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Abstract. In this paper, we present a light-weight detection trans-
former, LW-DETR, which outperforms YOLOs for real-time object de-
tection. The architecture is a simple stack of a ViT encoder, a projector,
and a shallow DETR decoder. Our approach leverages recent advanced
techniques, such as training-effective techniques, e.g., improved loss and
pretraining, and interleaved window and global attentions for reducing
the ViT encoder complexity. We improve the ViT encoder by aggregat-
ing multi-level feature maps, and the intermediate and final feature maps
in the ViT encoder, forming richer feature maps, and introduce window-
major feature map organization for improving the efficiency of interleaved
attention computation. Experimental results demonstrate that the pro-
posed approach is superior over existing real-time detectors, e.g., YOLO
and its variants, on COCO and other benchmark datasets. Code and
models are available at https://github.com/Atten4Vis/LW-DETR.
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1 Introduction

Real-time object detection is an important problem in visual recognition and
has wide real-world applications. The current dominant solutions are based on
convolutional networks, such as the YOLO series [1, 2, 20, 29, 32, 33, 46, 59, 65].
Recently, transformer methods, e.g., detection transformer (DETR) [4], have
witnessed significant progress [7, 19, 41, 47, 63, 67, 74, 75]. Unfortunately, DETR
for real-time detection remains not fully explored, and it is unclear if the per-
formance is comparable to the state-of-the-art convolutional methods.

In this paper, we build a light-weight DETR approach for real-time object
detection. The architecture is very simple: a plain ViT encoder [17] and a DETR
⋆ Equal contribution. †Corresponding author.
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Fig. 1: Our approach outperforms previous SoTA real-time detectors. The
x-axis corresponds to the inference time. The y-axis corresponds to the mAP score
on COCO val2017. All the models are trained with pretraining on Objects365. The
NMS post-processing times are included for other models and measured on the COCO
val2017 with the setting from the official implementation [1,29,46], and the well-tuned
NMS postprocessing setting (labeled as “*”).

decoder that are connected by a convolutional projector [29]. We propose to
aggregate the multi-level feature maps, the intermediate and final feature maps
in the encoder, forming stronger encoded feature maps. Our approach takes
advantage of effective training techniques. For example, we use the deformable
cross-attention forming the decoder [74], the IoU-aware classification loss [3],
and the encoder-decoder pretraining strategy [7, 67,71].

On the other hand, our approach exploits inference-efficient techniques. For
example, we adopt interleaved window and global attentions [36, 37], replacing
some global attentions with window attentions in the plain ViT encoder to reduce
the complexity. We use an efficient implementation for the interleaved attentions
through a window-major feature map organization method, effectively reducing
the costly memory permutation operations.

Figure 1 shows that the proposed simple baseline surprisingly outperforms
the previous real-time detectors on COCO [39], e.g., YOLO-NAS [1], YOLOv8 [29],
and RTMDet [46]. These models are improved with pretraining on Objects365 [54],
and the end-to-end time cost, including the NMS time, is measured using the
setting from the official implementations6.

6
YOLO-NAS: https://github.com/Deci-AI/super-gradients
YOLOv8: https://docs.ultralytics.com
RTMDet: https://github.com/open-mmlab/mmyolo/tree/main/configs/rtmdet

https://github.com/Deci-AI/super-gradients
https://docs.ultralytics.com
https://github.com/open-mmlab/mmyolo/tree/main/configs/rtmdet
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We conduct extensive experiments for the comparisons with existing real-
time detection algorithms [1,12,29,46,58]. We further optimize the NMS setting
and obtain improved performance for existing algorithms. The proposed baseline
still outperforms these algorithms (labeled as “*” in Figure 1). In addition, we
demonstrate the proposed approach with experimental results on more detection
benchmarks.

The proposed baseline merely explores simple and easily implemented tech-
niques and shows promising performance. We believe that our approach poten-
tially benefits from other designs, such as efficient multi-scale feature fusion [34],
token sparsification [36,72], distillation [5,5,9,64], as well as other training tech-
niques, such as the techniques used in YOLO-NAS [1]. We also show that the
proposed approach is applicable to the DETR approach with the convolutional
encoder, such as ResNet-18 and ResNet-50 [23], and achieves good performance.

2 Related Work

Real-time object detection. Real-time object detection has wide real-world
applications [18,25,30,31,49]. Existing state-of-the-art real-time detectors, such
as YOLO-NAS [1], YOLOv8 [29], and RTMDet [46], have been largely improved
compared with the first version of YOLO [50] through detection frameworks [20,
56], architecture designs [2,16,32,33,59,65], data augmentations [2,20,69], train-
ing techniques [1,20,29], and loss functions [38,68,73]. These detectors are based
on convolutions. In this paper, we study transformer-based solutions to real-time
detection that remains little explored.
ViT for object detection. Vision Transformer (ViT) [17,66] shows promising
performance in image classification. Applying ViT to object detection usually
exploits window attentions [17,43] or hierarchical architectures [21,43,62,70] to
reduce the memory and computation cost. UViT [8] uses progressive window
attention. ViTDet [36] implements the pre-trained plain ViT with interleaved
window and global attentions [37]. Our approach follows ViTDet to use inter-
leaved window and global attentions, and additionally uses window-major order
feature map organization for reducing the memory permutation cost.
DETR and its variants. Detection Transformer (DETR) is an end-to-end de-
tection method, with removing the necessity of many hand-crafted components,
such as anchor generation [51] and non-maximum suppression (NMS) [24]. There
are many followup methods for DETR improvement, such as architecture de-
sign [19,47,67,74], object query design [11,41,63], training techniques [6,7,27,35,
48,67,75], and loss function improvement [3,42]. Besides, various works have been
done for reducing the computational complexity, by architecture design [34,40],
computational optimization [74], pruning [53,72], and distillation [5,5,9,64]. The
interest of this paper is to build a simple DETR baseline for real-time detection
that are not explored by these methods.

