire auxiliary branch is removed. Only
the main detection head is retained, and its predictions alone are
passed to non-maximum suppression. No predictions, parame-
ters, or operations from the auxiliary branch are included during
inference; consequently, the parameter count and GFLOPs are
reduced relative to the full training architecture.

3.4. Cross Computation Efficient Attention
CrossCEA is applied to the P3—P5 features before ASAF fu-
sion. Its underlying Computation Efficient Attention (CEA)

operator, as illustrated in Fig. 5(c), is built on the grouped
local-global structure of EMA? [36] (Fig. 5(b)). The Coor-
dinate Attention (CA) module [37] used in the local branch
of EMA is replaced by the axis-wise encoding of ELA?® [38]
(Fig. 5(a)). Height- and width-wise descriptors from the re-
sulting local branch are then cross-coupled with those from the
global convolutional branch before a two-dimensional attention
map is formed. CEA therefore remains closely related to EMA
and ELA, with strengthened local—global interaction being its
principal extension.

In CrossCEA, a CEA attention map is computed indepen-
dently for each modality and applied to the opposite stream.
Only the spatial attention maps are exchanged, while the
modality-specific feature values are preserved until ASAF fu-
sion. The operation at each feature scale is summarized in Al-
gorithm 1.

Here B,C,H,W denote batch size, channels, height, and
width. GrRouPCHANNELS reshapes the input to (BG, C/G, H, W),
with G = 32 and G | C. StripPooL returns (Avg,,(X), Avg, (X)),
averaging over width and height, respectively; GAP averages
both spatial axes. o denotes sigmoid, © denotes element-wise
multiplication with broadcasting, and the softmax subscript
specifies its normalization axis. (-, -). sums channel-wise prod-
ucts, and Outer(a,b) = ab”. REeSTOREANDBRoADCAST broad-
casts each group map over its C/G channels and restores shape
(B,C,H,W). DWConv1D uses kernel size 7; GN denotes group
normalization with one channel per normalization group. CEA
parameters are shared across modalities, and the axis encoders
share convolution and normalization parameters. The tempera-
ture 7 is learned and initialized to 1.

2efficient multi-scale attention
3efficient location attention
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3.5. Attention Selection and Aggregation Fusion Network

At each detection scale, the CrossCEA-enhanced visible and
infrared features are fused into a single representation by the
Attention Selection and Aggregation Fusion (ASAF) network.
As shown in Fig. 6, the upper path combines dense connectivity
[39] with CBAM? refinement [40], whereas the MBatt? path in-
corporates ELA-based axis encoding [38], coordinate attention
[37], and SE? recalibration [31].

In the dense path, modality features are progressively aggre-
gated and refined. In MBatt, three attention candidates are gen-
erated after axis-wise encoding, and their element-wise maxi-
mum is selected at each channel and spatial position. The out-
puts of both paths are subsequently concatenated and projected
to the required channel dimension. The complete procedure is
summarized in Algorithm 2.

Here C; is the concatenated input channel count, C, = C;/2,
and Cat, concatenates along channels. With g = C,/4, R, pro-
duces g new channels using 1 X 1 and 3 X 3 convolutions with
4g and g outputs, respectively, each preceded by batch normal-
ization and ReLLU. In the ELA path, Conv1D is depthwise with
kernel size 5; GN uses 32 groups, and convolution and normal-
ization parameters are shared across axes. CA; and SE; denote
coordinate and squeeze-and-excitation attention, with separate
parameters for each candidate i. Their outputs A; are recali-
brated feature tensors; Max selects the largest value across can-

4convolutional block attention module
Smulti-branch attention
6squeeze and excitation

Algorithm 1 CrossCEA at one feature scale

Require: F!, FV € REXCXHXW groups G, temperature 7
Ensure: Cross-enhanced features F!, FV
1: function CEAMAaP(F, G, 1)
2: X « GrourCHANNELS(F, G)
(Phs Pw) < STRIPPOOL(X)
gn < o(GN(DWConv1D(py)))
gw < 0(GN(DWConv1D(p,,)))
Xp < GN(X 0 g, 0 gw)
Xg — COHV3><3(X)
(H¢, Wp) « StriPPooL(X/)
9: (Hg, W) « StrIPPOOL(X,)
10: q¢ < Softmax.(GAP(Xy))
11: qg < Softmax.(GAP(X,))
12: Sh <q€’ Hg)(' + <qg5H€>c
13: Sy {qe, Wede +{qg, We)e

PRINHER

14: ay, « Softmaxy(s,/7)
15: a,, « Softmax,,(s,,/7)
16: Q « RESTOREANDBROADCAST(0"(Outer(ay, ay)), G)

17: return Q
18: end function
19: Q! « CEAMar(F!,G,7)
20: QY « CEAMar(FY,G,7)

21: Fl « FloQY

22: F¥ « FV oo
23: return F!, FV

didates at each tensor entry. CBAM applies channel attention
followed by spatial attention.

3.6. Loss Function

The standard YOLOV9 detection objective is retained for the
main and training-only auxiliary heads [14]. In addition, a
feature-distribution regularizer is applied to the CrossCEA out-
puts at each detection scale. Let the paired features at scale s
be represented as TG = [ZI(‘Y) | Zif)], where the two channel
partitions correspond to the infrared and visible streams. After
vectorization, a distribution is formed for each modality as

M € {I, V}, (1)

zf\‘fl) = Softmax (Vec(Zl(\Z))) ,
where vec flattens the channel and spatial dimensions of each
sample, and softmax normalizes its Dy = C,H;W; feature ele-
ments.

Using cross-entropy [41] and KL divergence [42], the quan-
tities implemented at scale s are

B D
1 S
H(p.q) = ~5 Z Pral0g(qpa + &),
b=1 d=1
| 2D ()
DE)L,S(PHLI) =3 Z Poa [10g pra —10g(qpa + &)],
b=1 d=1

where B is the batch size, £ = 10719, and logarithms are natu-
ral. The entries pp; and g, are probabilities for sample b and
feature element d. Below, S denotes the number of regularized
scales in the branch, and H(p) = —B~! 2.b.d Pba 10g ppg denotes
batch-averaged entropy. The implemented CE-KL regularizer
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is then

S
LopKL = Z [(}_{S(s)(zis)’ ZS)) + Wés)(ZS)’ Zis)) -
s=1

- DRI - DL
Because He:(p, q) — Dkr«(pllg) = H(p), Eq. 3 is equivalently
written as

S

Lepw = ) [HE) + HE). @)

s=1

Accordingly, concentrated CrossCEA responses are encour-
aged independently in both modalities; direct minimization of
their distributional discrepancy is not imposed.

