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Abstract: Depth estimation is an important task in computer vision. Collecting data at scale for monocular depth estimation is challenging, as this task requires simultaneously capturing RGB images and depth information. Therefore, data augmentation is crucial for this task. Existing data augmentation methods often employ pixel-wise transformations, which may inadvertently disrupt edge features. In this paper, we propose a data augmentation method for monocular depth estimation, which we refer to as the Perpendicular-Cutdepth method. This method involves cutting real-world depth maps along perpendicular directions and pasting them onto input images, thereby diversifying the data without compromising edge features. To validate the effectiveness of the algorithm, we compared it with existing convolutional neural network (CNN) against the current mainstream data augmentation algorithms. Additionally, to verify the algorithm’s applicability to Transformer networks, we designed an encoder-decoder network structure based on Transformer to assess the generalization of our proposed algorithm. Experimental results demonstrate that, in the field of monocular depth estimation, our proposed method, Perpendicular-Cutdepth, outperforms traditional data augmentation methods. On the indoor dataset NYU, our method increases accuracy from 0.900 to 0.907 and reduces the error rate from 0.357 to 0.351. On the outdoor dataset KITTI, our method improves accuracy from 0.9638 to 0.9642 and decreases the error rate from 0.060 to 0.0598.
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1  Introduction

Computer vision, as a pivotal branch in the realm of modern technology, spans a diverse array of applications [1–5]. Nevertheless, with the escalating complexity of tasks, we encounter a myriad of challenges when training deep learning models, prominently featuring limited data, overfitting issues, and the imperative need for model generalization across diverse scenarios. In this context, data augmentation emerges as a pivotal strategy to counter these challenges. Data augmentation, by introducing diversity, exposes the model to a broader spectrum of scenes and variations during training, thereby augmenting its ability to generalize to unseen data. By learning representations adaptable to various scenarios, the model becomes more adept at accommodating novel, real-world inputs. Simultaneously, data augmentation aids in mitigating the risk of overfitting, as the model experiences a more diverse set of inputs during training, reducing its reliance on specific data distributions. This enhances the model’s resilience when confronted with unknown data, ensuring robust performance. Moreover, data augmentation can introduce various transformations such as rotation, scaling, flipping, and optical transformations, imparting greater robustness to the neural network model. This robustness signifies that the model is more resistant to subtle changes and noise in the input, contributing to a more reliable execution of tasks in the real world.

These data augmentation methods have been widely applied in research for advanced tasks such as abnormal detection [1], personalized diagnosis [3–7], simulation enlargement and Transfer learning combined with fault sample augment [8]. In the field of abnormal detection and diagnosis, obtaining real fault samples can be challenging or limited in availability. Data augmentation can generate more diversified fault samples through transformations, rotations, scaling, and other methods, aiding the model in better learning and understanding different types of faults. For personalized diagnosis, differences exist between individuals, necessitating more samples to better adapt to personalized requirements. Data augmentation can generate additional samples with personalized scenarios, assisting the model in better adapting to individual differences and improving the accuracy of personalized diagnosis.

However, there has been relatively less research in the domain of low-level tasks, particularly when dealing with pixel-wise transformations, as seen in tasks like monocular depth estimation. Effective data augmentation methods for these lower-level tasks have not received sufficient attention and in-depth investigation. The challenges of data augmentation [9–13] in pixel-wise tasks are more intricate, given the need to maintain precise pixel-level label information.

Monocular depth estimation is a critical research focus in the field of computer vision, primarily aiming to predict depth information of objects in a scene from a single image. It finds extensive applications in areas such as 3D reconstruction, virtual reality, and autonomous driving. The input for monocular depth estimation typically consists of a set of images along with their corresponding depth maps. Depth maps are commonly acquired through depth cameras and laser scanners. However, obtaining accurate depth information can be challenging in certain scenarios, such as underwater environments or objects with transparent and glass-like properties. In such cases, data augmentation becomes an indispensable step in monocular depth estimation tasks. Currently, widely used data augmentation methods include random rotation [14], random cropping [15], and optical transformations [16] (color and brightness variations), among others. Random rotation involves rotating the image by a certain angle to simulate different capture perspectives. Random cropping entails selecting a region of the image as input, mimicking different viewpoints. Optical transformations alter the brightness and contrast of the input image, enhancing data diversity. These augmentation techniques contribute to the robustness and generalization ability of monocular depth estimation models, enabling them to handle diverse and challenging real-world scenarios effectively.

