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Depth-aware Glass Surface Detection with
Cross-modal Context Mining

Jiaying Lin∗ Yuen Hei Yeung∗ Rynson W.H. Lau†

Abstract—Glass surfaces are becoming increasingly ubiquitous as modern buildings tend to use a lot of glass panels. This however
poses substantial challenges on the operations of autonomous systems such as robots, self-driving cars and drones, as the glass
panels can become transparent obstacles to the navigation. Existing works attempt to exploit various cues, including glass boundary
context or reflections, as a prior. However, they are all based on input RGB images. We observe that the transmission of 3D depth
sensor light through glass surfaces often produces blank regions in the depth maps, which can offer additional insights to complement
the RGB image features for glass surface detection. In this paper, we propose a novel framework for glass surface detection by
incorporating RGB-D information, with two novel modules: (1) a cross-modal context mining (CCM) module to adaptively learn
individual and mutual context features from RGB and depth information, and (2) a depth-missing aware attention (DAA) module to
explicitly exploit spatial locations where missing depths occur to help detect the presence of glass surfaces. In addition, we propose a
large-scale RGB-D glass surface detection dataset, called RGB-D GSD, for RGB-D glass surface detection. Our dataset comprises
3,009 real-world RGB-D glass surface images with precise annotations. Extensive experimental results show that our proposed model
outperforms state-of-the-art methods.

Index Terms—RGB-D glass surface detection, Glass surface detection, Multi-modal learning.
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1 INTRODUCTION

A LTHOUGH majority of the objects that we see in
our daily life exhibit distinctive optical characteris-

tics, glass surfaces, however, typically do not possess any
distinctive visual properties. Their contents are essentially
represented by the contents behind them. This makes it
difficult for existing computer vision systems to detect them.
On the other hand, modern architects/designers tend to use
a lot of glass panels in their designs, and glass surfaces
are becoming ubiquitous. They appear in both indoor and
outdoor environments as, e.g., glass doors/windows, shop
windows, and glass walls. It is therefore critical to be able
to detect glass surfaces accurately, in order to deploy au-
tonomous machines such as robots and drones safely.

Early studies on glass surface detection try to leverage
priors, e.g., visual cues [40]. Later on, rich sensor data is
incorporated, including laser sensor [65], [76] and LiDAR
sensor [56], [92], for computations using point clouds and
object mapping. A recent method [69] uses fiducial markers
to help identify the presence of mirror and glass surfaces,
but requires special hardware for tagging. Later on, the
potential of deep learning models were first leveraged by
[41] and [31]. Most recently, EBLNet [16] is proposed for
glass surface detection through enhanced boundary learn-
ing on glass surfaces. However, since EBLNet is a RGB-
based method and relies heavily on boundary learning, it
may fail if the boundaries of glass surfaces are ambiguous
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Fig. 1. The advantages of detecting glass surfaces with RGB-D images.
The first row shows that the depth map can provide a strong cue for
glass surface detection. State-of-the-art methods, Lin et al. [31] and
EBLNet [16] relying only on input RGB images are not able to correctly
separate the glass surfaces from the background. Based on learning
the cross-modal contexts, our proposed model can detect the glass
surfaces accurately. The second, third and fourth rows show three very
challenging scenes with glass surfaces, where the glass surfaces may
not be easily identified even for humans. State-of-the-art methods either
over- or under-detect the glass surfaces. Through learning the cross-
modal contexts and the correlation between depth-missing regions and
glass surface regions, our proposed model can detect the glass surfaces
accurately in all three scenes. Note that red regions in the depth images
represent missing depths.

or there are some distracting glass-like regions in the input
image.

Fig. 1 shows some challenging scenarios where state-of-
the-art RGB-based glass surface detection methods, Lin et al.
[31] and EBLNet [16], fail. In the first row, both Lin et al. [31]
and EBLNet [16] are confused by the similarity between the

ar
X

iv
:2

20
6.

11
25

0v
1 

 [
cs

.C
V

] 
 2

2 
Ju

n 
20

22



2

glass regions and the tiles in the shower area, and consider
some of the tiles as glass regions. The second to fourth rows
show three challenging scenes, where the glass surfaces may
not be easily identified even by humans. Lin et al. [31] and
EBLNet [16] either over- or under-detect the glass regions.
In particular, in the second row, the appearance of the room
entrance in the middle is very similar to the glass wall of the
room on the right hand side. Both state-of-the-art methods
partially mis-detect it as glass regions.