During training, this regularizer is added to the YOLOV9 de-
tection objective with a weight of 1.0. The same losses are ap-
plied to the auxiliary branch with a global weight of 0.25. Only
the main branch is retained during inference.

3.7. CFGPNet Framework Scales

Three variants, CFGPNet-m’, CFGPNet-c®, and CFGPNet-
e’, are instantiated for different computational budgets. The
topology shown in Fig. 2 is shared by CFGPNet-m and
CFGPNet-c, with reduced channel widths used in CFGPNet-
m. In CFGPNet-e, the channel widths and block depths are

9

"medium
8compact
extended

increased, and additional multilevel routing is incorporated
into the training-time auxiliary pathway, as shown in Fig. 7.
The CrossCEA, ASAF, and main detection stages are retained
across all variants. In each case, the auxiliary pathway is re-
moved after training, and only the main pathway is used for
inference. Detailed configurations are provided in Table A.18.

4. Experiments

CFGPNet is evaluated on FLIR, M3FD, LLVIP, VEDAI, and
MFAD. Accuracy, efficiency, ablation on MFAD, and qualita-
tive evaluations are reported.

4.1. Datasets

FLIR: The aligned subset provided by [43] is used, with
misregistered RGB-T pairs excluded. Person, car, and bicy-
cle instances from daytime and nighttime scenes are evalu-
ated. (Download link: https://drive.google.com/file/
d/1xHDMG16HJZwtarNWkEV3T409X4ZQYz2Y/view)

MB3FD: Registered RGB-T road scenes covering daytime,
overcast, nighttime, and challenging conditions are provided.
An 8:2 train—test split is used. (Download link: https://
github.com/JinyuanLiu-CV/TarDAL)

LLVIP: Registered visible—infrared pedestrian pairs cap-
tured under low-light conditions are provided. The offi-
cial split is used. (Download link: https://github.com/
bupt-ai-cz/LLVIP)

VEDALI: Co-registered color and infrared aerial images con-
taining small vehicles are provided. The 1024 x 1024 images
and predefined Split 1 are used, with the split fixed a priori for
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Fig. 5. Architectures of (a) ELA, (b) EMA, and (c) CEA.

all variants. For external comparisons, reported single-split re-
sults are retained; when all splits are reported separately, Split 1
is used, whereas ten-split averages are excluded. (Download
link: https://downloads.greyc.fr/vedai/)

MFAD: Registered RGB-T driving scenes covering varied
roads, illumination levels, and weather conditions are provided.
The official split is used. (Download link: https://github.
com/hukefy/EI2Det)

Only publicly released images and annotations were used.
The evaluated dataset statistics are summarized in Table 1.

Collectively, the benchmarks cover low-light pedestrian,
road, adverse-weather, and small-object detection in aerial im-

agery.

4.2. Evaluation Metrics

Detection accuracy is evaluated using Precision, Recall,
mAP50, and mAP50:95. For a predicted box B, and ground-
truth box By, intersection over union is defined as

B,NB
IoU (B, By) = ﬁ.

Algorithm 2 Attention Selection and Aggregation Fusion

Require: Enhanced features £/ and F"; output channels C, =
C1 /2, Nb =3
Ensure: Fused feature Y asar
CD‘I‘;’lb denotes a 1 X 1 convolution from a to b channels,
followed by batch normalization and SiLU.
X « Cat(F',FV)
Dy — 057X
Dy« O3 (Dy)
for £ =2,3,4do
Qr — Re(De-1)
Dy « Cato(De-1, Q)
end for
Uy «— CBAM(D,)
P e 0 )
&, « o(GN(ConvID(Avg,,(P))))
: 8y « 0(GN(ConvlD(Avg,(P))))
P —POEOE,
fori=1,...,N,do
A; «— SE{(CA(Pe))
: end for
Amax < Maxi=1,n, (A
Uy — Po © Amax
18: Yasar — 0137 (Cat(Us, U,)
19: return Y asar

B A AN A S o s ey

e
LR W = O

> element-wise

_
A

Table 1: Statistics of the five multispectral datasets used in our

experiments.

Dataset Resolution (VIS/IR) #Classes Train Test Total

FLIR 640 x 512 3 4,129 1,013 5,142
1024 x 768%

M3FD 640 % 512 6 3,360 840 4,200

LLVIP 1080 x 720 1 12,024 3,464 15,488

VEDAI 1024 x 1024 9 1,125 123 1,248
1280 x 960%

MFAD 640 % 512 6 9,897 2,473 12,370

¥ This image size is used for both modalities.

At threshold T, a correctly classified prediction with IoU > t
is counted as a true positive (TP); unmatched predictions and
ground-truth instances are counted as false positives (FP) and
false negatives (FN), respectively. Precision and Recall are
computed as

TP TP
Precision = ———, Recall = ———. (6)
TP+ FP TP+ FN
For C classes, mean average precision at threshold 7 is
1 &
mAP[t] = - Zl AP,[t], )
where .
AP [t] = f P.(R;t)dR ®)
0

is obtained from the precision—recall curve by varying the con-
fidence threshold. mAPS50 is evaluated at T = 0.50, whereas
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Fig. 6. Architecture of the ASAF network.

mAP50:95 is averaged over ten thresholds from 0.50 to 0.95 in
increments of 0.05.

Computational cost is characterized by parameter count,
GFLOPs, and inference throughput. Parameters and GFLOPs
are computed from the inference graph after removal of the
training-only auxiliary pathway. For each dataset, all N
paired test samples listed in Table 1 are processed with a batch
size of 1. If #; is the forward-pass latency in seconds for the
i-th RGB-T pair, excluding data loading and preprocessing,
throughput is computed as

Nlcsl
t;, FPS =
i=1

1
Neest

oG
2yt

1=

~1]

One paired RGB-T sample is treated as one inference instance.

4.3. Training Setup

The models were implemented in PyTorch 1.12.1 with
Python 3.10, CUDA 11.8, and Ubuntu 20.04. Training was
performed from scratch on a workstation with an Intel Core i7-
12700 CPU, 96 GB RAM, and two NVIDIA RTX 3090 GPUs.
Inference was measured on one RTX 3090 using native Py-
Torch, without deployment acceleration, quantization, or prun-
ing.