Although these methods have improved the generalization ability of neural networks, they mainly focus on altering the global environment rather than modifying the geometric structure within the scene. Many studies have attempted to modify the geometric structure within the scene to encourage the network to learn more complex scenes and thereby improve the accuracy of the model [14–16]. Ishii et al. [15] observed similarities in edge positions between depth and RGB images, especially in low-level features. They introduced the Cutdepth algorithm for monocular depth estimation networks, aiming to normalize the images using the provided depth information and reduce the gap between RGB images and depth maps in the latent space. This not only increases visual diversity, but also restricts excessive geometric changes within the scene, causing the neural networks to focus more on high-frequency regions. Dijk et al. [17] investigated how neural networks perceive depth from single images, primarily using the vertical position of objects in images. In response, Kim et al. [16] argued that the vertical viewpoint in a single image is more important than the horizontal viewpoint, leading to the proposal of a variant of Cutdepth called Vertical-Cutdepth. This algorithm performs Cutdepth cuts in the vertical direction of the input images, encouraging the network to capture vertical long-range correlations. However, Vertical-Cutdepth overlooks the importance of both horizontal and vertical correlations for depth information, since in human vision the positional structure of an object is determined by the intersection of horizontal and vertical directions. A single vertical correlation can determine the height of an object, but not its width.

To encourage the network to focus on the correlation between the horizontal and vertical directions, we propose “Perpendicular-Cutdepth”. This method aims to simultaneously reduce the horizontal and vertical distances between RGB images and their corresponding depth maps in the latent space, enhancing the network’s ability to learn from both horizontal and vertical directions within the scene. Perpendicular-Cutdepth involves randomly cropping horizontal and vertical regions from real depth maps and replacing them with corresponding areas in RGB images. By doing so, this effectively promotes the learning of both horizontal and vertical correlations in the scene. We conducted extensive quantitative and qualitative experiments on publicly available datasets, including the indoor dataset NYU [18] and the outdoor dataset KITTI [19], to validate the effectiveness of our proposed Perpendicular-Cutdepth. We will provide a detailed introduction to our method in Section 3.

The contributions of our work are as follows:

•   We compared the impact of data methods with different geometric structures on the network.

•   We propose a new data augmentation method to improve model performance.

•   Compared to previous data augmentation methods, our proposed method can improve depth estimation performance in both indoor and outdoor scenes.

2  Related Method

2.1 Monocular Depth Estimation

Depth estimation, as a critical problem in the field of computer vision, has demonstrated vast potential in various applications. With the decreasing cost and widespread availability of monocular cameras, researchers have increasingly turned their attention to monocular depth estimation methods due to their simplicity and practicality. Traditional geometry-based methods rely on texture, corners, and edge information in images to compute depth. These approaches often require additional sensors or strict scene assumptions, limiting their applicability in complex environments. In recent years, with the advancement of deep learning, deep learning-based methods have made significant strides in this field. In monocular depth estimation, neural network-based approaches have proven capable of producing satisfactory depth estimates in many scenarios [20–23]. Common architectures for depth estimation networks include Convolutional Neural networks (CNNs) [24–27] and Transformers [28–31]. For instance, Lee et al. [20] introduced the concept of mask3D to predict local normal for obtaining depth information, encouraging the network to learn structural information within the scene. Li et al. [21] convert the 360° image to low degree distorted perspective patches, then obtain patch wise predictions based on CNN, and finally merge them to obtain the final prediction result, solving the problem of CNN structure being difficult to handle spherical distortions. Wang et al. [23] proposed Probability and Geometric Depth (PGD), which estimates depth by utilizing probability depth uncertainty and geometric relationships between instances. Patil et al. [27] designed a network with two heads. The first input outputs pixel plane level coefficients, while the second head outputs a dense offset vector field that identifies the position of seed pixels. The vector field then uses the sparsity of the seed pixel’s plane to predict the depth of each position. The prediction results are fused with the initial prediction of the first head through learning confidence adaptation. Bhat et al. [28] employed a CNN as an encoder, introduced the self-adaptive regression unit Adabins, and used a Transformer module to capture global information. Kim et al. used Segformer [29] as a feature extractor and proposed a selective local and global fusion network to enhance feature fusion. Bhat et al. [31] proposed a new architecture (LocalBins) for depth estimation from a single image. The architecture itself is based on the popular encoder decoder architecture. Firstly, the network predicts the depth distribution of the local neighborhood for each pixel, rather than predicting the global depth distribution. Secondly, the network is not only predicting the depth distribution at the end of the decoder, but also involving all layers of the decoder. Agarwal et al. [32] extended Adabins with Transbins to incorporate global information, yielding more detailed depth maps. Jun et al. [33] introduced a novel monocular depth estimation algorithm that decomposes depth maps into normalized depth maps and scale features. This method can utilize datasets without depth labels to improve monocular depth estimation performance.