Concurrent with our work, RT-DETR [45] also applies the DETR framework
to construct real-time detectors with a focus on the CNN backbone forming
the encoder. There are studies about relatively large models and a lack of tiny
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Fig. 2: An example of transformer encoder with multi-level feature map aggre-
gation and interleaved window and global attentions. The FFN and LayerNorm layers
are not depicted for clarification.

models. Our LW-DETR explores the feasibility of plain ViT backbones and
DETR framework for real-time detection .

3 LW-DETR

3.1 Architecture

LW-DETR consists of a ViT encoder, a projector, and a DETR decoder.
Encoder. We adopt the ViT for the detection encoder. A plain ViT [17] consists
of a patchification layer and transformer encoder layers. A transformer encoder
layer in the initial ViT contains a global self-attention layer over all the tokens
and an FFN layer. The global self-attention is computationally costly, and its
time complexity is quadratic with respect to the number of tokens (patches). We
implement some transformer encoder layers with window self-attention to reduce
the computational complexity (detailed in Sec. 3.4). We propose to aggregate the
multi-level feature maps, the intermediate and final feature maps in the encoder,
forming stronger encoded feature maps. An example of the encoder is illustrated
in Figure 2.
Decoder. The decoder is a stack of transformer decoder layers. Each layer
consists of a self-attention, a cross-attention, and an FFN. We adopt deformable
cross-attention [74] for computational efficiency. DETR and its variants usually
adopt 6 decoder layers. In our implementation, we use 3 transformer decoder
layers. This leads to a time reduction from 1.4 ms to 0.7 ms, which is significant
compared to the time cost 1.3 ms of the remaining part for the tiny version in
our approach.

We adopt a mixed-query selection scheme [67] to form the object queries as
an addition of content queries and spatial queries. The content queries are learn-
able embeddings, which is similar to DETR. The spatial queries are based on a
two-stage scheme: selecting top-K features from the last layer in the Projector,
predicting the bounding boxes, and transforming the corresponding boxes into
embeddings as spatial queries.
Projector. We use a projector to connect the encoder and the decoder. The pro-
jector takes the aggregated encoded feature maps from the encoder as the input.
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Fig. 3: Single-scale projector and multi-scale projector for (a) the tiny, small,
and medium models, and (b) the large and xlarge models.

The projector is a C2f block (an extension of cross-stage partial DenseNet [26,
60]) that is implemented in YOLOv8 [29].

When forming the large and xlarge version of LW-DETR, we modify the
projector to output two-scale ( 18 and 1

32 ) feature maps and accordingly use the
multi-scale decoder [74]. The projector contains two parallel C2f blocks. One
processes 1

8 feature maps, which are obtained by upsampling the input through
a deconvolution, and the other processes 1

32 maps that are obtained by down-
sampling the input through a stride convolution. Figure 3 shows the pipelines of
the single-scale projector and the multi-scale projector.

Objective function. We adopt an IoU-aware classification loss, IA-BCE loss [3],

ℓcls =

Npos∑
i=1

BCE(si, ti) +

Nneg∑
j=1

s2j BCE(sj , 0), (1)

where Npos and Nneg are the number of positive and negative samples. s is the
predicted classification score. t is the target score absorbing the IoU score u
(with the ground truth): t = sαu1−α, and α is empirically set as 0.25 [3].

The overall loss is a combination of the classification loss and the bound-
ing box loss that is the same as in the DETR frameworks [4, 67, 74], which is
formulated as follows:

ℓcls + λiouℓiou + λℓ1ℓ1. (2)

where λiou and λℓ1 are set as 2.0 and 5.0 similar to [4,67,74]. ℓiou and ℓ1 are the
generalized IoU (GIoU) loss [52] and the L1 loss for the box regression.
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Table 1: Architectures of five LW-DETR instances.

ViT encoder Projector DETR decoder

LW-DETR #layers dim #global
attention

#window
attention #blocks dim scales #layers #object

queries

tiny 6 192 3 3 1 256 1
16

3 100

small 10 192 4 6 1 256 1
16

3 300

medium 10 384 4 6 1 256 1
16

3 300

large 10 384 4 6 1 384 1
8
, 1
32

3 300

xlarge 10 768 4 6 1 384 1
8
, 1
32

3 300

3.2 Instantiation

We instantiate 5 real-time detectors: tiny, small, medium, large, and xlarge.
The detailed settings are given in Table 1.

The tiny detector consists of a transformer encoder with 6 layers. Each layer
consists of a multi-head self-attention module and a feed-forward network (FFN).
Each image patch is linear-mapped to a 192-dimensional representation vector.
The projector outputs single-scale feature maps with 256 channels. There are
100 object queries for the decoder.

The small detector contains 10 encoder layers, and 300 object queries. Same
as the tiny detector, the dimensions for the input patch representation and the
output of the projector are 192 and 256. The medium detector is similar to small,
and the differences include that the dimension of the input patch representation
is 384, and accordingly the dimension for the encoder is 384.

The large detector consists of a 10-layer encoder and uses two-scale feature
maps (see the part Projector in Section 3.1). The dimensions for the input patch
representation and the output of the projector are 384 and 384. The xlarge
detector is similar to large, and the difference is that the dimension of the
input patch representation is 768.

3.3 Effective Training

More supervision. Various techniques have been developed to introduce more
supervision for accelerating the DETR training, e.g., [6,27,75]. We adopt Group
DETR [6] that is easily implemented and does not change the inference process.
Following [6], we use 13 parallel weight-sharing decoders for training. For each
decoder, we generate the object queries for each group from the output features
of the projector. Following [6], we use the primary decoder for the inference.
Pretraining on Objects365. The pretraining process consists of two stages.
First, we pretrain the ViT on the dataset Objects365 using a MIM method,
CAEv2 [71], based on the pretrained models. This leads to a 0.7 mAP gain on
COCO.

Second, we follow [7, 67] to retrain the encoder and train the projector and
the decoder on Objects365 in a supervision manner.

