Table R1: Comparison with MaskDINO on the COCO validation set when the backbone is Swin-L.
The experiments are conducted on 4 A6000 GPUs with the batch size of 4.

Methods | Epochs | APYr APbr Apler Apbe| Apmesk  pgpmask gpmask g pmask | Fpg
MaskDINO 50 | 56.8 402 602 723 | 510 313 541 712 |34
DI-MaskDINO (Ours)| 50 | 57.8(+1.0) 41.5 612 739 | 51.8(+0.8) 31.8 551 722 | 3.0

Table R2: Comparison with MaskDINO on the BDD100K validation set with Swin-L backbone.

Methods | Epochs | APYr APz APtor Apper| Apmask  Apmask gpmask A pmask | Epg
MaskDINO 68 | 302 190 375 486 | 270 154 326 505 |32
DI-MaskDINO (Ours) | 68 | 31.4(+1.2) 194 404 487 | 27.9(+0.9) 166 341 512 |28

Table R3: Comparison between DI-MaskDINO configured with different numbers of decoder layers
and MaskDINO with 9 decoder layers.

Methods ‘ Apbor A pmask ‘ Params

MaskDINO \ 457 424 \ 52.1

DI-MaskDINO (3 decoder layers) | 45.8 41.3 47.6
DI-MaskDINO (6 decoder layers) | 46.9 42.3 52.3
DI-MaskDINO (9 decoder layers) | 46.9 42.5 56.9

Table R4: The results of diagnostic experiments on Token Interaction.

| BDDIOOK |  COCO
Configurations
‘ APbox APmask Apbox APmask
w/o Token Interaction| 28.3 254 | 46.1 41.7
w/ Token Interaction | 29.5 25.7 | 46.9 423

Table R5: Comparison with MaskDINO on the COCO test-dev with Swin-L backbone.

Methods | Epochs | APYr APbor Apber Apbor Apbor Apbos

MaskDINO
DI-MaskDINO (Ours)

50 57.2 772 627 379 599 724
50 579 (+0.7) 77.6 635 388 60.7 73.0