In this paper, we aim to address the limitation of RGB-
based glass surface detection methods that they heavily
rely on boundary learning, causing them to fail if the glass
boundaries are ambiguous or there are glass-like regions in
the image. We address this problem from a depth-aware
perspective. Our key observation is that compared with the
correct depth of a glass surface, the captured depth of it by a
depth sensor typically has two properties, due to the trans-
mission and possibly reflection of the glass surface: 1) the
captured depth is noisier, and 2) missing depths frequently
appear around the surface. These two properties indicate
that glass surfaces have different contextual characteristic
representation in the depth map, compared with that of the
RGB image. Our insight from this observation is that cross-
modal context and spatial information of missing depths
can provide strong cues for glass surface detection. This
motivates us to design a novel depth-aware glass surface
detection method with two new modules: a cross-modal
context mining (CCM) module to adaptively fuse multi-
modal data by utilizing depth scans coupled with RGB
data, and a depth-missing aware attention (DAA) module
to explicitly learn the correlations between missing depths
and glass regions.

In order to train our model, we need to have a RGB-
D dataset on transparent surfaces. Although there is RGB-
D dataset [52] available for transparent object detection, it
is not suitable for our purpose for two reasons. First, the
aim of this dataset is to localize small transparent objects
with limited patterns of shapes and object types, while
we focus on a more challenging task that detecting glass
surfaces without well-defined shapes. Second, it contains
only 440 RGB-D images captured from a single scene with
four object types (i.e., beer mugs, water glasses, white beer
glasses, and wine glasses), making it difficult to generalize
to real-world applications. To address these limitations, we
construct a new large-scale RGB-D glass surface dataset
from diverse scenes with glass surfaces. Our dataset con-
tains a total of 3,009 RGB-D images that include glass
surfaces with corresponding annotated masks. A dataset
of this scale allows robust model training and evaluation.
We have conducted extensive experiments to evaluate our
method, in comparison with the state-of-the-art methods
from the relevant areas, and show that the proposed model
outperforms existing methods on our proposed dataset. We
will release our RGB-D dataset and codes to the public to
facilitate further research.

Our contributions can be summarised as follows:

1) We proposed a framework for glass surface detec-
tion by incorporating the depth information, with
two novel modules: a cross-modal context mining
(CCM) module to jointly learn the RGB context

features and depth context features for comprehen-
sive RGB-D context modeling, and a depth-missing
aware attention (DAA) module to explicitly exploit
the location where the depth information is missing
in the depth maps for glass surface detection.

2) We constructed a challenging and large-scale glass
surface dataset of 3,009 images from diverse real-
world scenes, coupled with corresponding depth
maps and ground truth annotations.

3) Extensive experimental results demonstrate the su-
perior performances of our proposed method over
state-of-the-art methods.

2 RELATED WORK

2.1 Glass Surface Detection

Early methods on glass surface detection are mainly based
on hand-craft features. As LiDAR is not able to capture sig-
nals from specular surfaces, e.g., glass surfaces, at most an-
gles, Foster et al. [12] propose refinement on an occupancy-
grid algorithm to distill glass object surfaces. In view of
the inability of LiDAR sensors to properly trace transparent
surfaces, ultrasonic scans are incorporated in [66], [67],
along with fusion on depth scans [18], [67]. These heuristic
approaches require various kinds of sensors and hand-craft
features, and do not take advantages of the deep-learning
technologies, resulting in unsatisfactory performances.

With the popularity of deep learning, Mei et al. [41]
propose the first deep-learning model for detecting glass
surfaces, given just an RGB image. This method does not
require any special hardware. As this model relies heavily
on contextual contrast learning, it likely fails in complex
scenes with insufficient contexts. Lin et al. [31] extend con-
textual contrast learning with modules for detecting glass
boundaries and reflections. However, if the glass surfaces
lack reflections or have ambiguous boundaries, the model
may not be able to detect the glass surfaces correctly. Similar
to [31], He et al. [16] propose EBLNet for glass surface
detection based on learning the glass boundaries. However,
all these deep-learning based methods only consider the
RGB information for glass surface detection, and can easily
be confused by the distracting glass-like regions that look
like glass surfaces, e.g., a door frame. In contrast, we propose
in this paper a multi-modal glass surface detection method,
based on using RGB-D images as input. Our experimental
results show that the proposed method is more robustness
and accurate.

2.2 Transparent Object Detection

Compared with glass surface detection, research on trans-
parent object detection (TOD) focuses on detecting small
transparent objects, such as wine glass and glass balls, which
typically have well-defined shapes or boundary properties.
Adelson and An [2] study the optical characteristics of trans-
parency. Murase [42] studies image pattern distortion of
moving an object behind a transparent layer by leveraging
optical flow. Hata et al. [15] and Wang et al. [60] try to extract
the shapes of transparent objects, while Fritz et al. [13]
study the local patch structure of transparent objects. With
a wider availability of hardware, some recent TOD methods
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integrate more accurate measurement data, including data
from light-field sensors [75] and from infra-red sensors [14],
[53]. Some latest deep learning based TOD methods use aux-
iliary information, including polarization [23] and specular
reflection [19], to assist the detection. Other methods use
explicit boundary maps [72] for training, or a transformer
architecture [73], [81] for improved performances. However,
while the former induces additional data preparation and
computation costs, the latter further abstracts the object
representations with feature embedding dictionary and has
a constrained set of prototype categories.

