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1 Experiments and Analysis

Due to lack of space in the main manuscript, we report
additional quantitative results of our face alignment approach
here. Figure 1 shows the cumulative landmark error distri-
bution curves as a function of the Normalized Landmark
Error on the AFW, LFPW, HELEN and IBUG datasets,
both including (68) and excluding (51) the landmarks on the
jawline.

We also report face alignment results of ERCLM on the
300W [1] dataset and compare with multiple participants of
the 300W Face Alignment Challenge. ERCLM trained only on
facial images captured under a laboratory setting exhibits a
high degree of generalization and outperforms all but Deng et.
al.[2], that has been trained on “in-the-wild" images similar to
those in the 300W challenge.

2 Ablation Study

We report a comprehensive set of quantitative results of
our ablation study on the following datasets: AFW, HELEN
TEST, HELEN, LFPW TEST, LFPW, IBUG, 300W IN-
DOOR, 300W OUTDOOR and 300W ALL. Table 1 and Table
2 report the Mean Normalized Landmark Error and the face
alignment Failure Rate evaluated on 68 (includes jawline) and
51 (excludes jawline) landmarks respectively.

We make the following observations from our ablative
study, 1) modeling the multiple pose and expression modes
accounts for the largest gains in alignment performance,
2) modeling the different types of landmarks, contours and
points, improves alignment, especially on challenging datasets
like the 300W and IBUG both in terms of the MNLE and
the failure rate, 3) hypotheses generated by sampling, both
random and detector confidence based, consistently results in
lower alignment failure rate and lower landmark localization
error in comparison to greedily selecting hypotheses to evalu-
ate, and 4) while hypotheses generated by random sampling
exhibit better robustness to challenging facial images than the
detector confidence based samples, the latter provides a good
trade-off between performance and computational complexity.

References

[1] C. Sagonas, E. Antonakos, G. Tzimiropoulos, S. Zafeiriou, and
M. Pantic, “300 faces in-the-wild challenge: Database and re-
sults,” Image and Vision Computing, 2015.

[2] J. Deng, Q. Liu, J. Yang, and D. Tao, “M 3 csr: Multi-view,
multi-scale and multi-component cascade shape regression,” Im-
age and Vision Computing, 2015.

(9]

(10]

X. Zhu and D. Ramanan, “Face detection, pose estimation, and
landmark localization in the wild,” in CVPR, 2012.

X. Cao, Y. Wei, F. Wen, and J. Sun, “Face alignment by explicit
shape regression,” in CVPR, 2012.

X. P. Burgos-Artizzu, P. Perona, and P. Dollar, “Robust face
landmark estimation under occlusion,” in ICCV, 2013.

X. Xiong and F. De la Torre, “Supervised descent method and
its applications to face alignment,” in CVPR, 2013.

landmark detection by using a 3d shape model,” Image and
Vision Computing, 2015.

H. Fan and E. Zhou, “Approaching human level facial landmark
localization by deep learning,” Image and Vision Computing,
2015.

B. Martinez and M. F. Valstar, “L 2, 1-based regression and
prediction accumulation across views for robust facial landmark
detection,” Image and Vision Computing, 2015.

“Multi-view facial landmark detector learned by the structured
output svm,” Image and Vision Computing, 2016.



IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON PATTERN ANALYSIS AND MACHINE INTELLIGENCE

=3
3

=)
N
o

Fraction of # of landmarks
o o
S 3

=3
3

o
3
o

DPM (68) [10.23]
—ESR (68) [7.23]
—RCPR-occ (68) [7.12]
—RCPR (68) [7.40]
ERCLM (68) [5.77]

Fraction of # of landmarks
o o
3 3

o
=3
=]

0.0

—

DPM (68) [8.65]
—ESR (68) [5.02]
—RCPR-occ (68) [4.48]
—RCPR (68) [4.81]

ERCLM (68) [4.79]

Fraction of # of landmarks
o
prd
3

o
3
o

DPM (68) [11.89]
—ESR (68) [6.22)
—RCPR-occ (68) [5.32]
—RCPR (68) [5.48]

0.00] 4 ERCLM (68) [4.89]

o
o
o

o
N
o

DPM (68) [25.16]
—ESR (68) [12.78]
—RCPR-occ (68) [12.09]
—RCPR (68) [12.60]
ERCLM (68) [8.89]