All variants were trained for 600 epochs at 640 x 640 res-
olution. Global batch sizes of 18, 10, and 6 were used for
CFGPNet-m, CFGPNet-c, and CFGPNet-e, respectively. The
optimization and augmentation settings are reported in Ta-
ble A.17. Geometric augmentations were synchronized be-
tween paired visible and thermal images to preserve their spatial
correspondence.

Dataset-specific NMS thresholds were selected using a held-
out subset containing 10% of each training set, without access
to the evaluation images, and were fixed across all variants. The
selected values are reported in Table 2.

Table 2: Dataset-level NMS IoU thresholds used for CFGPNet
inference.

Dataset FLIR M3FD LLVIP VEDAI MFAD
NMS IoU threshold 0.6 05 065 045 0.5

4.4. Comparison with State-of-the-Art Methods

CFGPNet is compared with published RGB-T detectors on
FLIR, M3FD, LLVIP, VEDAI, and MFAD using the metrics
defined in Section 4.2. Results for the compared methods are
taken from their respective publications, whereas all CFGP-
Net variants are evaluated under the protocol described in Sec-
tion 4.3. Dataset-specific accuracy is reported in the following
subsections, and the computational profiles of the three variants
are summarized in Table 3.

Table 3: Framework specifications of CFGPNet model scales (input size:
640x640). These specifications are obtained after deleting the auxiliary re-
versible branch from all models. Specifications of original trained weights are
given in parentheses.

CFGPNet-m CFGPNet-c CFGPNet-e
#Param. (M) 15.3 (21.0) 449 (71.7) 128.0 (180.9)
GFLOPs (G) 56.9 (94.6) 199.7 (362.2) 406.1 (560.7)
FPS 91.7 (52.2) 52.6 (32.0) 25.7 (18.6)
Model Size (MB) 30.3 (41.6) 87.1 (138.8) 248.2 (349.6)
#Layers 816 (1165) 816 (1165) 1388 (1806)
Notes: #Param. and GFLOPs are reported for a single forward pass at

1x6x640x640. FPS is calculated as the reciprocal of the mean forward-pass
latency over all paired test samples listed in Table 1, excluding data loading
and preprocessing, as defined in Section 4.2.

FLIR. In Table 4, the FLIR results are separated most clearly
by the stricter localization metric. With CFGPNet-e, 80.7%
mAP50 and 45.0% mAP50:95 are obtained; its mAP50 is
within 1.2 points of the highest listed values from CDFNet
(81.9%) and CrossModalNet (81.7%) [8, 9], while margins of
1.7 and 2.5 points over CrossModalNet and CDFNet, respec-
tively, are recorded for mAP50:95. Values of 43.1% and 43.6%
mAP50:95 are obtained with CFGPNet-m and CFGPNet-c.
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Fig. 7. Training architecture of CFGPNet-e with additional multilevel routing in the auxiliary pathway. Module names, output
channels in brackets, and spatial resolutions are reported for a 640 X 640 input.

Table 4: Quantitative comparison with state-of-the-art methods on the FLIR
dataset. The best, second-best, and third-best accuracy results are highlighted
in bold.

‘ Model #Param.(M) GFLOPs(G) mAP50 mAP50:95
Fast R-CNNJ[44] (2015) - - 74.2 38.0
o YOLOV11[45] (2024) - - 75.3 389
MobileFormer[46] (2022) - - 72.9 36.0
EfficientViT[47] (2023) - - 73.1 36.6
Fast R-CNN[44] (2015) - - 67.6 30.1
@ YOLOv11[45] (2024) - - 68.9 319
& | MobileFormer[46] (2022) — — 66.9 30.2
EfficientViT[47] (2023) - - 673 30.7
MMI-Det[2] (2024) 207.6 229.2 79.8 40.5
CFTI[4] (2021) 196.9 2244 78.7 40.2
ICAFusion[5] (2024) 120.2 192.6 79.2 414
CSSA[1] (2023) - - 79.2 41.3
C?DFF-Net[19] (2025) 6.6 14.6 76.9 40.8
CrossFormer([27] (2024) - 361.7 79.3 42.1
EI*Det[6] (2025) 127.7 - 80.2 -
5| CAMDet[48] (2025) - - 763 37.1
£3| DHANet[7] (2025) - - 743 -
&|MCOR[49] (2025) - - 78.2 39.9
CDFNet[8] (2026) 84.8 199.6 81.9 425
CrossModalNet[9] (2026) 92.8 - 81.7 43.3
ADCA-Net[10] (2026) 34.0 - 78.9 -
MZ2FRe-LDF[3] (2026) 128.3 140.1 78.3 39.7
CFGPNet-m 15.3 56.9 80.0 43.1
CFGPNet-c 449 199.7 79.8 43.6
CFGPNet-e 128.0 406.1 80.7 45.0
Notes: #Param. denotes the number of parameters in millions. “—” indicates

that the value is not reported in the corresponding reference. Single-modality
results in Tables 4-7 are obtained from [9].

The corresponding positions in Fig. 8 are distributed along a
scale-dependent accuracy—cost curve, with lower-cost operat-
ing points obtained from the compact variants and the highest
localization score obtained from CFGPNet-e.

M3FD. In Table 5, strong performance is recorded on
M3FD under both evaluation criteria. For CFGPNet-e, 89.9%
mAP50 and 63.4% mAP50:95 are obtained, compared with
89.3%/58.6% for MDSF-Det and 88.6%/59.9% for CDFNet
[51, 8]; margins of 0.6 and 4.8 points over MDSF-Det are
thereby recorded. For the compact and medium variants,
89.0%/62.2% and 87.8%/60.3% are obtained, respectively, so
competitive localization is retained below the largest configura-
tion. The larger separation under mAP50:95 is consistent with
improved localization across IoU thresholds.