2.2 Data Augmentation

When neural networks reach a performance bottleneck, data augmentation is an effective method to improve their performance without introducing additional computational burden. In the field of computer vision, several data augmentation techniques have been developed. As mentioned in the introduction, common data augmentation methods, such as rotation, cropping, and optical transformations, primarily alter the overall scene environment, which has inherent limitations in boosting network performance. To address this issue, some studies have attempted to modify the geometric structure of input images to further enhance network generalization [9,11–14]. Fig. 1 shows some data enhancement methods, where Figs. 1a and 1b are RGB images and corresponding depth maps. as shown in Fig. 1c, Devries et al. [12] introduced a regularization method called CutOut to prevent CNN overfitting. During network training, CutOut randomly selects a region of the input image and sets the pixel values within that region to 0 or adds random noise. Zhong et al. [13] introduced a lightweight data augmentation method called random erasure, as shown in Fig. 1d. This method randomly selects a rectangular region and erases the pixel values within that region using random values. Yoo et al. [9] proposed a data augmentation method called CutBlur, which is specifically designed for image restoration tasks. It involves cutting out low-resolution regions and pasting them onto corresponding high-resolution regions. This approach teaches the model not only how to reconstruct, but also where to reconstruct. Ghiasi et al. [14] presented a simple yet efficient copy-paste data augmentation method that improves the accuracy of instance segmentation. The authors believed that this technique encourages the network to use information from the entire image rather than relying on specific small regions. Yun et al. [11] improved on CutOut and proposed CutMix, a method that fills the CutOut portion with parts of another image. This approach retains the advantages of CutOut, allowing the model to learn features from different parts of the target, including less discriminative areas. Additionally, it is more efficient than CutOut, enabling the model to simultaneously learn features from two targets. The specific procedure for CutMix is illustrated in Fig. 1e.
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Figure 1: Examples of data augmentation

In the field of monocular depth estimation, Ishii et al. [15] introduced the Cutdepth method to address geometric variations in scenes. This method replaces a portion of the RGB image with real depth map information, thereby enhancing visual diversity while suppressing irrelevant geometric features in the image. Building on this concept, Kim et al. [16] proposed a variant of Cutdepth called Vertical-Cutdepth, which aims to strengthen the network’s ability to capture depth cues by preserving the vertical information in the image. These two methods are depicted in Figs. 1f and 1g. As mentioned in the introduction, although Vertical-Cutdepth motivates the network to learn cues in the vertical aspect, it fails to establish the correlation between the horizontal and vertical directions, and to alleviate this problem, we propose Perpendicular-Cutdepth, as shown in Fig. 1h. We present the specific algorithm in Section 3.3.

3  Method

3.1 Motivation

Our main motivation comes from neural networks for deep understanding of scenes. For real-world scenes, there will be a lot of texture information in the same plane, such as patterns, wall paintings, etc., which is depth independent. However, the boundary information in the scene is crucial for understanding depth. The network considers the areas where color changes occur as the boundaries of objects, but this part of information also includes texture information. Our motivation for this is to randomly reduce texture information while retaining useful boundary information during the learning process of neural networks. Because RGB and its corresponding depth images have similar edge information. Our idea is to replace some scenes in the real world with corresponding depth scenes. So the main problem is how to replace it. In previous work, Cutdepth [15] randomly cropped a rectangular area of the depth image and pasted it at the corresponding position of the RGB image. However, horizontal and vertical information should not be considered equally important. Dijk et al. [17] found that neural networks ignored the size of known occlusions in the process of depth cognition and chose the vertical position on the image, that is to say, the network only needs to know the location of the ground contact points of the object to infer approximate depth information. Kim et al. [16] proposed an improved method (Vertical-Cutdepth), which enables the network incentive network to focus on the vertical geometric information in the scene. Although this method does improve accuracy, we believe that focusing only on vertical information in the scene is far from enough. If only Vertical-Cutdepth is used, it can easily lead to incomplete plane of the object. The plane integrity of the object and the correlation between horizontal and vertical are crucial [34,35]. Therefore, we propose orthogonal cutting, which can guide the network to focus on vertical information in the scene, this has further deepened the network’s understanding of the plane of objects in the scene.