Fraction of # of landmarks
o o
5 3

0.1 02
Normalized Landmark Error

o
N
o

Fraction of # of landmarks
o o
& 3

=4
=)
3

01 02
Normalized Landmark Error

0.0 01 02
Normalized Landmark Error

0.0 01 02
Normalized Landmark Error

o
N
o

DPM (51) [8.81]
—ESR (51) [6.29]
—SDM (51) [15.93]
—RCPR-occ (51) [6.29]
—RCPR (51) [6.79]
ERCLM (51) [4.56]

Fraction of # of landmarks
o o
& 3

o
=)
3

0.0

Fig. 1: Cumulative error distribution curves for landmark localization showing the proportion of landmarks that have the
Normalized Landmark Error below a given threshold on the AFW, LFPW, HELEN and IBUG datasets. We compare our
proposed method to a baseline tree-structured Deformable Parts Model (DPM) [3], Explicit Shape Regression (ESR) [4], Robust
Pose Regression (RCPR) [5] and Supervised Descent Method (SDM) [6]. We show face alignment results both including (68)
and excluding (51) the points on the jawline. The legend reports the MNLE (in %) at a threshold of 0.1. Our method, ERCLM,
shows good alignment performance, especially in the presence of severe occlusions and demonstrates robust generalization across
datasets.
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Fig. 2: Face alignment results on the 300W Indoor, 300W Outdoor and 300W Indoor+Outdoor datasets evaluated over
both 68 (includes jawline) and 51 (excludes jawline) landmarks. We report both the Mean Normalized Landmark Error (MNLE)
and the alignment Failure Rate (FR). We compare ERQCLM against the following baselines (a) Cech et.al.,[7], (b)Deng et.al.,[2],
(c)Fan et.al.,[8], (d)Martinez et.al.,[9], and (e) Uricar et.al.,[10]. ERCLM, although trained only on facial images captured under a
laboratory setting outperforms all but Deng et. al.[2], that has been trained on “in-the-wild" images similar to those in the 300W
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Dataset Metric Multi-Modal (E+P) Multi-Modal (E) Multi-Modal (P) SDPM Full
AFW MNLE 6.29 631 634 6.16 618 623 584 583  5.90 580 585 593 577 573 5.79
FR 9.20 801  9.20 801 772 801 534 534 6.82 4.75 475 593 534 475  6.23
. MNLE 5.04 506  5.06 494 494 495 478 479 481 479 482  4.80 471 474 474
HELEN TEST FR 212 212 242 182 152 212 121 152 1.52 121 152 121 121 152 121
HELEN MNLE 5.25 525 524 514 514 513 4.94 494 495 505 508 507 4.89 491 491
FR 3.22 309 3.8 266 262 232 1.85  1.93  1.80 159 1.97 202 150 159  1.46
LEPW TEST MNLE 456 455 454 447 447 449 4.37 441 439 438 433 438 438 438 440
FR 0.89 045  0.89 0.89 045  0.89 045 000 045 0.00 045  0.00 045  0.00 045
LFPW MNLE 5.06 508  5.06 4.96 498  4.98 483 485 483 491 489 489 479 482 480
FR 348 300 280 251 271 251 184 222 145 155 155 116 174 174 1.16
BUG MNLE 10.65 10.34  10.35 1040 9.98  10.02 934 928  9.16 9.32 912 9.6 889 894  8.84
FR 44.44 4148  42.96 4148 3778 40.00 31.85 30.37 28.89 2519 2519 27.41 24.44 2667  26.67
300w INDOOR  MNLE 777 761 Tl 750 744 7.49 6.83  6.67  6.87 6.93 693 7.0l 658  6.51  6.72
FR 17.00 1833 17.00 1533 16.67 16.00 1233 11.67 11.33 1100 12.33 1167 933 9.33  9.67
MNLE 830 829 837 8.03 804 814 748 735  7.35 737 736 747 713 715 7.21
300W OUTDOOR " 21.67 2133  21.67 19.33  18.67  20.00 1533 14.67 14.67 17.00  16.00 17.33 13.00  12.67 14.33
300W ALL MNLE 8.03 795 804 777 774 781 715 701 711 715 715 T.24 6.85  6.83  6.96
FR 1933 19.83  19.33 1733 17.67 18.00 13.83  13.17  13.00 14.00 1417  14.50 1117 11.00  12.00