In general, transparent objects are small objects, and tend
to have different lighting properties along the boundary.
Hence, most TOD methods exploit the boundary cue or
some auxiliary information to achieve good performances.
However, glass surfaces generally do not possess these
properties, making these TOD methods not suitable for
detecting glass surfaces.

2.3 Salient Object Detection

There are many salient object detection methods pro-
posed [62]. Most models utilise multi-scale and feature level
structures [29], [30], [37], [44], [63], [82], [84], [89] to compre-
hensively capture local and global representations from the
image. In order to retain information from early levels, skip
connections [6], [17], [38], [59], [68], [70] are introduced. To
guarantee the prediction accuracy, recurrence is applied for
more iterations [34], [58]. Further, to abstract and generalise
the underlying low-level and high-level features better, the
encoder-decoder structure [7], [26], [85] and feature pyramid
network [33], [57], [64], [90] are adopted in recent works
for salient object detection. To guide the model to focus on
context- and boundary-specific details, contextual attention
[35], [61], [86], [87] and boundary-aware modules [11], [48]
are formulated.

With the use of depth images, attempts are first started
with priors, e.g., region contrast, background, and orienta-
tion priors [51], [88]. Qu et al. [50] further suggest integrating
the prior information into CNNs, which achieves significant
performance improvement. As deep learning techniques
become popular, object feature learning turns into fully
convolutional operations, rather than based on hand-crafted
features and pre-defined priors. The focus is then shifted
over to the fusion process of multi-modal data [5], [10],
[28], [47], [79], [95], and later incorporating the attention
mechanism [21], [27], [36], [55], [83], [93] and recurrence
[46] to further promote feature integration. One recent ap-
proach [78] creatively adopt conditional variational auto-
encoder to model the uncertainty in latent variable.

The visual appearance of glass surfaces depends mainly
on the objects appearing behind them, instead of the glass
surfaces themselves. Hence, existing salient object, which
detect local object saliency, are not suitable for detecting
glass surfaces.

3 RGB-D GSD DATASET

There are many existing datasets [3], [4], [9], [20], [39],
[43], [54] that incorporate depth information, for other tasks
such as semantic segmentation and salient object detection.

For glass surface detection, there are two existing datasets
available [41] and [31]. However, they do not include depth
information. In order to train our model and to encourage
further research, we propose an RGB-D Glass Surface De-
tection (RGB-D GSD) dataset here.

Dataset construction. This dataset is an attentively cu-
rated ensemble of three existing datasets originally devel-
oped for scene understanding, including SUN RGB-D [3],
2D-3D-Semantics [54] and Matterport3D [4]. It contains a
total of 3,009 images, providing a large extent of categorical
diversity of glass surfaces such as window, door, wall, table,
cabinet and guardrail. We follow the dataset split of the
original datasets. For SUN RGB-D [3], we have identified
630 images from the training set and 573 images from the
test set of the original dataset, with glass surfaces. We then
reallocate 290 images from the test set to the training set in
order to keep the training-test ratio. For 2D-3D-Semantics
[54], we follow cross validation fold #2 (i.e., areas 1, 5, 6
for training and areas 2, 4 for testing). For Matterport3D
[4], we randomly split the selected images into a training
set with 992 images and a test set with 214 images. Refer
to Table 1 for a summary of the composition of our dataset.
Each RGB image is accompanied with a pre-processed depth
image and finely annotated ground truth mask. The depth
images were taken by different RGB-D cameras models,
e.g., Asus Xtion, Kinect v2 [3] and Matterport [4] cameras.
Although all depth images were encoded in 16-bit grayscale
format, the definitions for missing depth are not the same in
these three original datasets. For example, in SUN RGB-D
[3], un-returned depth signals were set to be the minimum
value, which depends on the the depth ranges of individual
images. On the other hand, 2D-3D-Semantics [54] assumed
invalid depth signals to be the maximum depth value (i.e.,
216 − 1).

For these datasets to be consistent, we normalize all
depth images to the range [0, 216 − 1], and set all invalid
depth values to be the minimum value (i.e., 0). In addition,
as these datasets do not aim at labelling glass surfaces, they
contain inaccurate glass surface labels. For example, the
objects inside a glass surface instead of the glass surface
itself were labelled; handles, frames or blinds were labelled
as part of the glass surface. Hence, we use Labelme1 to
manually relabel the glass surfaces in these images. Figure
2 shows some examples from our RGB-D GSD dataset.