3.4 Efficient Inference

We make a simple modification [36,37] and adopt interleaved window and global
attentions: replacing some global self-attention layers with window self-attention
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Table 2: The influence of effective training and efficient inference techniques.
We show empirical results from an initial detector with global attention layers to the
final LW-DETR-small model. ‘†’ means we use the ViTDet implementation. The re-
sults except the last row are obtained under 45K iterations (equal to 12 epochs). The
last row corresponds to the result of the final model with 180K training iterations.

model settings #Params (M) FLOPs (G) Latency (ms) mAP

initial detector 10.8 22.8 3.6 35.3

+ multi-level feature aggregation 11.0 23.0 3.7 36.0

+ interleaved window and global attention† 11.0 16.6 3.9 34.7

+ window-major feature map organization 11.0 16.6 2.9 34.7

+ iou-aware classification loss 11.0 16.6 2.9 35.4

+ more supervision 14.6 16.6 2.9 38.4

+ bounding box reparameterization 14.6 16.6 2.9 38.6

+ pretraining on Objects365 14.6 16.6 2.9 47.3

LW-DETR-small 14.6 16.6 2.9 48.0

layers. For example, in a 6-layer ViT, the first, third, and fifth layers are im-
plemented with window attentions. The window attention is implemented by
partitioning the feature map into non-overlapping windows and performing self-
attention over each window separately.

We adopt a window-major feature map organization scheme for efficient in-
terleaved attention, which organizes the feature maps window by window. The
ViTDet implementation [36], where feature maps are organized row by row (row-
major organization), requires costly permutation operations to transition feature
maps from a row-major to a window-major organization for window attention.
Our implementation removes these operations and thus reduces model latency.

We illustrate the window-major way using a toy example. Given a 4 × 4
feature map 

f11 f12 f13 f14
f21 f22 f23 f24
f31 f32 f33 f34
f41 f42 f43 f44

 , (3)

the window-major organization for a window size 2× 2 is as below:

f11, f12, f21, f22; f13, f14, f23, f24;

f31, f32, f41, f42; f33, f34, f43, f44.
(4)

This organization is applicable to both window attention and global attention
without rearranging the features. The row-major organization,

f11, f12, f13, f14; f21, f22, f23, f24;

f31, f32, f33, f34; f41, f42, f43, f44,
(5)

is fine for global attention, and needs to be processed with the costly permutation
operation for performing window attention.

3.5 Empirical Study

We empirically show how effective training and efficient inference techniques
improve the DETR. We use the small detector as the example. The study is
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based on an initial detector: the encoder is formed with global attention in all
the layers and outputs the feature map of the last layer. The results are shown
in Table 2.
Latency improvements. The interleaved window and global attention, adopted
by ViTDet, reduces the computational complexity from 23.0 GFlops to 16.6
GFlops, validating the benefit of replacing expensive global attention with cheaper
window attention. The latency is not reduced and even increased by 0.2 ms. This
is because extra costly permutation operations are needed in the row-major fea-
ture map organization. Window-major feature map organization alleviates the
side effects and leads to a larger latency reduction of 0.8 ms, from 3.7 ms to 2.9
ms.
Performance improvements. Multi-level feature aggregation brings a 0.7
mAP gain. Iou-aware classification loss and more supervision improve the mAP
scores from 34.7 to 35.4 and 38.4. Bounding box reparameterization for box
regression target [40] (details in the Supplementary Material) makes a slight
performance improvement. The significant improvement comes from pretraining
on Objects365 and reaches 8.7 mAP, implying that the transformer indeed ben-
efits from large data. A longer training schedule can give further improvements,
forming our LW-DETR-small model.

4 Experiments

4.1 Settings

Datasets. The dataset for pretraining is Objects365 [54]. We follow [7, 67] to
combine the images of the train set and the images in the validate set except
the first 5k images for detection pretraining. We use the standard COCO2017 [39]
data splitting policy and perform the evaluation on COCO val2017.
Data augmentations. We adopt the data augmentations in the DETR and
its variants [4, 74]. We follow the real-time detection algorithms [1, 29, 46] and
randomly resize the images into squares for training. For evaluating the per-
formance and the inference time, we follow the evaluation scheme used in the
real-time detection algorithms [1, 29, 46] to resize the images to 640 × 640. We
use a window size of 10 × 10 to make sure that the image size can be divisible
by the window size.
Implementation details. We pretrain the detection model on Objects365 [54]
for 30 epochs and finetune the model on COCO [39] for a total number of
180K training iterations. We adopt the exponential moving average (EMA) tech-
nique [55] with a decay of 0.9997. We use the AdamW optimizer [44] for training.

For pretraining, we set the initial learning rate of the projector and the DETR
decoder as 4× e−4, the initial learning rate of the ViT backbone is 6× e−4, and
the batch size is 128. For fine-tuning, we set the initial learning rate of the
projector and the DETR decoder as 1× e−4, and the initial learning rate of the
ViT backbone as 1.5 × e−4. We set the batch size as 32 in the tiny, small,
and medium models, and the batch size as 16 in the large and xlarge models.



LW-DETR 9

Table 3: Comparisons with state-of-the-art real-time detectors, including RT-
MDet [46], YOLOv8 [29], and YOLO-NAS [1]. The total latency is evaluated in an
end-to-end manner on COCO val2017 and includes the model latency and the postpro-
cessing procedure NMS for non-DETR methods. We measure the total latency in two
settings for NMS: official implementation and tuned score threshold. Our LW-DETR
does not need NMS and the total latency is equal to the model latency. ‘pretraining’
means the result is based on pretraining on Objects365.