3.2 Algorithm

Our method is used in the data preprocessing process, but not throughout the entire dataset. In order to enhance the generalization ability of the network, we randomly select different scenes for data augmentation. Specifically, for the selected RGB image and corresponding depth map, we will randomly select a coordinate (l, u) in the image. Next, we will randomly select a cross-shaped region within the entire image. This enables the network to simultaneously consider correlations in both horizontal and vertical directions while preserving the vertical geometric structure in the image. For a given set of RGB images and their corresponding depth maps, the specific approach is shown in Algorithm 1, and Fig. 2 is data augmentation using the Perpendicular-Cutdepth method.

[image: images]

Figure 2: Data augmentation using Perpendicular-Cutdepth
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In Algorithm 1, alpha and beta represent random numbers ranging from 0 to 1, and p denotes a specified hyperparameter. Essentially, we randomly select a subset of data from the entire training data set for data augmentation. For the selected subset, we ensure that at least one pixel-wide region is cropped both horizontally and vertically. The start and end points of this region are chosen randomly to increase the generalization ability of the network.

3.3 Network Architecture

To validate the effectiveness of the algorithm, we constructed a simple network architecture TransUnet. The Transformer serves as the encoder of the network, and we stack several upsampling layers. Then, layer-wise concatenation is used as the decoder. As shown in the Fig. 3, before inputting into the network, we apply various data augmentation methods to compare the final prediction results.
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Figure 3: TransUnet network architecture

3.4 Accuracy Measures for Depth Estimation

We use the RMSE, REL, Log10, and δa as metrics to evaluate depth estimation. We denote di and gi the predicted pixels and real pixels, respectively. And n represents the total number of effective pixels.

RMSE: Root mean square error. Lower is better.

RMSE=1n∑i=1n(di−gi)2(1)

REL: Mean relative error. Lower is better.

REL=1n∑i=1n‖di−gi‖gi(2)

Log10: Mean log 10 error. Lower is better.

Log10=1n∑i=1n‖log10di−log10gi‖(3)

δa: Accuracy under threshold. We use a ∈ {1,2,3}. Higher is better.

max(digi,gidi)=δa<1.25a(4)

4  Experimental

4.1 Experimental Setting

We employed Transformer [29], and DenseNet161 [36] as the backbones for our experiments, both of which were pretrained on ImageNet. During the training process, we used the PyTorch framework and selected Adam as the optimizer for our network. The learning rate was decayed using a polynomial decay strategy, starting at 1e-4 and gradually decreasing to 1e-5. We set the values of β1 and β2 to 0.9 and 0.999, respectively. The experiments were conducted over 20 epochs with a batch size of 12. All experiments were carried out on a 3090 GPU.

Our experiments were conducted on public datasets, namely the NYU dataset [18] and the KITTI dataset [19]. The NYU dataset comprises 464 color images from indoor scenes, each accompanied by corresponding depth maps. The valid depth range for this dataset is from 0.5 to 10 m. To train on the NYU dataset, we used a dataset of 20 k samples as the training set and 654 image-depth pairs for testing. During training, we randomly cropped images to the size of 576 × 448 pixels. The KITTI dataset contains images and corresponding depth maps captured using LiDAR sensors. It includes 61 outdoor scenes with distances ranging from 50 to 80 m. Similarly, we used a training dataset of 20 k samples and randomly cropped the data to the size of 375 × 1241 pixels. For evaluation, we employed the official 697 images provided by the KITTI dataset for depth assessment.