LLVIP. In Table 6, near-saturation behavior is observed on
LLVIP at mAP50: 98.9% is reported for MMI-Det, while
97.8%, 97.7%, and 97.5% are obtained with CFGPNet-m,
CFGPNet-c, and CFGPNet-e, respectively [2]. The princi-
pal separation is observed at mAP50:95, where 67.1%, 68.8%,
and 68.9% are obtained; relative to the strongest listed prior
value, 65.9% from AFFNet, a gain of 3.0 points is recorded by
CFGPNet-e [26]. Nearly the same localization score is obtained
with CFGPNet-c using 44.9M parameters as with CFGPNet-e
using 128.0M, while 67.1% is obtained with CFGPNet-m at
15.3M parameters. The principal differences are consequently
found in localization and parameter efficiency, since the head-
line mAP50 values are tightly grouped.



—crgenee 69

as il Y ote
athee g — ot Fenete - 02  grome
~ crganeim /
" - s0{ & N 8/
— / 50
erdee 67 feomem
g o« * .8 S
La3) adhn o & e R Sas .
2 -
2 v S |+ * 2
D42 265 v 240
< < . N <
H v B H
N 35 = & Coo o6
- - B B (CAFusion (2028) ' CrossModaiNet (2026)| 5% n
> ANt (2026) SaFF (2026)
a0 "5 v o » COFFNet(2025) A SCFDet (2026) ) M «
2] o * ChRNet (2026) E
6 25 50 75 100 135 150 175 260 0 0 150 200 250 0 0 150 200 250 [ S0 100 150 200 250 75 S0 75 160 135 150 175 200
Parameters (M) Parameters (M) Parameters (M) Parameters (M) Parameters (M)
() (b) © (@ (e
crogeEe] TrogEEE| 575 TromgEe o
45 . creg 69 CPGRNetc  CFGRNS Ngre 62 GGt
_ercPee | cropuete e oA .
_— Fopnss— — — et
" - 60y F & o8 _— R croge—
crogec z
[ . o e p
- —cromec - - . -
g - 2 g g
€431 cromerm 55 * Ces =
2 . 3 v 8 8 | cromgn
g . Ses|” . g
2a 2 gos g5
= 50
£ M > £ Eea - £
a 54
L] v + * e * CARNet (2026) —o— CFGPNet
> H 5 u sasr 026) 63 * o 51 [ e o) & sare 0200 v v iCAFusion (2024)
w0 : et 2020 v P crriom)
) . 4 comeaoze || 62 0.0 » ClORFNet 2025) cowo @026) « | mmivet 2020
6 50 160 10 200 250 300 330 400 S0 100 150 200 250 300 350 400 S0 100 150 200 250 360 350 400 S0 100 150 200 250 300 330 400 S0 100 150 200 250 300 350 400
Computational Cost (GFLOPs) Computational Cost (GFLOPS) Computational Cost (GFLOPs) Computational Cost (GFLOPs) Computational Cost (GFLOPs)
® () (h) () G

Fig. 8. Effectiveness—efficiency comparisons of CFGPNet and state-of-the-art methods on (a,f) FLIR, (b,g) M3FD, (c,h) LLVIP, (d,i) VEDAI, and (e,j) MFAD. The
first row shows accuracy versus the number of parameters, while the second row shows accuracy versus computational cost in GFLOPs.

Table 5: Quantitative comparison with state-of-the-art methods on the M3FD
dataset. The best, second-best, and third-best accuracy results are highlighted

Table 6: Quantitative comparison with state-of-the-art methods on the LLVIP
dataset. The best, second-best, and third-best accuracy results are highlighted

in bold. in bold.
\ Model #Param.(M) GFLOPs(G) mAP50 mAP50:95 \ Model #Param.(M) GFLOPs(G) mAP50 mAP50:95
Fast R-CNN[44] (2015) - - 785 49.0 Fast R-CNN[44] (2015) - - 954 61.5
| YOLOV11[45] (2024) - - 81.2 50.8 | YOLOV11[45] (2024) - - 95.1 60.9
MobileFormer{46] (2022) - - 793 495 MobileFormer[46] (2022) - - 93.2 59.7
EfficientViT[47] (2023) - 80.7 50.3 EfficientViT[47] (2023) - - 93.8 60.2
Fast R-CNN[44] (2015) - 0.8 51.1 Fast R-CNN[44] (2015) - - 90.1 522
&/ YOLOV11[45] (2024) - 83.7 543 &/ YOLOV11[45] (2024) - - 90.2 52.6
& | MobileFormer[46] (2022) - - 82.1 513 & | MobileFormer[46] (2022) - - 88.6 50.3
EfficientViT[47] (2023) - - 84.0 52.7 EfficientViT[47] (2023) - - 89.5 51.4
MMI-Det[2] (2024) 207.6 2292 76.6 027 MMI-Det[2] (2024) 207.6 2292 98.9 64.4
CFT[4] (2021) 196.9 2244 85.0 54.5 CFT[4] (2021) 196.9 2244 97.5 63.6
ICAFusion[5] (2024) 120.2 192.6 85.1 535 CAMDet[48] (2025) - - 96.5 62.7
EI*Det[6] (2025) 127.7 - 86.2 55.5 MCOR[49] (2025) - - 97.6 64.9
MCOR[49] (2025) - - 87.2 573 CSSA[1] (2023) - - 94.3 59.2
CrossModalINet[9] (2026) 92.8 - 87.3 55.6 CAMF[28] (2023) - - 89.0 55.6
IVHL[22] (2025) 271.0 423.0 83.4 55.8 ICAFusion[5] (2024) 120.2 192.6 96.3 62.3
& CARNet[24] (2026) 2717 286.9 84.3 - DHANet[7] (2025) - - 97.7 -
£3| PFI-Net[20] (2025) 14.9 - 82.9 53.2 CDFIT[23] (2026) 121.4 210.6 97.6 63.4
&|SAFF[21] (2026) 19.1 55.6 87.4 60.1 IVHL[22] (2025) 271.0 423.0 95.8 62.6
AlignFree-Net[50] (2026) 38.5 46.5 86.3 - CrossFormer[27] (2024) - 361.7 97.4 65.1
MZ2FRe-LDF[3] (2026) 128.3 140.1 86.8 55.9 AMFD[13] (2025) - - 95.2 58.3
CDFNet[8] (2026) 84.8 199.6 88.6 59.9 COMOI25] (2026) 16.3 14.0 97.2 65.3
MDSF-Det[51] (2026) - 151.6 89.3 58.6 | CMEE-Det[52] (2026) 115.5 205.1 97.0 64.7
CFGPNet-m 15.3 56.9 87.8 60.3 « | CrossModalNet[9] (2026) 92.8 - 97.7 64.7
CFGPNet-c 449 199.7 89.0 62.2 $| KDET-HPFL(53] (2025) - - - 65.1
CFGPNet-e 128.0 406.1 89.9 63.4 EI*Det[6] (2025) 127.7 - 98.0 63.9
MCFF-Det[54] (2025) - - 96.0 64.0
Notes: “~” indicates that the value is not reported in the corresponding refer- VIF-YOLO[55] (2025) _ _ 96.3 64.5
ence. AFFNet[26] (2026) 120.4 93.6 98.2 65.9
ADCA-Net[10] (2026) 34.0 - 97.6 -
CDFNet[8] (2026) 84.8 199.6 97.5 65.4
M2FRe-LDF([3] (2026) 1283 140.1 97.5 65.1
. IVD-NETI[56] (2026 27.9 60.9 96.7 61.9
VEDAL Under the fixed Split 1 protocol used for VEDAI, MDSF’Det[SI]( (202;) - 151.6 049 629
the highest result in Table 7 is obtained with CFGPNet-c: TGRDet[11] (2026) 27.8 20.5 96.5 -
83.3% mAP50 and 56.9% mAP50:95. Against the closest OO DETRITI 20200 924 8 o g
high-scoring entries, gains of 1.6 mAP50 points over COMO CFGPNet-c 44.9 199.7 97.7 68.8
CFGPNet-¢ 128.0 406.1 975 68.9