TABLE 1
Composition of our proposed RGB-D GSD dataset. We collect glass

images from three existing RGB-D datasets. Note that as these
datasets were originally created for other tasks, they do not include
accurate annotations of glass surface masks. Thus, we annotate the

GT masks of the glass surfaces in our dataset construction.

Dataset Whole Train Test

SUN RGB-D [3] 1,203 920 283
2D-3D-Semantics [54] 600 488 112

Matterport3D [4] 1,206 992 214

Total 3,009 2,400 609

Dataset analysis. We analyse the datasets with the fol-
lowing statistical metrics:

1. https://github.com/wkentaro/labelme

https://github.com/wkentaro/labelme
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Fig. 2. Examples from our RGB-D GSD dataset. Top, middle and bottom rows show RGB images, depth maps, and GT glass surface masks overlaid
on the RGB images, respectively.
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Fig. 3. Statistics of our proposed dataset.

• Glass Location. The glass location distribution is the
average of all glass surface regions in the dataset. The
maps in Figure 3(a) show that glass surfaces mainly
concentrate at the top region, which is consistent
in the training and testing splits. This also avoids
the “center bias” problem due to natural observation
tendency.

• Color Contrast. The color contrast between glass and
non-glass regions should ideally be low. Otherwise,
salient color features can skew the glass surface
detection task. We measure the color contrast by
computing the χ2 distance of the RGB histograms
between glass and non-glass regions. Figure 3(b)
compares the color contrast among GDD [41], GSD
[31] and our RGB-D GSD. In general, the contrast
values of our RGB-D GSD images concentrate in the
lower quartile (0 < contrast < 0.4), which is similar
to the other two datasets.

• Area Ratio. This metric is defined as the size of the
glass region over the size of the image. This illus-
trates the level of semantic context that the images
provide. In other words, a smaller glass region leaves
more room for the surrounding environment to offer
additional hints. As mentioned in [31], GDD [41]
contains primarily close-up shots, which limits the
amount of contextual information. In addition, in
real-life scenario, an autonomous system is expected
to be able to detect objects and perform scene under-
standing tasks as early as possible. Therefore, having
data of low area ratio is much more meaningful and

beneficial for model training. As demonstrated in
Figure 3(c), RGB-D GSD has more images with small
glass areas than the other datasets.

4 METHOD

Fig. 4 shows the architecture of our proposed framework
for RGB-D glass surface detection. The proposed framework
consists of four major components: the backbone network
for the input RGB images (in red), the backbone network for
the input depth maps (in yellow), the cross-modal context
mining (CCM) modules (in blue), and the depth-missing
aware attention (DAA) modules (in green). These compo-
nents are arranged to enable multi-stage feature learning
with bottom-up and top-down information flows.

In our framework, we first feed the input RGB image
to the backbone network [74] to extract multi-scale RGB
backbone features. Specially, we only use the outputs from
the last four stages of the backbone network [74], i.e., conv1,
conv2, conv3, and conv4, as our RGB backbone features.

Unlike the RGB images, we adopt a different backbone
network to extract depth features from the input depth
map, as shown in Table 2. The depth backbone network
that we use is much simpler and lighter, compared to the
RGB one. There are two reasons. First, using a lighter depth
backbone network makes our full framework more efficient
in both training and test stages. Second, we observe that
depth maps contain sparser information. Simply adopting
the same backbone network as the RGB image for the depth
map may cause a modality gap between the RGB and depth
information, which will lead to performance degradation.
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Fig. 4. The pipeline of our proposed framework. Given an input image and a corresponding depth map, our method first extracts multi-scale image
features and depth features with a RGB backbone network [74] and a depth backbone network shown in Table 2. It then uses a novel CCM module
(blue blocks) in each stage to learn cross-modal contextual features. For cross-modal contextual features in stage4 and stage3, it further uses a
DAA module (green blocks) to enhance them by exploiting the spatial information of the missing depths. Finally, it uses a decoder to extract the
prediction of glass surfaces at each scale.

TABLE 2
The architecture of the depth backbone network that we use for the

input depth map. It consists of five stages, and each stage contains a
convolution layer followed by a pooling layer. Note that each “conv-BR”

corresponds a sequence of convolution layer, BatchNorm layer and
ReLU activation. K, S and P denote the number of kernels, the
number of strides and the padding size, respectively, used in the

convolution layer.

Layers Name Layer Details Output Size

Convolution 3× 3 conv-BR, K = 8, S = 1, P = 1 384× 384
Pooling 2× 2 max pool, stride 2 192× 192

Convolution 3× 3 conv-BR, K = 16, S = 1, P = 1 192× 192
Pooling 2× 2 max pool, stride 2 96× 96

Convolution 3× 3 conv-BR, K = 32, S = 1, P = 1 96× 96
Pooling 2× 2 max pool, stride 2 48× 48

Convolution 3× 3 conv-BR, K = 64, S = 1, P = 1 48× 48
Pooling 2× 2 max pool, stride 2 24× 24

Convolution 3× 3 conv-BR, K = 128, S = 1, P = 1 24× 24
Pooling 2× 2 max pool, stride 2 12× 12

Similar to the RGB backbone network, we only use the
outputs from the last four stages, denoted as depth conv1,
depth conv2, depth conv3, and depth conv4.