4.2 Comparation to the State-of-the-Art

Table 1 shows our comparison results with different state-of-the-art models, from the table we can find that our proposed algorithm has limited improvement when targeting the latest model AdaBins [28], this is because the performance of the current model has reached a bottleneck, and the data enhancement algorithm alone is not enough to improve the performance of the network again. However, for some networks with weak generalization ability, such as BTS [20], and the Transformer network we constructed, the performance of the network can be significantly improved by using our algorithm, which also verifies the effectiveness of our algorithm for networks with weak generalization ability.
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4.3 Comparative Experiments

To validate the impact of different data augmentation methods on network performance, we followed the findings of Cutdepth [15] and experimented on the NYU indoor dataset [18] using BTS [20] as the
backbone, BTS was pre-trained on ImageNet and using DenseNet161 [36] as the feature extractor. Table 2 displays the experimental results for CutOut [12], RE [13], CutMix [11], Cutdepth [15], and our proposed Perpendicular-Cutdepth under the same backbone. From the experimental results, we can observe that all these methods show varying degrees of improvement in the final depth evaluation metrics compared to the baseline. Among them, our proposed Perpendicular-Cutdepth method has an REL (mean absolute relative error) metric that is only 0.001 away from the best Cutdepth result. However, our RMSE (root mean square error) and accuracy measurement δ1 have improved by 2.2% and 0.2%, respectively, compared to the best Cutdepth results. We believe that this trade-off in one metric for improvements in others is worthwhile, and it directly validates the effectiveness and superiority of our proposed method. In addition, we also observed that the performance of the network did not increase with an increase in the hyperparameter p, indicating that our network has relatively low dependence on hyperparameters.
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4.4 The Impact of Geometric Structures on Network Performance in Data Augmentation

Fig. 4 shows different cut shapes for depth maps, where Figs. 4a and 4b are RGB images and corresponding depth maps, and Fig. 4c is the method of Cutdepth, which randomly cuts the rectangular part of the depth map and pastes it to the corresponding position of the RGB image. Kim et al. [16] discovered that replacing the vertical regions of depth maps in images with RGB images effectively improves the performance of network models. They introduced a variant of Cutdepth [15] called Vertical-Cutdepth (V-Cutdepth), as shown in Fig. 4d. However, we had doubts about whether the vertical region is the most appropriate segmentation algorithm. In order to explore the impact of the geometric shape of the segmented depth map region on the network, we propose two segmentation shape algorithms: Horizontal-Cutdepth (H-Cutdepth) and Perpendicular-Cutdepth (P-Cutdepth) methods. H-Cutdepth, as shown in Fig. 4e, selects the whole horizontal region for depth replacement. On the other hand, P-Cutdepth (Fig. 4f) simultaneously selects both horizontal and vertical regions for depth replacement in the corresponding areas of the real image. In addition, we adopt the network architecture designed in Fig. 3 as the main structure of our network, where the backbone utilizes Transformer instead of CNN, and the decoding part is represented by the decoder in Fig. 3. The experimental results on the NYU indoor dataset, as shown in Table 3, demonstrate that our proposed P-Cutdepth method outperforms existing depth estimation data augmentation methods. Through corresponding data analysis, it is evident that merely changing the geometric structure can indeed improve the network performance. Under the same hyperparameters, P-Cutdepth shows better results in terms of accuracy measurement and error rate. Our proposed method reduces the RMSE error rate from 0.357 to 0.351, a decrease of 1.6%, while V-Cutdepth decreases by 1.1%, H-Cutdepth and Cutdepth both decrease by 0.84%. The accuracy δ1 increases from 0.900 to 0.907, an improvement of 0.7%, while the other three methods correspondingly improve by 0.3%. This demonstrates the importance of geometric structures in data augmentation and highlights the superiority of our proposed method. Fig. 5 provides a comparison of depth map predictions between our method and Cutdepth.
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Figure 4: Cutdepth and some variants of the Cutdepth. We use the prefixes V-Cutdepth, H-Cutdepth, and P-Cutdepth to represent three different methods, corresponding to vertical, horizontal, and perpendicular, respectively
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Figure 5: Results visualized on the NYU dataset, from left to right: RGB, depth, result of Cutdepth and ours