(81.7%) and 5.9 mAP50:95 points over CARNet (51.0%) are
recorded [25, 24]; 82.9%/54.2% and 79.8%/52.4% are obtained
with CFGPNet-e and CFGPNet-m, respectively. The absence
of a monotonic gain with model size is explicit: higher val-
ues on both metrics are obtained with the 44.9M-parameter
CFGPNet-c than with the 128.0M-parameter CFGPNet-e. This
pattern is consistent with a dataset-specific capacity require-
ment for small objects in aerial imagery.

MFAD. In Table 8, a clear scale response is observed

10

Notes: “~” indicates that the value is not reported in the corresponding refer-

ence.

on MFAD. The pairs 79.6%/56.7%,
83.4%/61.8% are obtained with CFGPNet-m, CFGPNet-c, and
CFGPNet-e, respectively, and the highest values on both met-
rics are therefore obtained with CFGPNet-e. Relative to the
strongest prior entry listed, EI?Det at 79.0%/53.3% [6], gains

82.0%/59.9%, and



Table 7: Quantitative comparison with state-of-the-art methods on the VEDAI
dataset. Individually reported single-split results are included; when results for
all ten splits are available separately, the Split 1 result is used. Studies reporting
only the ten-split average are excluded. The best, second-best, and third-best
results are highlighted in bold.

\ Model #Param.(M) GFLOPs(G) mAP50 mAP50:95
Fast R-CNN[44] (2015) - - 54.2 38.2
o YOLOV11[45] (2024) - - 62.2 43.6
MobileFormer[46] (2022) - - 56.6 37.4
EfficientViT[47] (2023) - - 57.5 37.8
Fast R-CNN[44] (2015) - - 60.8 412
g YOLOv11[45] (2024) - - 67.9 44.1
#| MobileFormer[46] (2022) - - 62.1 422
EfficientViT[47] (2023) - - 64.5 429
CFT[4] (2021) 196.9 2044 772 -
ICAFusion[5] (2024) 120.2 192.6 76.6 44.9
VIF-YOLO[55] (2025) - - 75.1 44.9
DHANet[7] (2025) - - 782 -
MCOR([49] (2025) - - 76.2 46.3
AFFNet[26] (2026) 120.4 61.8 75.2 39.7
ﬁ' C?DFF-Net[19] (2025) 6.6 14.6 79.8 50.2
g CARNet[24] (2026) 271.7 286.9 81.4 51.0
&|COMO[25] (2026) 16.3 14.0 81.7 50.3
CrossModalNet[9] (2026) 92.8 - 79.3 49.2
SAFF[21] (2026) 19.1 55.6 63.3 43.3
SCFDet[12] (2026) 34.8 130.1 80.5 50.6
CFGPNet-m 15.3 56.9 79.8 524
CFGPNet-c 44.9 199.7 83.3 56.9
CFGPNet-e 128.0 406.1 $2.9 54.2
Notes: “-~” indicates that the value is not reported in the corresponding refer-
ence.

Table 8: Quantitative comparison with state-of-the-art methods on the MFAD
dataset. The best, second-best, and third-best results are highlighted in bold.

(a) FLIR

(b) M3FD.

() LLVIP

(d) VEDAI

(€) MFAD

Fig. 9. Illustration of precision-recall curves for CFGPNet-e on (a) FLIR, (b)
M3FD, (c¢) LLVIP, (d) VEDALI, and (e) MFAD datasets.

Table 9: Detailed per-class and overall detection results of CFGPNet vari-

ants on all evaluated datasets.

sion/Recall/mAP50/mAP50:95 (%).