After obtaining the RGB backbone features and the
depth backbone features, we first feed the uppermost RGB
and depth backbone features (i.e., conv4 and depth conv4)
into a CCM module to capture the multi-modal contextual

features comprehensively at the latest stage (i.e., stage4).
To obtain the depth-missing map for the DAA module,
we construct a binary depth-missing map from the input
depth map by setting the invalid depth pixels to 1’s and
valid depth pixels to 0’s. The output multi-modal contextual
features from the CCM module and the resized depth-
missing map are then fed into the DAA module to enhance
the extracted multi-modal contextual features by exploiting
the spatial location information where missing depths occur.
Finally, the decoder takes the enhanced contextual features
as input and produces a coarse binary mask representing
the detected glass surfaces of stage4.

The enhanced contextual features from stage4 are then
added to the RGB backbone features (i.e., conv3) of the
preceding stage (i.e., stage3), before feeding into a CCM
module, a DAA module, and finally, a decoder. This process
is repeated in stage2 and stage1, except that we remove the
depth missing attention in these two early stages for two
reasons. First, the depth-missing map that we use indicates
spatial locations where depths are missing. While such
spatial information can be learnt from the upper layers (i.e.,
later stages) easily, it is much harder to learn from the lower
layers (i.e., earlier stages). Thus, we apply the DAA module
in the two upper layers to allow our framework to exploit
low- and high-level information effectively. Second, as the
spatial size of the features increases from the later stages
to the earlier stages, adopting additional components to
the early stages will heavily decrease the efficiency of the
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Fig. 5. Illustration of our proposed cross-modal context mining (CCM) module. It consists of four submodules: a RGB context mining submodule,
a depth context mining submodule, an implicit multi-modal context mining submodule, and an explicit multi-modal context mining submodule.
The CCM module first takes the RGB and depth features as input and outputs intermediate contextual features with its four submodules. These
intermediate features are then concatenated and adaptively selected to generate the final cross-modal rich context features as the output of the
CCM module.

proposed network.
Based on the above progressive refinement process, the

decoder in the earliest stage (i.e., stage1) outputs the finest
binary mask as the output prediction of our framework.

For the rest of this section, we first discuss how the
proposed CCM module exploits multi-modal contextual
features to adaptively learn individual and mutual context
features in Section 4.1, and how the proposed DAA module
takes advantage of the depth-missing information to help
detect glass surfaces in Section 4.2. We then describe the
loss functions that we use to train the whole framework.

4.1 Cross-modal Context Mining (CCM) Module
Previous works [31], [41] on glass surface detection show
that contextual information is very useful for the task.
However, these works focus only on single-modal glass
surface detection. To exploit multi-modal data in the glass
surface detection problem, we design the CCM module to
adaptively learn the context features from both RGB and
depth information.

Fig. 5 illustrates the structure of the proposed CCM
module. It consists of four submodules to model the multi-
modal context from different aspects. The outputs of these
four submodules are concatenated for adaptive selection to
produce the final cross-modal feature.

RGB Context Mining Submodule. Given the input RGB
features xRGB ∈ RC×H×W , this submodule extracts a series
of multi-scale context features CRGB

r by atrous convolutions
with dilation rate r ∈ [1, 2, 4, 8]. These multi-scale context

features are then fused mutually by element-wise addition
to form an interim rich representation of contextual informa-
tion (RCRGB). After obtaining all permuted pairs of different
context scales, these feature pairs are then concatenated
to produce the aggregated rich contextual features for the
RGB information ARCRGB. The whole process of this context
aggregation operation is:

RCRGB
ri,rj = CRGB

ri + CRGB
rj (ri < rj), (1)

where ri and rj are two different dilation rates used to
produce the multi-scale context features C.

The aggregated rich contextual features for the RGB
information ARCRGB is then computed as:

ARCRGB = Concat(RCRGB
1,2 ,RC

RGB
1,4 , ...,RC

RGB
2,8 ,RC

RGB
4,8︸ ︷︷ ︸

(42)

), (2)

ARCRGB are then forwarded to a channel-wise attention
(CNA) and a context-wise attention (CXA). The CNA mech-
anism that we use in the submodule consists of an average
pooling layer and two convolution layers with a ReLU and
sigmoid activation, as:

CNA(x) = x× σ(ψ2(ReLU(ψ1(µ(x))))), (3)

where µ, ReLU , σ and ψ are the global average pooling
(GAP) layer, ReLU, sigmoid function and convolution layers
with a 1 × 1 kernel, respectively. ψ1 and ψ2 are 1 × 1
convolution layers with different weights. x represents the
input features. The output of channel-wise attention has the
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same number of channels as the input features x. Similarly,
we can obtain the CXA by adjusting the output channels
of the convolution layers that we use. Unlike CNA, which
computes individual weights for different channels in the
input features, the attention weights for the CXA are shared
across all channels within the same context by squeezing
and broadcasting. We finally multiply the channel-wise at-
tention weights, the context-wise attention weights and the
input features together to form the final output yRGB.