Method pretraining #Params
(M)

FLOPs
(G)

Model
Latency

(ms)

official implementation tuned score threshold
Total Latency

(ms) mAP Total Latency
(ms) mAP

RTMDet-tiny 4.9 8.1 2.1 7.4 41.0 2.4 40.8

RTMDet-tiny ✓ 4.9 8.1 2.1 7.4 41.7 2.4 41.5

YOLOv8n 3.2 4.4 1.5 6.2 37.4 1.6 37.3

YOLOv8n ✓ 3.2 4.4 1.5 6.2 37.6 1.6 37.5

LW-DETR-tiny ✓ 12.1 11.2 2.0 2.0 42.6 - -

RTMDet-s 8.9 14.8 2.8 7.9 44.6 2.9 44.4

RTMDet-s ✓ 8.9 14.8 2.8 7.9 44.9 2.9 44.7

YOLOv8s 11.2 14.4 2.6 7.0 45.0 2.7 44.8

YOLOv8s ✓ 11.2 14.4 2.6 7.0 45.2 2.7 45.1

YOLO-NAS-s ✓ 19.0 17.6 2.8 4.7 47.6 2.9 47.3

LW-DETR-small ✓ 14.6 16.6 2.9 2.9 48.0 - -

RTMDet-m 24.7 39.2 6.2 10.8 49.3 6.5 49.1

RTMDet-m ✓ 24.7 39.2 6.2 10.8 49.7 6.5 49.5

YOLOv8m 25.6 39.7 5.9 10.1 50.3 6.0 50.0

YOLOv8m ✓ 25.6 39.7 5.9 10.1 50.6 6.0 50.4

YOLO-NAS-m ✓ 51.1 48.0 5.5 7.8 51.6 5.7 51.1

LW-DETR-medium ✓ 28.2 42.8 5.6 5.6 52.5 - -

RTMDet-l 52.3 80.1 10.3 14.9 51.4 10.5 51.2

RTMDet-l ✓ 52.3 80.1 10.3 14.9 52.4 10.5 52.2

YOLOv8l 43.7 82.7 9.3 13.2 53.0 9.4 52.5

YOLOv8l ✓ 43.7 82.7 9.3 13.2 53.3 9.4 53.0

YOLO-NAS-l ✓ 66.9 65.5 7.5 8.8 52.3 7.6 51.9

LW-DETR-large ✓ 46.8 71.6 8.8 8.8 56.1 - -

RTMDet-x 94.9 141.7 18.4 22.8 52.8 18.8 52.5

RTMDet-x ✓ 94.9 141.7 18.4 22.8 54.0 18.8 53.5

YOLOv8x 68.2 129.3 14.8 19.1 54.0 15.0 53.5

YOLOv8x ✓ 68.2 129.3 14.8 19.1 54.5 15.0 54.1

LW-DETR-xlarge ✓ 118.0 174.2 19.1 19.1 58.3 - -

The number of training iterations 180K is 50 epochs for the tiny, small, and
medium models, and 25 epochs for the large and xlarge models. More details,
such as weight decay, layer-wise decay in the ViT encoder, and component-wise
decay [7] in the fine-tuning process, are given in the Supplementary Material.

We measure the averaged inference latency in an end-to-end manner with
fp16 precision and a batch size of 1 on COCO val2017 with a T4 GPU, where
the environment settings are with TensorRT-8.6.1, CUDA-11.6, and CuDNN-8.7.0.
The efficientNMSPlugin in TensorRT is adopted for efficient NMS implementa-
tion. The performance and the end-to-end latency are measured for all real-time
detectors using the official implementations.

4.2 Results

The results of our five LW-DETR models are reported in Table 3. LW-DETR-
tiny achieves 42.6 mAP with 500 FPS on a T4 GPU. LW-DETR-small and
LW-DETR-medium get 48.0 mAP with over 340 FPS and 52.5 mAP with a
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speed of over 178 FPS respectively. The large and xlarge models achieve 56.1
mAP with 113 FPS, and 58.3 mAP with 52 FPS.
Comparisons with state-of-the-art real-time detectors. In Table 3, we
report the comparison of the LW-DETR models against representative real-time
detectors, including YOLO-NAS [1], YOLOv8 [29], and RTMDet [46]. One can
see that LW-DETR consistently outperforms previous SoTA real-time detectors
with and without using pretraining. Our LW-DETR shows clear superiority over
YOLOv8 and RTMDet in terms of latency and detection performance for the
five scales from tiny to xlarge.

In comparison to one of previous best methods YOLO-NAS, that is obtained
with neural architecture search, our LW-DETR model outperforms it by 0.4
mAP and 0.9 mAP, and runs 1.6× and ∼1.4× faster at the small and medium
scales. When the model gets larger, the improvement becomes more significant:
a 3.8 mAP improvement when running at the same speed at the large scale.

We further improve other methods by well-tuning the classification score
threshold in the NMS procedure, and report the results in the right two columns.
The results are greatly improved, and still lower than our LW-DETR. We expect
that our approach potentially benefits from other improvements, such as neural
architecture search (NAS), data augmentation, pseudo-labeled data, and knowl-
edge distillation that are exploited by previous real-time detectors [1, 29,46].
Comparison with concurrent works. We compare our LW-DETR with con-
current works in real-time detection, YOLO-MS [12], Gold-YOLO [58], RT-
DETR [45], and YOLOv10 [57]. YOLO-MS improves the performance by en-
hancing the multi-scale feature representations. Gold-YOLO boosts the multi-
scale feature fusion and applies MAE-style pretraining [22] to improve the YOLO
performance. YOLOv10 designs several efficiency and accuracy driven modules
to improve the performance. RT-DETR [45], closely related to LW-DETR, is
also built on the DETR framework, with many differences from our approach in
the backbone, the projector, the decoder, and the training schemes.

The comparisons are given in Table 4 and Figure 4. Our LW-DETR con-
sistently achieves a better balance between the detection performance and the
latency. YOLO-MS and Gold-YOLO clearly show worse results than our LW-
DETR for all the model scales. LW-DETR-large outperforms the closely related
RT-DETR-R50 by 0.8 mAP and shows faster speed (8.8 ms vs. 9.9 ms). LW-
DETR with other scales also shows better results than RT-DETR. Compared to
the latest work, YOLOv10-X [57], our LW-DETR-large achieves higher perfor-
mance (56.1 mAP vs. 54.4 mAP) with lower latency (8.8 ms vs. 10.70 ms).