Values are reported in the format Preci-

\ Class CFGPNet-m CFGPNet-c CFGPNet-e
person 83.2/78.4/85.9/44.5 82.3/79.8/86.0/45.1 83.5/78.9/86.6/46.1
FLIR |€3* 81.4/87.1/91.2/61.8 80.8/87.9/91.5/62.6 83.0/86.8/91.7/63.5
bicycle 73.1/54.3/62.8/23.1 67.3/54.3/61.9/23.2 68.4/54.9/63.6/25.3
all 79.2773.3/80.0/43.1 76.8/74.0/79.8/43.6  78.3/73.5/80.7/45.(
People 86.0/78.1/84.7/53.5 87.6/78.6/86.1/55.6  86.9/80.9/86.6/56.6
Car 90.4/88.1/92.9/70.4  91.1/87.9/93.1/71.2  90.8/89.0/93.9/72.1
Bus 91.7/92.5/95.5/80.3  91.9/93.0/95.5/82.4 91.7/92.5/95.9/82.2
M3FD |Motorcycle 87.5/71.6/81.0/46.0 88.0/79.4/84.9/48.4 89.5/80.4/84.2/49.1
Lamp 87.1/77.2/83.7/46.5 89.2/78.0/85.0/48.9 90.3/81.1/88.0/51.7
Truck 88.9/84.4/88.9/65.2  89.7/87.2/89.5/66.6  89.8/88.4/90.9/68.8
all 88.6/82.0/87.8/60.3  89.6/84.0/89.0/62.2 89.9/85.4/89.9/63.4
LLVIP |Rerson 96.2/93.8/97.8/67.1  96.2/93.1/97.7/68.8  96.8/92.5/97.5/68.9
al . . . . . . . . . . . K
car 88.4/73.9/88.8/58.4 90.1/81.2/91.5/59.6  92.1/86.7/94.6/60.7
truck 77.5/63.3/78.2/52.0  78.2/59.9/78.0/49.3 68.3/76.7/87.1/62.4
boat 72.9/41.2/66.4/38.9 74.2/58.8/69.6/41.0 89.6/50.9/70.5/45.7
tractor 92.6/65.7/76.7/46.6  83.4/63.2/84.0/53.3 100.0/56.6/70.9/45.3
VEDAI camping car 60.9/76.9/73.7/53.2 67.1/78.6/78.2/54.4 71.6/84.2/81.5/55.8
pick-up 81.3/71.6/83.8/54.2 85.2/83.2/87.5/54.6 86.0/84.3/92.6/60.9
plane 65.6/100.0/99.5/79.6 71.2/100.0/99.5/99.5 43.7/100.0/99.5/59.7
other 87.4/34.7/56.7/29.1 84.3/53.8/70.8/36.2 69.2/45.0/59.9/32.2
van 100.0/85.9/94.3/59.2  87.7/70.0/90.9/64.0  90.7/70.0/89.5/65.0
all 80.7/68.1/79.8/52.4 80.2/72.1/83.3/56.9 79.0/72.7/82.9/54.2
Car 88.4/85.3/90.8/69.9  90.0/85.1/91.4/71.6  90.0/86.1/92.1/72.8
Bus 87.8/87.8/90.9/71.3 91.1/88.6/92.2/73.7 89.9/89.1/92.2/74.4
Truck 87.9/82.5/87.0/65.6 90.1/81.9/88.6/68.9 91.3/84.3/90.4/71.4
MFAD |Pedestrian  83.1/70.7/79.1/49.5 87.5/71.1/81.3/52.5 86.9/73.9/82.6/54.8
Ebikerider  78.1/72.7/76.8/47.6  83.6/73.6/79.3/51.4 81.6/71.8/79.6/52.7
Cyclist 69.8/46.0/52.7/36.3  76.5/48.8/59.1/41.6  79.9/56.0/63.5/45.0
all 82.5/74.2]79.6/56.7 86.5/74.9/82.0/59.9 86.6/76.8/83.4/61.8

\ Model #Param.(M) GFLOPs(G) mAP50 mAP50:95
YOLOV5-1[58] (2022) _ - 70.0 42.8

| YOLOV7-x[59] (2022) - - 66.5 40.6
YOLOV10-1[60] (2024) - - 65.7 418

ea| YOLOVS-1[58] (2022) - - 749 49.1

E YOLOV7-x[59] (2022) - - 72.9 48.8
YOLOvV10-1[60] (2024) - - 71.1 489
CFT[4] (2021) 196.9 224.4 77.8 525
MMI-Det[2] (2024) 207.6 2292 76.9 514

Pf ICAFusion[5] (2024) 120.2 192.6 77.6 52.7

@ EI’Det[6] (2025) 127.7 - 79.0 533

& | CFGPNet-m 153 56.9 79.6 56.7
CFGPNet-c 449 199.7 82.0 59.9
CFGPNet-e 128.0 406.1 83.4 61.8

Notes: “~” indicates that the value is not reported in the corresponding refer-

ence. Single-modality results are obtained from [6].

of 4.4 mAP50 points and 8.5 mAP50:95 points are recorded
by CFGPNet-e; gains of 3.0 and 6.6 points are still obtained
with CFGPNet-c using 44.9M parameters. Across the five
benchmarks, the deployment choices are made explicit by the
parameter— and GFLOP-accuracy plots in Fig. 8: 91.7 FPS at
56.9 GFLOPs is obtained with CFGPNet-m, 52.6 FPS at 199.7
GFLOPs with CFGPNet-c, and 25.7 FPS at 406.1 GFLOPs with
CFGPNet-e.

Cross-dataset precision—recall behavior for CFGPNet-¢ is
summarized in Fig. 9; high precision is retained over the recall
range on all five benchmarks, with aggregate mAP50 values
spanning 80.7% on FLIR to 97.5% on LLVIP. The class-wise
values in Table 9 provide the corresponding detail: high per-
class mAP50 is obtained for M3FD Bus (95.9%), VEDALI Plane
(99.5%), and MFAD Car and Bus (92.1% and 92.2%), whereas
lower values are observed for FLIR Bicycle (63.6%), VEDAI
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“Other” (59.9%), and MFAD Cyclist (63.5%). For mAP50:95,
the highest aggregate values are obtained with CFGPNet-e on
FLIR, M3FD, LLVIP, and MFAD, while the strongest VEDAI
result is obtained with CFGPNet-c.

4.5. Ablation Studies

All ablations were conducted on MFAD using CFGPNet-
m. Except for the factor under study, the architecture, training
schedule, data split, and evaluation protocol were held fixed.

RepViT as the backbone baseline. Table 10 shows that re-
placing RepVGG with RepViT increased mAP50/mAP50:95
from 76.4%/53.9% to 79.6%/56.7%. At the same time,
GFLOPs decreased from 60.8 to 56.9, parameters from 15.9M
to 15.3M, and FPS increased from 82.3 to 91.7. This improve-
ment is consistent with the separation of spatial and channel
mixing and the use of structural re-parameterization in RepViT.
RepViT was therefore retained as the GELAN backbone.



Table 10: Controlled ablation of RepVGG and RepViT as the
GELAN backbone baseline. All other CFGPNet components and
training/inference settings are kept fixed. The best result is high-
lighted in bold.

Baseline mAP50 mAP50:95 GFLOPs (G) #Param. (M) FPS

RepVGG 764 539 60.8 159 823
RepViT  79.6 56.7 56.9 15.3 91.7

Effect of PGI. With training-time PGI supervision, mAP50
and mAP50:95 were increased from 78.9% and 56.4% to 79.6%
and 56.7%, respectively (Table 11). Because the auxiliary

Table 11: Controlled ablation of model performance with and without
PGI. All other CFGPNet components and training/inference settings are
kept fixed. The best value in each column is highlighted in bold.