To further compare the differences between our proposed method and the Cutdepth method, we conducted comparative experiments on the KITTI outdoor dataset. The experimental results are shown in Table 4. We found that using the Cutdepth data augmentation method in outdoor environments did not lead to any further improvement in network performance. In fact, all metrics showed a decrease. In contrast, our algorithm showed improvements in both the accuracy and error rate evaluation metrics. Therefore, compared to the Cutdepth algorithm, our method can improve network performance not only in indoor environments but also in outdoor environments, demonstrating the stronger generalization capability of our algorithm. Fig. 6 provides a comparison of depth map predictions between our method and Cutdepth.
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Figure 6: Results visualized on the KITTI dataset, from left to right: RGB, depth, result of Cutdepth and ours

4.5 Ablation Experiments

To more intuitively illustrate the effectiveness of our proposed method, we conducted ablation experiments on NYU dataset using both CNN and the Transformer network structure designed in Fig. 3. From Table 5, it can be observed that our proposed method shows improvement regardless of the value of the hyperparameter p. Additionally, the experimental results do not increase with an increase in P, indicating the stability of our network. Furthermore, we also conducted ablation experiments on KITTI, and the results in Table 6 demonstrate that our method enhances the network to a certain extent in both indoor and outdoor environments.
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5  Conclusion

In this paper, we have introduced a novel data augmentation method for depth estimation. In contrast to traditional methods, our proposed approach involves replacing the horizontal and vertical regions of RGB images with corresponding depth regions. This enhances the ability of the network to extract features in both horizontal and vertical directions. Through extensive experiments, we have not only confirmed that altering geometric structures can improve model performance, but also demonstrated the superiority of our proposed Perpendicular-Cutdepth over traditional data augmentation methods. In future work, we will validate the effectiveness of the proposed method in other domains.
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Algorithm 1: Perpendicular-Cutdepth

Input: rgb, depth.

Initialization: Alpha, beta = Rand(0, 1), p = 0.5.
Random select dataset of train-data:

If select then:

1. h, w = rgb.shape;

2.1=1int (alpha % w);

3.u=int (beta * h);

4. w = int (max (w - alpha * w) % beta % p, 1));

5. s = int (max (h - alpha * h) * beta * p, 1));
6.1gb[:,1:L4+w]=depth[:,1:1+ w];
7.rgb[u:U+s,:]=depthfu: U+s,:];

8. end.
Else: end.
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Table 1: The result of different network performance on the NY U dataset

Method Error metric Accuracy metric

(lower is better) (higher is better)

REL RMSE Logl0 3§, 3, 35
BTS [20] 0.110 0.392 0.047 0.885 0.978 0.994
BTS + Perpendicular-Cutdepth 0.108 0.382 0.046 0.887 0.984 0.996
AdaBins [28] 0.103 0.364 0.043 0.903 0.984 0.997
AdaBins + Perpendicular-Cutdepth 0.103 0.364 0.042 0.902 0.984 0.997
TransUnet 0.107 0.357 0.047 0.900 0.986 0.997
TransUnet + Perpendicular-Cutdepth  0.104 0.351 0.043 0.907 0.987 0.997
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Table 3: Experimental results of the network on the NY U dataset with different geometric structures
using Cutdepth, with the best performance emphasized in bold. Here, ‘p’ refers to hyperparameters,
and we use the prefixes V, H, and P to represent three different methods, corresponding to vertical,
horizontal, and perpendicular, respectively

Method p Error metric (lower is better)  Accuracy metric (higher is better)
REL RMSE  Logl0 8, 8, 85
Baseline 0.107 0.357 0.047 0.900 0.986 0.997
+Cutdepth [15] 0.25  0.105 0.354 0.044 0.903 0.987 0.997
0.50  0.107 0.357 0.044 0.899 0.985 0.997
0.75  0.106 0.356 0.044 0.904 0.986 0.997
+V-Cutdepth 0.25  0.107 0.357 0.044 0.902 0.986 0.997
0.50  0.107 0.356 0.044 0.902 0.986 0.997
0.75  0.105 0.353 0.044 0.904 0.987 0.997
+H-Cutdepth 0.25  0.105 0.354 0.044 0.903 0.987 0.997
0.50  0.108 0.357 0.045 0.901 0.987 0.997
0.75  0.105 0.355 0.044 0.904 0.986 0.997
+P-Cutdepth 0.25  0.106 0.353 0.044 0.905 0.986 0.997
0.50  0.104 0.351 0.043 0.907 0.987 0.997