TABLE 1: Ablative analysis of the components of ERCLM on datasets with varying difficultyy, AFW, HELEN TEST, HELEN, LFPW
TEST, LFPW, IBUG, 300W INDOOR, 300W OUTDOOR and 300W ALL, evaluated over 68 (includes jawline). We report both the
Mean Normalized Landmark Error (MNLE) and the alignment Failure Rate (FR). The three columns in each block of columns correspond to
different sampling strategies: random sampling, sampling from detector confidence and greedy selection. Multiple-Modes (E+P): one model
spanning pose and expressions, Multiple-Modes (E): two models, one for each expression spanning pose, Multiple-Modes (P): five models, one
for each pose spanning expression, SDPM: (d) sparse PDM with 68 points instead of our proposed dense PDM and Full: our complete ERCLM
algorithm with 10 CLMs and with Dense PDM.

Dataset Metric Multi-Modal (E+P) Multi-Modal (E) Multi-Modal (P) SDPM Full
AFW MNLE 5.02 5.02 5.08 4.87 4.89 4.95 4.64 4.60 4.67 4.52 4.55 4.67 4.56 4.53 4.58
FR 415 445  3.86 386 3.86  3.86 208 178  2.08 119 148  2.08 148 208  2.37
HELEN TEST  MNLE 379 378 378 374 371 370 366 3.68 3.6 366  3.66  3.64 3.64 367 364
FR 091 030 0.6l 091 030 0.6l 000 030 061 030 0.00 030 030 091 061
HELEN MNLE 116 416 414 107 407 405 396 395  3.95 3.91 393  3.92 392 392 392
FR 112 086  0.90 082 073  0.60 047 052 052 034 043 052 0.34 056 047
LrPw TEST  MNLE 350 356  3.53 354 351 3.50 349 348 3.48 347  3.44 3.4 348 346 348
FR 045 000  0.00 0.45 000  0.00 045 000  0.00 000 045 0.0 045  0.00 000
— MNLE 401 402 400 395 395 3.9 380 391  3.80 387 386 3.85 386 388  3.87
FR 077 097 077 077 07T 047 058 058 048 048 048 048 048 058  0.39
BUG MNLE 859 831 829 824 798 7.3 748 749 7.27 749 722 7.0 711 709  6.99
FR 23.70 22.96 25.19 22.22 22.22 25.93 15.56 17.04 15.56 14.07 14.07 14.07 12.59 14.81 13.33
MNLE 641 629 632 614 613 614 564 554 573 557 560  5.63 540  5.36 551
300WINDOOR — “pp 11.67 1067 10.67 933 1000 9.67 733 7.00  7.00 567 633 6.67 533 633  6.00
MNLE 692 692 696 657 666  6.71 628 614 612 596 5.93 603 595 597 597

:

300W OUTDOOR  “rpy 1400 14.00 15.67 1167 10133 1467 1033 933 10.00 1000 9.67  9.67 8.67  9.00 10.00
S00W ALL MNLE 6.67  6.60  6.64 636 639  6.42 5.96 581 592 577 576 583 5.67 567 574
FR 1283 12.33  13.17 1050 10.67 1217 883 817 850 783 800 817 7.00 767 800

TABLE 2: Ablative analysis of the components of ERCLM on datasets with varying difficulty, AFW, HELEN TEST, HELEN, LFPW
TEST, LFPW, IBUG, 300W INDOOR, 300W OUTDOOR and 300W ALL, evaluated over 51 (excludes jawline). We report both the
Mean Normalized Landmark Error (MNLE) and the alignment Failure Rate (FR). The three columns in each block of columns correspond to
different sampling strategies: random sampling, sampling from detector confidence and greedy selection. Multiple-Modes (E+4P): one model
spanning pose and expressions, Multiple-Modes (E): two models, one for each expression spanning pose, Multiple-Modes (P): five models, one
for each pose spanning expression, SDPM: (d) sparse PDM with 68 points instead of our proposed dense PDM and Full: our complete ERCLM
algorithm with 10 CLMs and with Dense PDM.