Depth Context Mining Submodule. Similar to the RGB
context mining submodule, we can obtain the aggregated
rich contextual features for the depth information ARCdepth

by the same module design. The difference between the RGB
context mining submodule and the depth context mining
submodule is that the former submodule takes the RGB
backbone features xRGB as input, while the later submodule
takes the depth backbone features xdepth. The model weights
of these two submodules are not shared, so that they can
focus on context mining in their own modalities. We also
apply the channel-wise attention and the context-wise at-
tention on ARCdepth to produce the final output ydepth of
this submodule.

Implicit Multi-modal Context Mining Submodule. The
RGB and depth context mining submodules only consider a
single-modal input. To model cross-modal contexts, we pro-
pose the implicit multi-modal context mining submodule,
which aims to extract multi-modal rich contextual features
implicitly by taking the fused multi-modal features as input.
Specifically, this submodule takes the RGB backbone fea-
tures xRGB and the depth backbone features xdepth as input.
These two input features are first concatenated and for-
warded to a convolution layer to obtain the implicit multi-
modal input features xmul. Architecturally, this submodule
has the same design as the RGB and the depth context
mining submodules, and outputs implicit multi-modal rich
context features ARCimp. Like the first two submodules,
we then apply channel-wise attention and context-wise at-
tention on ARCimp to obtain the final output yimp of this
submodule.

Explicit Multi-modal Context Mining Submodule.
Since the implicit multi-modal context mining submodule
only takes in the fused single-scale RGB and depth features
and cannot disentangle multi-modal contexts in multiple
scales, it is insufficient for modeling the contextual asso-
ciations between different modalities. To capture the multi-
modal contextual information in multiple scales explicitly,
we propose the explicit multi-modal context mining sub-
module. Unlike the implicit one, which takes the directly
fused backbone features from the RGB and depth backbone
networks as input, this submodule utilizes the rich context
features RCRGB

ri,rj and RCdepth
ri,rj generated by the single-modal

context mining submodules (i.e., RGB and depth context
mining submodules). Each set of rich context features from
the same scale are forwarded to a 3 × 3 convolution with a
rj dilation rate. The aggregated rich contextual features for
the explicit multi-modal rich context features ARCexp are

computed as:

RCexp
ri,rj = ψrj (RC

RGB
ri,rj + RCdepth

ri,rj )

ARCexp = Concat(RCexp
1,2,RC

exp
1,4, ...,RC

exp
2,8,RC

exp
4,8︸ ︷︷ ︸

(42)

), (4)

Finally, we forward ARCexp to our channel-wise attention
and the context-wise attention to obtain the final output yexp

of this submodule.
Adaptive Selection. Simply combining single-modal

(RGB or depth) contextual features and multi-modal con-
textual features will cause performance drop owing to the
presence of domain gap between different modalities. For
example, it would be challenging to predict glass surfaces
from insufficient visual information (e.g., lack of context and
weak reflection), while the depth information may be able
to supplement this limitation. In addition, rigidly selecting
a particular set of contextual information from different
modalities can reduce the generality of the proposed model,
as the contextual information from different modalities may
different cases in predicting the glass surfaces. Thus, we
adaptively select the features from RGB context, depth
context, implicit multi-modal context, and explicit multi-
modal context information by dynamically adjusting the
importance of different contextual features. To achieve this
goal, we concatenate the outputs of these four context
mining submodules as the input of our adaptive selection
process, denoted as xselection ∈ R4C×H×W . We feed xselection

to a 1× 1 convolution layer to reduce its channel size to C .
After that, we apply the channel-wise attention mechanism
to these features in order to capture the importance of each
channel. According to the extracted channel-wise attention
weights, we can adaptively select the context features by
multiplying these weights to the input features to obtain the
final cross-modal rich contextual features CRC as the output
of the CCM module.

4.2 Depth-missing Aware Attention (DAA) Module
We observe that missing depth often appears around glass
surfaces in the depth map due to light transmission, refrac-
tion and possibly reflection of the glass surface. To exploit
this cue, we propose a novel DAA module to explicitly
involve the spatial information of the depth-missing regions
into our framework. The proposed DAA module takes the
final output of the CCM module CRC, the output of the RGB
context mining submodule yRGB and the output of the depth
context mining submodule ydepth in the CCM module as
the input features. Besides, we also take the resized depth-
missing map Dm of the same spatial resolution as the input
features. Fig. 6 illustrates the structure of the proposed DAA
module.