4.3 Discussions

NMS post-processing. The DETR method is an end-to-end algorithm that
does not need the NMS post-processing procedure. In contrast, existing real-
time detectors, such as YOLO-NAS [1], YOLOv8 [29], and RTMDet [46], needs
NMS [24] post-processing. The NMS procedure takes extra time. We include
the extra time for measuring the end-to-end inference cost, which is counted in
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Table 4: Comparisons with concurrent works, including YOLO-MS [12], Gold-
YOLO [58], YOLOv10 [57], and RT-DETR [45] on COCO. For YOLO-MS and Gold-
YOLO, we measure the total latency in two settings for NMS: official implementation
and tuned score threshold. For YOLOv10, we report the results in the official paper [57].
RT-DETR is based on DETR, and the total latency is equal to the model latency. We
provide the best latency among the reported inference time in the paper [45] and the
measured time in our environment for RT-DETR. LW-DETR consistently gets superior
results. ‘pretraining’ means that the results are based on pretraining on Objects365.

Method pretraining #Params
(M)

FLOPs
(G)

Model
Latency

(ms)

official implementation tuned score threshold
Total Latency

(ms) mAP Total Latency
(ms) mAP

YOLO-MS-XS 4.5 8.7 3.0 6.9 43.4 3.2 43.3

YOLO-MS-XS ✓ 4.5 8.7 3.0 6.9 43.9 3.2 43.8

YOLO-MS-S 8.1 15.6 5.4 9.2 46.2 5.6 46.1

YOLO-MS-S ✓ 8.1 15.6 5.4 9.2 46.8 5.6 46.7

YOLO-MS 22.0 40.1 8.6 12.3 51.0 9.0 50.8

Gold-YOLO-S 21.5 23.0 2.9 3.6 45.5 3.4 45.4

Gold-YOLO-S ✓ 21.5 23.0 2.9 3.6 46.1 3.4 46.0

Gold-YOLO-M 41.3 43.8 5.8 6.3 50.2 6.1 50.2

Gold-YOLO-M ✓ 41.3 43.8 5.8 6.3 50.4 6.1 50.3

Gold-YOLO-L 75.1 75.9 10.2 10.6 52.3 10.5 52.2

YOLOv10-N 2.3 6.7 - 1.84 38.5 - -

YOLOv10-S 7.2 21.6 - 2.49 46.3 - -

YOLOv10-M 15.4 59.1 - 4.74 51.1 - -

YOLOv10-B 19.1 92.0 - 5.74 52.5 - -

YOLOv10-L 24.4 120.3 - 7.28 53.2 - -

YOLOv10-X 29.5 160.4 - 10.70 54.4 - -

RT-DETR-R18 20 30.0 4.6 4.6 46.5 - -

RT-DETR-R18 ✓ 20 30.0 4.6 4.6 49.2 - -

RT-DETR-R50 42 69.4 9.3 9.3 53.1 - -

RT-DETR-R50 ✓ 42 69.4 9.3 9.3 55.3 - -

RT-DETR-R101 76 131.0 13.5 13.5 54.3 - -

RT-DETR-R101 ✓ 76 131.0 13.5 13.5 56.2 - -

LW-DETR-tiny ✓ 12.1 11.2 2.0 2.0 42.6 - -

LW-DETR-small ✓ 14.6 16.6 2.9 2.9 48.0 - -

LW-DETR-medium ✓ 28.2 42.8 5.6 5.6 52.5 - -

LW-DETR-large ✓ 46.8 71.6 8.8 8.8 56.1 - -

LW-DETR-xlarge ✓ 118.0 174.2 19.1 19.1 58.3 - -

real-world application. The results using the NMS setting in the official imple-
mentations are shown in Figure 1 and Table 3.

We further make improvements for the methods with NMS by tuning the
classification score threshold for the NMS post-processing. We observe that the
default score threshold, 0.001, in YOLO-NAS, YOLOv8, and RTMDet, results
in a high mAP, but a large number of boxes and thus high latency. In particular,
when the model is small, the end-to-end latency is dominated by the NMS la-
tency. We tune the threshold, obtaining a good balance between the mAP score
and the latency. It is observed that the mAP scores are slightly dropped, e.g.,
by −0.1 mAP to −0.5 mAP, and the running times are largely reduced, e.g.,
with a reduction of 4∼5 ms for RTMDet and YOLOv8, a reduction of 1∼2 ms
for YOLO-NAS. These reductions are from that fewer predicted boxes are fed
into NMS after tuning the score threshold. Detailed results with different score
thresholds, along with the distribution of the number of remaining boxes across
the COCO val2017 are given in the Supplementary Material.
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Fig. 4: Our approach outperforms concurrent works. The x-axis corresponds
to the inference time. The y-axis corresponds to the mAP score on COCO val2017.
Our LW-DETR, RT-DETR [45], YOLO-MS [12], and Gold-YOLO [58] are trained with
pretraining on Objects365, while YOLOv10 [57] is not. The NMS post-processing times
are included for YOLO-MS and Gold-YOLO, and measured on the COCO val2017
with the setting from the official implementation, and the well-tuned NMS postpro-
cessing setting (labeled as “*").

Table 5: The effect of pertaining in our LW-DETR. Pretraining on Objects365
improves our approach a lot. This observation is consistent with the observations from
methods with large models [7, 67,75].