Method mAP50 mAP50:95 GFLOPs (G) #Param. (M) FPS
Without PGI  78.9 56.4 56.9 15.3 93.5
With PGI 79.6 56.7 56.9 15.3 91.7

branch is removed after training, the inference cost remained
unchanged at 15.3M parameters and 56.9 GFLOPs. A mod-
est accuracy gain was therefore obtained without increasing de-
ployment complexity.

Ablation on fusion loss terms. The fusion-loss ablation is
reported in Table 12. The CE-KL regularizer defined in Sec-

Table 12: Ablation study on fusion loss terms.
The best value in each column is highlighted in

bold.

Loss term mAP50 mAP50:95
None 79.7 56.6
MSE 79.1 55.4
SSIM 73.8 51.1
CE-KL 79.6 56.7
MSE + SSIM + CE-KL 743 51.5

tion 3.6 was compared with no auxiliary fusion loss, MSE,
SSIM, and their combination. The alternative terms were com-
puted from the split CrossCEA outputs. Structural similarity
(SSIM) [61] was used to constrain structural consistency:

S

Lssim = Z (1 — SSIM (p(v) q(v)»

s=1

p¥ = O'(Z;S)) )

q¥ = O'(Zs)), (10)
2 +Cy 20,,+C
SSIM(p, g) = Mean[ 2ﬂpﬂq2 1 - rq _ 2
/1,,+uq+C1 0'[,+a'q+C2
=G*p,
(11)

o =Gx*(p)) 10,
0 =G *(Pq) — ply,
C, = (0.01L)%, C, = (0.03L)%.

Here p = p and ¢ = ¢* at each scale, o(-) denotes sigmoid,
and L = 1 is the feature range after sigmoid. G is a normalized
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11 x 11 Gaussian kernel with standard deviation 1.5; = denotes
channel-wise spatial convolution without padding. Mean aver-
ages over samples, channels, and valid window positions. The
statistics for ¢ are defined analogously. An MSE'? term was
used to penalize pointwise deviations after sigmoid normaliza-

tion:
s &
Lyse :ZBD Z

s=1 S b=1

D\
()
bd

(S)
qbd ’

12)

d:l

where p® and ¢ are the sigmoid-normalized features in
Eq. 10, and d indexes their flattened channel and spatial dimen-
sions.

The main-branch coefficients were Acg_xr = 1.0, Adssy =
3.0, and Apyskg 300.0; each auxiliary-branch term was
multiplied by 0.25. Without fusion loss, 79.7%/56.6% was
obtained for mAP50/mAP50:95, whereas CE-KL yielded
79.6%/56.7%. CE-KL was therefore retained for its higher
mAP50:95. MSE, SSIM, and MSE+SSIM+CE-KL yielded
79.1%/55.4%, 73.8%/51.1%, and 74.3%/51.5%, respectively.
Pointwise and structural alignment thus reduced performance,
consistent with over-regularization of modality-specific cues.

As shown in Fig. 10, declines were observed in the box, class,
DFL!!, and fusion losses, while precision, recall, mAP50, and
mAP50:95 converged over 600 epochs. The fusion-loss value

Training Losses over 600 Epochs Evaluation Metrics over 600 Epochs

Loss (log scale)

zzzzz

Fig. 10. Evolution of training losses and evaluation metrics for CFGPNet-m on
the MFAD dataset during 600 training epochs: (a) box, class, DFL, and fusion
loss values; (b) precision, recall, mAP@50, and mAP@50:95 scores.

decreased sharply over the first ten epochs, from approximately
8 x 10! at epoch 1 to 107! at epoch 10.

Ablation on learnable aggregation factors. Table 13 shows
that the highest performance was obtained without an aggre-
gation factor, reaching 79.6% mAP50 and 56.7% mAP50:95.
Introducing v, caused a limited decrease to 78.2%/56.0%,

Table 13: Ablation study on learnable ag-
gregation factors in the improved GELAN
backbone. The best value in each column
is highlighted in bold.

Aggregation factor mAP50 mAP50:95

None 79.6 56.7
Vi 70.8 48.3
Yout 78.2 56.0
Yo + Your 74.9 51.8

19mean squared error

! distribution focal loss



whereas vy,,, reduced the scores to 70.8%/48.3%; using both
factors resulted in 74.9%/51.8%. The stronger degradation
caused by vy,,, which rescales the intermediate concatenated
features, indicates that channel-wise modulation disrupts fea-
ture aggregation in this configuration. The unscaled aggrega-
tion path was therefore retained.

Number of attention branches in MBatt. Table 14 shows
that the highest accuracy was obtained with three branches in
ASAF, reaching 79.6% mAP50 and 56.7% mAP50:95 at 56.9
GFLOPs, 15.3M parameters, and 91.7 FPS. Two branches re-

Table 14: Ablation study on the number of attention branches inside the MBatt
structure implemented in the ASAF module. The best value in each column is
highlighted in bold.

Number of branches mAP50 mAP50:95 GFLOPs (G) #Param. (M) FPS

2 77.0 53.8 56.9 15.3 92.9
3 79.6 56.7 56.9 15.3 91.7
4 74.8 52.8 57.1 15.4 89.8
5 79.4 56.6 57.3 15.5 87.3
6 76.7 544 575 15.5 85.5

duced accuracy without lowering computational cost, while
four branches caused a further decline. Five branches ap-
proached the three-branch result (79.4%/56.6%) but increased
computational cost and reduced throughput; six branches pro-
vided no gain. Three branches were therefore retained as a suit-
able balance between attention diversity and efficiency.

Effect of SE, MHA'?, and MFE in the improved back-
bone. Table 15 shows that each component improved detec-
tion accuracy individually. SE produced the strongest single-

Table 15: Ablation study on SE attention (in RepViT baseline), multi-head
attention, and MFE module (in RepViTBottleneck). The best value in each
column is highlighted in bold.