Formally, the DAA module is defined as:

f ik = ϕiv(xi) +Dm,

f iout = γiσ(ϕiq(xi)ϕ
i
k(xi)

T )f ik + xi,
(5)

where ϕiq , ϕik and ϕiv are 1 × 1 convolution layers for
the i modality features. σ is a softmax function. γi is a
learnable weighting parameter for the i modality features.
f iout are the output features for the imodality. We denote the
i ∈ {cm,RGB,depth} as the cross-modal, RGB and depth
modality, respectively.
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Fig. 6. Illustration of our proposed DAA module. We use three individual
1×1 convolution layers to generate key, query and value features from
the input features. The key and query features are multiplied and then
forwarded to a softmax operator to form the self-attention matrix. The
depth missing map is added to the value features and then multiplied by
the self-attention matrix and a learnable weight parameter γ to output
the depth-missing enhanced features, which are further added to the
input features to produce the output features of the DAA module.

4.3 Loss Functions

We use a hybrid loss function, which combines the binary
cross-entropy (BCE) loss and the interaction-over-union
(IoU) loss to supervise the training of the multi-scale glass
surface maps. The final loss function is:

Loss =
N∑
i=1

(LBCE + LIoU ), (6)

where LBCE and LIoU are the binary cross-entropy loss
and the interaction-over-union loss, respectively, between
the predicted glass surfaces on the i-th stage and the ground
truth glass surface map. N refers to the number of stages
that we use in our framework.

5 EXPERIMENTS

5.1 Datasets and Evaluation Metrics

We conduct two sets of experiments. One set is based on
using our proposed RGB-D glass surface detection dataset,
and the other is based on using the two existing glass
surface detection datasets, i.e., [31], [41]. The first set of
experiment is to evaluate how well our proposed method
performs when trained/tested under our proposed setting,
i.e., based on RGB-D data. The second set of experiment is
to evaluate how well our proposed method performs when
trained/tested under the existing setting, i.e., based on RGB
data. For our dataset, we use 2,400 images for training and
609 images for testing. For the two existing datasets, we
following their training and test splits.

For the evaluation, we use four metrics to evaluate the
performances of our methods: intersection over union (IoU),
F-measure, mean absolute error (MAE), and balance error
rate (BER). MAE is formulated as:

MAE =
1

HW

H∑
i=1

W∑
j=1

|P (i, j)−G(i, j)|, (7)

where P is the predicted mask, and G is ground truth. H
and W are the width and height of the input image.

TABLE 3
Quantitative comparison of our method with the state-of-the-art

methods from relevant fields on our RGB-D GSD dataset. All methods
are trained and tested on the training/testing splits of our dataset. Best

results are shown in bold.

Methods Venue IoU↑ Fβ ↑ MAE↓ BER↓

DANet [94] ECCV 2020 0.636 0.791 0.063 14.94
BBS-Net [10] ECCV 2020 0.662 0.808 0.055 14.24
DCF [22] CVPR 2021 0.655 0.803 0.058 14.12
SPNet [96] ICCV 2021 0.706 0.831 0.050 11.41
CLNet [80] ICCV 2021 0.707 0.829 0.051 11.00

MINet [45] CVPR 2020 0.653 0.802 0.055 14.10
GateNet [91] ECCV 2020 0.668 0.816 0.053 12.86
CSNet [8] PAMI 2021 0.472 0.659 0.108 22.56
PGNet [71] CVPR 2022 0.638 0.789 0.067 13.86

GDNet [41] CVPR 2020 0.468 0.631 0.119 19.25
Lin et al. [31] CVPR 2021 0.714 0.822 0.048 9.73
EBLNet [16] ICCV 2021 0.707 0.819 0.048 10.91

Ours 0.742 0.853 0.043 9.33

F-measure is calculated by a weighted combination of
Precision and Recall:

Fβ =
1 + β2(Precision×Recall)
β2Precision+Recall

, (8)

where β2 is set to 0.3 as suggested in [1].
The IoU score is calculated as:

IoU =
Ntp

Ntp +Nfp +Nfn
, (9)

where Ntp, Nfp and Nfn are the numbers of true positive,
false positive and false negative pixels, respectively.

The BER score is a widely used metric in shadow detec-
tion to measure the binary prediction from a balance-aware
prospective, and is formulated as:

BER = 1− 0.5× (
Ntp
Np

+
Ntn
Nn

), (10)

where Ntp, Ntn, Np, Nn are the numbers of true positive,
true negative, glass and non-glass pixels, respectively.