LW-DETR #Params (M) FLOPs (G) Latency (ms) mAP w/o pretraining mAP w/ pretraining

tiny 12.1 11.2 2.0 36.5 42.6

small 14.6 16.6 2.9 43.6 48.0

medium 28.2 42.8 5.6 47.2 52.5

large 46.8 71.6 8.8 49.5 56.1

xlarge 118.0 174.2 19.1 53.0 58.3

R18 21.2 21.4 2.5 40.9 44.4

R50 54.6 67.7 8.7 49.7 54.4

Figure 1 shows the comparison against other methods with well-tuned NMS
procedures. The methods with NMS are improved. Our approach still outper-
forms other methods. The second-best approach, YOLO-NAS, is a network ar-
chitecture search algorithm and performs very closely to the proposed baseline.
We believe that the complicated network architecture search procedure, like the
one used in YOLO-NAS, potentially benefits the DETR approach, and further
improvement is expected.
Pretraining. We empirically study the effect of pretraining. The results, shown
in Table 5, indicate that pretraining leads to significant improvements for our
approaches, with an average improvement of 5.5 mAP. The tiny model gets an
mAP gain of 6.1, and the xlarge model gets an mAP gain of 5.3. This implies
that pretraining on a large dataset is highly beneficial for DETR-based models.
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Table 6: The effect of pertaining along with training epochs for non-end-
to-end detectors.

Model pretraining 20 epochs 60 epochs 100 epochs 200 epochs 300 epochs 500 epochs

YOLOv8n 26.2 30.1 32.3 34.0 35.0 37.4

YOLOv8n ✓ 31.5 32.8 33.2 34.3 35.2 37.6

RTMDet-t 30.4 34.2 35.2 36.8 41.0 -

RTMDet-t ✓ 33.4 36.5 36.7 37.5 41.7 -

YOLO-MS-XS 24.7 34.3 36.4 39.2 43.4 -

YOLO-MS-XS ✓ 37.5 38.6 39.1 40.0 43.9 -

Gold-YOLO-S 33.4 37.1 38.2 43.6 45.5 -

Gold-YOLO-S ✓ 39.3 41.3 42.1 44.9 46.1 -

We further show that the training procedure applies to the DETR approach
with convolutional encoders. We replace transformer encoders with ResNet-18
and ResNet-50. One can see that in Table 5, the results of these LW-DETR
variants are close to LW-DETR with transformer encoders in terms of latency
and mAP, and the pretraining brings benefits that are similar to and a little
lower than LW-DETR with transformer encoders.

Meanwhile, we investigate the pretraining improvements on non-end-to-end
detectors. According to the results in Table 3, Table 4 and Table 6, it seems
that pretraining on Objects365 only show limited gains for non-end-to-end de-
tectors [12, 29, 46, 58], which is different from the phenomenon in DETR-based
detectors, where pretraining give large improvements. As the non-end-to-end de-
tectors train 300 epochs even 500 epochs in YOLOv8, we wonder if the limited
gain is related to the training epochs. We compare the improvements brought by
the pretrained weights along with the training epochs. Table 6 shows that the
improvements diminished along with the training epochs, which partly supports
the above hypothesis. The above illustration is a preliminary step. We believe
that more investigations are needed to figure out the underlying reasons for the
difference in benefits of pretraining.

4.4 Experiments on more datasets

We test the generalizability of our LW-DETR on more detection datasets. We
consider two types of evaluation methods, cross-domain evaluation and multi-
domain finetuning. For cross-domain evaluation, we directly evaluate the real-
time detectors trained on COCO on the Unidentified Video Objects (UVO) [61].
For multi-domain fine-tuning, we finetune the pretrained real-time detectors on
the multi-domain detection dataset Roboflow 100 (RF100) [13]. We do a coarse
search on the hyperparameters on each dataset for all models, such as the learn-
ing rate. Please refer to the Supplementary Material for more details.

Cross-domain evaluation. One possible way to evaluate the generalizability of
the models is to directly evaluate them on the datasets with different domains.
We adopt a class-agnostic object detection benchmark, UVO [61], where 57%
object instances do not belong to any of the 80 COCO classes. UVO is based
on YouTube videos, whose appearance is very different from COCO, e.g., some
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Table 7: Cross-domain evaluation on UVO. We evaluate the performance in a
class-agnostic way as UVO is class-agnostic. LW-DETR demonstrates higher AP and
AR than other detectors.

Method mAP AP50 AR@100 ARs ARm ARl

RTMDet-s 29.7 43.3 55.7 26.5 49.4 71.5

YOLOv8-s 29.1 42.4 54.3 27.4 48.6 68.8

YOLO-NAS-s 31.0 44.5 55.1 25.8 48.1 71.6

LW-DETR-small 32.3 45.1 59.8 29.4 52.4 77.1

Table 8: Multi-domain finetuning on RF100. We compare our LW-DETR with
previous real-time detectors, including YOLOv5, YOLOv7, RTMDet, YOLOv8, and
YOLO-NAS on all data domains of RF100. Gray entries are the results from the RF100
paper [13]. The data domains are aerial, videogames, microscopic, underwater, doc-
uments, electromagnetic, and real world. The AP50 metric is used. ‘-’ means that
YOLO-NAS [1] does not report their detailed results.

Method Average
Domains in Roboflow 100

aerial videogames microscopic underwater documents electromagnetic real world

YOLOv5-s 73.4 63.6 85.9 65.0 56.0 71.6 74.2 76.9

YOLOv7-s 67.4 50.4 79.6 59.1 66.2 72.2 63.9 70.5

RTMDet-s 79.2 70.1 88.0 68.1 68.0 81.0 77.4 83.3

YOLOv8-s 80.1 70.7 87.9 74.7 70.2 79.8 79.0 82.9

YOLO-NAS-s 81.5 - - - - - - -

YOLO-NAS-m 81.8 - - - - - - -

LW-DETR-small 82.5 71.8 88.9 74.5 69.6 86.7 84.6 85.3

LW-DETR-medium 83.5 72.9 90.8 75.4 70.5 86.1 86.2 86.4

videos are in egocentric views and have significant motion blur. We evaluate the
models trained with COCO (taken from Table 3) on the validation split of UVO.