Component mAP50 mAP50:95 GFLOPs (G) #Param. (M) FPS
None 74.6 53.5 54.4 14.2 143.0
SE 71.7 56.6 54.4 14.3 139.3
MFE 77.1 55.9 54.4 14.2 143.0
MHA 77.3 55.2 55.3 14.5 96.6
SE + MFE + MHA 79.6 56.7 56.9 153 91.7

component result at 77.7%/56.6% mAP50/mAP50:95, while
MFE and MHA yielded 77.1%/55.9% and 77.3%/55.2%, re-
spectively. With all three components, the highest scores of
79.6%/56.7% were obtained at 56.9 GFLOPs, 15.3M param-
eters, and 91.7 FPS, suggesting complementary contributions;
the joint configuration was therefore retained.

Effect of attention design in the cross-attention stage.
Table 16 shows that attention-based interaction improved
mAP50:95 over direct concatenation, from 53.8% to at least
54.7%. Exchanging attention maps improved each correspond-
ing module: Cross ELA, Cross EMA, and Cross CEA increased
mAP50/mAP50:95 by 0.5/0.2, 0.5/0.7, and 0.4/0.6 points,
respectively, over their non-cross counterparts. Cross EMA
achieved the highest mAP50 (79.9%), whereas Cross CEA
achieved the highest mAP50:95 (56.7%) with 56.9 GFLOPs,

2multi-head attention
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Table 16: Ablation study on the effect of different attention modules in
the cross-attention stage. The best value in each column is highlighted
in bold.

module mAP50 mAP50:95 GFLOPs (G) #Param. (M) FPS
Concat 76.8 53.8 56.4 15.3 95.0
ELA 76.5 54.7 56.4 15.3 93.7
EMA 79.4 55.8 56.9 15.3 89.4
CEA 79.2 56.1 56.9 15.3 91.7
Cross ELA 77.0 54.9 56.4 15.3 93.7
Cross EMA  79.9 56.5 56.9 15.3 89.4
Cross CEA  79.6 56.7 56.9 15.3 91.7

CFGPNet-e

Fig. 11. Illustration of inference results for CFT, C2DFF-Net, ICAFusion,
EI?Det, and CFGPNet-e on the FLIR dataset. The yellow arrow annotations
show "Miss" (missed detection), "False" (false alarm), "Lower"
(low-confidence detection), and "BBox" (inaccurately positioned bounding
boxes).

15.3M parameters, and 91.7 FPS. Cross CEA was therefore re-
tained for its stronger localization performance at unchanged
model complexity.

4.6. Visualization

Qualitative results on FLIR, M3FD, LLVIP, VEDAI, and
MFAD are presented in Figs. 11-15. Representative cases are
used to examine localization, confidence, missed detections,
and false alarms under difficult illumination, occlusion, trun-
cation, and scale conditions.

Across FLIR, M3FD, and LLVIP (Figs. 11-13), tighter lo-
calization and higher confidence in the illustrated cases were
generally obtained with CFGPNet than with the compared de-
tectors. The clearest differences were observed for crowded
FLIR scenes, small or occluded objects in M3FD, and truncated
LLVIP pedestrians. Isolated errors remained, including a false



ICAFusion

CFGPNet-e Ground Truth

Fig. 12. Tllustration of inference results for CFT, ICAFusion, EIZDet, and
CFGPNet-e on the M3FD dataset. The yellow arrow annotations show "Miss"
(missed detection), "False" (false alarm), "Lower" (low-confidence detection),

and "BBox" (inaccurately positioned bounding boxes).

pedestrian on FLIR, a missed distant motorcycle on M3FD, and
a missed heavily occluded pedestrian on LLVIP; these cases
were visually ambiguous and were also difficult for the com-
parison methods.

On VEDAI and MFAD (Figs. 14-15), fewer false alarms
and more precise boxes were generally observed for small, oc-
cluded, and truncated objects. The low-confidence camping-
car prediction on VEDAI was visually plausible and was also
produced by the comparison methods, while an additional bor-
der vehicle detected by CFGPNet-c may reflect incomplete
annotation. The remaining difficult cases were concentrated
around partial visibility and class ambiguity, consistent with the
quantitative results.

5. Conclusion

In this work, CFGPNet was developed for RGB-T object de-
tection. An improved GELAN backbone with RepViT blocks
was combined with CrossCEA for cross-modal attention ex-
change and ASAF for compact feature fusion. A PGI auxil-
iary branch was used only during training and removed at infer-
ence. Competitive performance was obtained on FLIR, M3FD,
LLVIP, VEDAI, and MFAD across three model scales, provid-
ing distinct accuracy—efficiency operating points.

14

Fig. 13. Illustration of inference results for CFT, ICAFusion, COMO, and
CFGPNet-e on the LLVIP dataset. The yellow arrow annotations show "Miss"
(missed detection), "False" (false alarm), "Lower" (low-confidence detection),

and "BBox" (inaccurately positioned bounding boxes).

The final configuration was supported by the MFAD abla-
tions: CE-KL was retained as the fusion loss, three MBatt
branches were selected, learnable aggregation factors were
omitted, and SE, MFE, MHA, and CrossCEA were jointly used.
Since the PGI branch was removed after training, additional su-
pervision was provided without enlarging the inference model.
Further validation across multiple random seeds and additional
VEDALI splits remains for future work.
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Appendix A. Implementation Details

This appendix summarizes the implementation details re-
quired to reproduce the CFGPNet variants. The optimization
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CFGPNet-e Ground Truth

Fig. 15. Illustration of inference results for CFT, ICAFusion, EI?Det, and
CFGPNet-e on the MFAD dataset. The yellow arrow annotations show "Miss"
(missed detection), "False" (false alarm), "Lower" (low-confidence detection),

Fig. 14. Illustration of inference results for CFT, COMO, ICAFusion,
C2DFF-Net, and CFGPNet-c on VEDAI Split 1. The yellow arrow annotations
show "Miss" (missed detection), "False" (false alarm), "Lower"
(low-confidence detection), and "BBox" (inaccurately positioned bounding
boxes).

schedule, loss gains, warm-up settings, and augmentation pa-
rameters are reported in Table A.17, while the layer-wise net-
work configurations are provided in Table A.18.

The same overall computational architecture is used for
CFGPNet-m and CFGPNet-c, with different channel widths.
CFGPNet-e is implemented with wider channels, deeper
blocks, and an expanded multilevel auxiliary pathway. In Ta-
ble A.18, the route, filter, depth/select, kernel-size, and stride
settings specify the input connections, channel dimensions, rep-
etitions, and spatial operations of each layer. These specifica-
tions make the differences among the three variants explicit and
support their reproduction.
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