0.75  0.105 0.355 0.044 0.905 0.987 0.997
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The depth is pasted on the RGB image with same position and size

Augmented image obtained by
Perpendicular-Cutdepth
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Table 6: Ablation experiments on the KITTI dataset

Method p Error metric (lower is better) Accuracy metric (higher is better)
REL RMSE RMSE,, 8, 85
TransUnet 0.0600 2.344 0.0893 0.9638 0.9955 0.9991
TransUnet 0.25 0.0601 2.291 0.0891 0.9642 0.9957 0.9992
+P-Cutdepth 50 0.0598 2.332 0.0896 0.9637 0.9956 0.9992

0.75 0.0604 2.320 0.0899 0.9620 0.9958 0.9992
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Table 4: Experimental results of the network using Cutdepth and Perpendicular-Cutdepth on the
KITTI dataset, with the best performance emphasized in bold. Here, ‘p’ refers to hyperparameters

Method p Error metric (lower is better) Accuracy metric (higher is better)
REL RMSE RMSE,, 8, 35
Baseline 0.0600 2.344 0.0893 0.9638 0.9955 0.9991
+Cutdepth 0.25 0.0605 2.352 0.0901 0.9618 0.9956 0.9992
[15] 0.50 0.0605 2.343 0.0903 0.9620 0.9954 0.9992
0.75 0.0608 2.333 0.0901 0.9635 0.9955 0.9992
+P-Cutdepth  0.25 0.0601 2.291 0.0891 0.9642 0.9957 0.9992
0.50 0.0598 2.332 0.0896 0.9637 0.9956 0.9992

0.75 0.0604 2.320 0.0899 0.9620 0.9958 0.9992
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Table 2: The impact of different data augmentation methods on network performance on the NYU

dataset
Method Improvement p Error metric Accuracy metric
(lower is better) (higher is better)
REL RMSE Logl0 § 8 853
Baseline RMSE & 0.112  0.406 0.048 0878 0979  0.995
+CouOut [12] 0.99% 0.23% 025 0112  0.405 0.048 0.878 098 0.996
050  0.112  0.402 0.048 0.879 0981  0.996
075  0.115 0414 0.05 0871 0979  0.996
+Random-Erasing [13] 1.5% 0.34% 025 0111 04 0.048 0.88 0.981  0.996
050 0.112 04 0.048 0.881  0.981  0.996
075  0.113 0415 0.049 0871 0979  0.996
+CutMix [11] 2.2% 0.46% 025  0.111  0.397 0.047 0.882 0981  0.996
0.50  0.113  0.406 0.049 0.874 0979  0.996
075  0.123  0.438 0.054 0.848 0976  0.996
+Cutdepth [15] 3.7% 0.80% 025  0.108  0.398 0.047 0.884 0981  0.996
0.50  0.108  0.391 0.046 0.884 0982  0.997
075  0.107  0.392 0.047 0.885  0.982  0.996
+Perpendicular-Cutdepth 5.9% 1.0% 025  0.108  0.382 0.046 0.887 0984  0.996
0.50  0.109  0.386 0.047 0.882 0982  0.997
0.75  0.109  0.386 0.047 0.884  0.983  0.996
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(a) Input RGB (b) Depth (c) Cutdepth (d) V-Cutdepth (e) H-Cutdepth (f) P-Cutdepth
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Table 5: Ablation experiments on the NYU dataset

Method p Error metric (lower is better) Accuracy metric (higher is better)
REL RMSE Logl0 8 5, 85

DenseNet161 0.112 0.406 0.048 0.878 0.979 0.995
DenseNetl6l +  0.25  0.108 0.382 0.046 0.887 0.984 0.996
P-Cutdepth

0.50  0.109 0.386 0.047 0.882 0.982 0.997

0.75  0.109 0.386 0.047 0.884 0.983 0.996
TransUnet 0.107 0.357 0.047 0.900 0.986 0.997
TransUnet + 0.25  0.106 0.353 0.044 0.905 0.986 0.997
P-Cutdepth

0.50  0.104 0.351 0.043 0.907 0.987 0.997

0.75  0.105 0.355 0.044 0.905 0.987 0.997
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