Table 7 provides the results. LW-DETR excels over competing SoTA real-
time detectors. Specifically, LW-DETR-small is 1.3 mAP and 4.1 AR higher
than the best result among RTMDet-s, YOLOv8-s, and YOLO-NAS-s. In terms
of recall, it also shows enhanced abilities to detect more objects across different
scales: small, medium, and large. The above findings imply that the superiority
of our LW-DETR over previous real-time detectors is attributed not to specific
tuning for COCO, but to its capacity for producing more generalizable models.

Multi-domain finetuning. Another way is to finetune the pretrained detectors
on small datasets across different domains. RF100 consists of 100 small datasets,
7 imagery domains, 224k images, and 829 class labels. It can help researchers
test the model’s generalizability with real-life data. We finetune the real-time
detectors on each small dataset of RF100.

The results are given in Table 8. LW-DETR-small shows superiority over
current state-of-the-art real-time detectors across different domains. In partic-
ular, for the ‘documents’ and the ‘electromagnetic’ domains, our LW-DETR is
significantly better than YOLOv5, YOLOv7, RTMDet, and YOLOv8 (5.7 AP
and 5.6 AP higher than the best among the four). LW-DETR-medium can give
further improvements overall. These findings highlight the versatility of our LW-
DETR, positioning it as a strong baseline in a range of closed-domain tasks.
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5 Limitation and future works

Currently, we only demonstrate the effectiveness of LW-DETR in real-time de-
tection. This is the first step. Extending LW-DETR for open-world detection and
applying LW-DETR to more vision tasks, such as multi-person pose estimation
and multi-view 3D object detection, needs more investigation. We leave them
for future work.

6 Conclusion

This paper shows that detection transformers achieve competitive and even supe-
rior results over existing real-time detectors. Our method is simple and efficient.
The success stems from multi-level feature aggregation and training-effective and
inference-efficient techniques. We hope our experience can provide insights for
building real-time models with transformers in vision tasks.
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Supplementary Material

A Experimental Details

This section includes details on the hyper-parameters of pretraining on Ob-
jects365 [54], finetuning on COCO [39], and finetuning on Roboflow 100 [13],
on the architectures of convolutional encoders, and on the modeling of box re-
gression. We represent the tiny/small/medium/large/xlarge versions of our
LW-DETR with T/S/M/L/X in the tables for neat representations.

A.1 Experimental settings

Pretraining settings. The default settings are in Table 9. We do not use the
learning rate drop schedule and keep the initial learning rate along with the
training process. When performing window attention in the ViT encoder, we fix
the number of windows as 16 for different image resolutions for easy implementa-
tion. We use layer-wise lr decay [14] following previous MIM methods [10,22,71].

Table 9: Pretraining settings.
Setting Value

optimizer AdamW

base learning rate 4.0 × e−4

encoder learning rate 6.0 × e−4

weight decay 1 × e−4

batch size 128

epochs 30

training images resolutions [448, 512, 576, 640, 704, 768, 832, 896]

encoder layer-wise lr decay 0.8 (T/S), 0.7 (M/L), 0.75 (X)

number of encoder layers 6 (T), 10(S/M/L/X)

drop path 0 (T/S/M), 0.05 (L/X)

window numbers 16

window attention indexes [0, 2, 4] (T), [0, 1, 3, 6, 7, 9] (S/M/L/X)

output feature indexes [0, 2, 4] (T), [2, 4, 5, 9] (S/M/L/X)

feature scales 1
16

(T/S/M), [ 1
8
, 1

32
] (L/X)

number of object queries 100 (T), 300 (S/M/L/X)

number of decoder layers 3

hidden dimensions 256 (T/S/M), 384 (L/X)

decoder self-attention heads 8 (T/S/M), 12 (L/X)

decoder cross-attention heads 16 (T/S/M), 24 (L/X)

decoder sampling points 2 (T/S/M), 4 (L/X)

group detr 13

ema decay 0.997

COCO experimental settings. Most of the settings follow the ones in the
pretraining stage. We share the modifications of settings in Table 10. When
finetuning LW-DETR on COCO, we use component-wise lr decay [7], which gives
different scale factors for the learning rate in the ViT encoder, the Projector, and
the DETR decoder. For example, the component-wise lr decay is 0.7 means that
we set the lr scale factor as 0.70 for the prediction heads, 0.71 for the transformer
decoder layers in DETR decoder, 0.72 for the Projector, and 0.73 for the ViT
encoder.
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Table 10: COCO experimental settings.
Setting Value

base learning rate 1.0 × e−4

encoder learning rate 1.5 × e−4

weight decay 1 × e−4 (T/S/M/L), 1 × e−3 (X)

batch size 32 (T/S/M), 16 (L/X)

epochs 50 (T/S/M), 25 (L/X)

drop path 0 (T/S/M), 0.1 (L/X)

component-wise lr decay 0.7 (T/S/M), 0.5 (L/X)

Table 11: Roboflow 100 experimental settings.
Setting Value

base learning rate 8.0 × e−4 (S), 3.0 × e−4 (M)

batch size 16 (S/M)

encoder learning rate 1.2 × e−3 (S), 4.5 × e−4 (M)

encoder layer-wise lr decay 0.9 (S), 0.8 (M)

component-wise lr decay 0.7 (S), 0.9 (M)

Roboflow 100 experimental settings. Roboflow 100 [13] consists of 100 small
datasets. We finetune our LW-DETR on these datasets based on the pretrained
model on Objects365 [54]. As the training images are insufficient, we set the
batch size as 16 and finetune the model for 100 epochs following [13] on all small
datasets to make sure to have sufficient training iterations.

We tune the learning rate, encoder layer-wise lr decay, and component-wise lr
decay (as shown in Table 11), we do a coarse search on the ‘microscopic’ domain
and fix these hyper-parameters for other datasets. The other hyper-parameters
are kept same with the finetuning experiments on COCO. We also perform the
same processes for RTMDet [46] and YOLOv8 [29] for fair comparisons.

A.2 Settings for convolutional encoders

We also explore convolutional encoders, ResNet-18 and ResNet-50, in our LW-
DETR. We load the ImageNet [15] pretrained encoder weights from the RT-
DETR repo7. Instead of directly outputting multi-level feature maps with scales
of [ 18 ,

1
16 ,

1
32 ], we make a simple modification to only output a feature map in 1

16 .
We first upsample the feature map in 1

32 scale to 1
16 , downsample the feature map

in 1
8 to 1

16 , and then concatenates all the feature maps. We add additional con-
volution layers to reduce the feature dimension to prevent the final concatenated
feature map from having extremely large feature dimensions.

A.3 Box regression target reparameterization

Box regression target parameterization is a widely used technique in two-stage
and one-stage detectors [2, 28, 38, 51], which predicts the parameters for a box
transformation that transforms an input proposal into a predicted box. We follow
Plain DETR [40] to use this technique in our LW-DETR.

For box regression in the first stage and each decoder layer, we predict
four parameters [δx, δy, δw, δh] to a transformation, which transforms a proposal

7
https://github.com/lyuwenyu/RT-DETR/issues/42#issue-1860463373

https://github.com/lyuwenyu/RT-DETR/issues/42#issue-1860463373
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Table 12: Tuning score threshold for non-end-to-end detectors. We show
how the score threshold affects the time of NMS and the detection performance in
YOLO-NAS, YOLOv8, RTMDet, YOLO-MS, and Gold-YOLO. We share the detection
performance and total latency under three different score thresholds. The first score
threshold is the default one in the official implementations. The score threshold in bold
represents a good balance between the mAP score and the NMS latency.

Model Model Latency
(ms) mAP Total Latency

(ms) mAP Total Latency
(ms) mAP Total Latency

(ms)

Thresholds score = 0.018 score=0.1 score = 0.15

YOLO-NAS-s 2.75 47.6 4.68 47.3 2.88 46.7 2.82

YOLO-NAS-m 5.52 51.6 7.76 51.1 5.70 50.6 5.53

YOLO-NAS-l 7.49 52.3 8.84 51.9 7.64 51.2 7.52

Thresholds score = 0.001 score=0.01 score = 0.05

YOLOv8n 1.51 37.4 6.21 37.3 1.62 36.0 1.54

YOLOv8s 2.64 45.0 7.00 44.8 2.71 43.7 2.70

YOLOv8m 5.90 50.3 10.11 50.0 6.06 49.0 5.92

YOLOv8l 9.30 53.0 13.16 52.5 9.44 51.3 9.31

YOLOv8x 14.88 54.0 19.17 53.5 15.09 52.3 14.91

Thresholds score = 0.001 score=0.1 score = 0.25

RTMDet-t 2.16 41.0 7.41 40.8 2.45 39.1 2.37

RTMDet-s 2.88 44.6 7.88 44.4 2.94 42.6 2.93

RTMDet-m 6.27 49.3 10.82 49.1 6.52 47.2 6.31

RTMDet-l 10.37 51.4 14.84 51.2 10.54 49.2 10.48

RTMDet-x 18.44 52.8 22.81 52.5 18.88 50.5 18.69

Thresholds score = 0.001 score=0.1 score = 0.25

YOLO-MS-XS 3.02 43.4 6.99 43.3 3.26 41.9 3.19

YOLO-MS-S 5.40 46.2 9.18 46.1 5.62 44.2 5.56

YOLO-MS 8.56 51.0 12.38 50.8 9.09 48.8 8.87

Thresholds score = 0.03 score=0.05 score = 0.25

Gold-YOLO-S 2.94 45.5 3.63 45.4 3.35 43.1 3.08

Gold-YOLO-M 5.84 50.2 6.34 50.2 6.14 47.6 5.98

Gold-YOLO-L 10.15 52.3 10.58 52.2 10.46 50.5 10.22

[pcx , pcy , pw, ph] to a predicted bounding box [bcx , bcy , bw, bh] by applying:

bcx = δx ∗ pw + pcx , bcy = δy ∗ ph + pcy ,

bw = exp(δw) ∗ pw, bh = exp(δh) ∗ ph.
(6)

The predicted box [bcx , bcy , bw, bh] is used for calculating the box regression losses
and for output.

B Analysis on NMS

Tuning score threshold. The score threshold in non-end-to-end detectors, de-
cides the number of predicted boxes that are passed to the NMS, which largely
affects the NMS latency. Table 12 verifies it with YOLO-NAS, YOLOv8, RT-
MDet, YOLO-MS, and Gold-YOLO. A large score threshold can largely reduce
the overhead of NMS, but bring negative results to detection performance. We
optimize the NMS latency by carefully tuning the score thresholds for non-end-
to-end detectors, achieving a balance between the detection performance and the
8 We have corrected a typo in the main paper regarding YOLO-NAS: the default score

threshold should be 0.01, not the value mentioned in L298.
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total latency. The overhead brought by NMS is significantly reduced to 0.1∼0.5
ms with slight drops in detection performance.
Distribution of the number of boxes for NMS. The latency is measured
on the COCO val2017, which is an average of 5000 images. Figure 5 gives the
distribution of the number of remaining boxes in NMS across the COCO val2017
under different score thresholds in YOLO-NAS. The large overhead brought by
the NMS is due to the large number of remaining boxes under the default score
threshold. Tuning the score threshold effectively decreases the remaining boxes in
NMS, thus providing optimization in total latency for non-end-to-end detectors.
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(a) YOLO-NAS-s score threshold = 0.01
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(b) YOLO-NAS-s score threshold = 0.1
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2,792
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149 5

(c) YOLO-NAS-s score threshold = 0.15

Fig. 5: Distribution of the number of boxes. The x-axis corresponds to the number
of boxes that are fed into NMS. The y-axis corresponds to the number of images on
COCO val2017 whose remaining box numbers are in the corresponding interval. (a) is
under the default score threshold. (b) is tuning the score threshold to get the balance
between detection performance and latency. (c) is tuning a higher score threshold.
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