5.2 Implementation Details

Our proposed network is implemented using Pytorch. We
use ResNext-101 [74] pretrained on ImageNet as our back-
bone network for the RGB input image. The details of our
depth backbone network are shown in Table 2. We use
the Adam optimzier [24] with an initial learning rate of
1e − 4. The initial learning rate is divided by 10 after 120
epochs. We resize all RGB images, depth maps and the
corresponding ground truth masks to the spatial size of
400 × 400, and then randomly crop them to 384 × 384. To
prevent overfitting, we adopt random horizontal flipping
during our training process. We set the number of training
epochs to 130, and the batch size used in training to 14. We
randomly initialize the parameters in all layers except the
backbone network for RGB input images. Note that we do
not apply any post-processing technique (e.g., conditional
random field (CRF) [25]) to our predicted maps for final
output. Our model takes about 14 hours to converge, and
0.10s per image for inference on a single RTX2080Ti.
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TABLE 4
Quantitative results comparison of our method with the state-of-the-art RGB-based models on two existing glass surface detection datasets,

GDD [41] and GSD [31]. Best results are shown in bold.

Methods GDD (CVPR 20’) GSD (CVPR 21’)

IoU↑ Fβ ↑ MAE↓ BER↓ IoU↑ Fβ ↑ MAE↓ BER↓

BASNet [49] 0.808 0.891 0.106 9.37 0.698 0.808 0.106 13.54
MINet [45] 0.844 0.919 0.077 7.40 0.773 0.879 0.077 9.54
GateNet [91] 0.817 0.931 0.073 8.84 0.689 0.898 0.073 10.12
CSNet [8] 0.773 0.876 0.135 11.33 0.666 0.805 0.135 14.76
PGNet [71] 0.857 0.930 0.074 6.82 0.805 0.897 0.068 7.88

MirrorNet [77] 0.851 0.903 0.083 7.67 0.742 0.828 0.090 10.76
PMD [32] 0.870 0.930 0.067 6.17 0.817 0.890 0.061 6.74

GDNet [41] 0.814 0.909 0.097 8.83 0.790 0.869 0.069 7.72
EBLNet [16] 0.870 0.922 0.064 6.08 0.817 0.878 0.059 6.75
Lin et al. [31] 0.881 0.932 0.059 5.71 0.836 0.903 0.055 6.12

Ours 0.883 0.933 0.059 5.65 0.849 0.912 0.050 6.02

5.3 Quantitative Evaluation

We perform two sets of experiments to evaluate the per-
formance of the proposed method quantitatively. In our
first set of experiments, we focus on RGB-D glass surface
detection on our proposed RGB-D GSD dataset. We compare
the proposed method with 12 state-of-the-art methods from
relevant fields on our proposed RGB-D GSD dataset. These
methods include DANet [94], BBS-Net [10], DCF [22], SP-
Net [96], and CLNet [80] for RGB-D salient object detection;
MINet [45], GateNet [91], CSNet [8] and PGNet [71] for
RGB salient object detection; GDNet [41], Lin et al. [31],
and EBLNet [16] for RGB glass surface detection. For these
baseline methods, we use their publicly available codes
with default configurations. For the RGB-based methods,
we only use the RGB images and the ground truth masks
for training and testing. Table 3 shows the experimental
results. We can see that our proposed method significantly
outperforms these baseline methods on all four metrics: i.e.,
intersection-over-union (IoU), F-measure (Fβ), mean abso-
lute error (MAE), and balance error rate (BER). In particular,
our method shows substantial improvement on MAE, with
a performance increase by 10.42% over the second-best
method Lin et al. [31].

In our second set of experiments, we study how well
our proposed method performs when trained and tested
on the existing RGB glass surface detection datasets (i.e.,
GDD [41] and GSD [31]), which do not contain depth infor-
mation for training and evaluation. We compare our method
with relevant RGB-based methods, including BASNet [49],
MINet [45], GateNet [91], CSNet [8], and PGNet [71] for
salient object detection; MirrorNet [77] and PMD [32] for
mirror detection; GDNet [41], EBLNet [16], and Lin et
al. [31] for glass surface detection. We use their official
codes with the default configurations for all these methods.
We train and test all methods on the training/test splits
of the same dataset. To adopt our method to RGB glass
surface detection, we keep the RGB backbone and the
RGB context mining submodule used in the CCM module,
with the depth backbone network and the DAA modules
removed from our original framework. Table 4 shows the
experimental results. We can see that our method outper-
forms all compared methods on both RGB glass surface

detection datasets, GDD [41] and GSD [31], even though
it does not use any auxiliary information as some glass
surface detection methods do (e.g., boundary labels used in
[16] and the reflection maps used in [31]). Specifically, our
method achieves a significant performance improvement on
the more challenging GSD dataset [31]. The reason for our
method to obtain a relatively minor performance gain on
GDD [41] is that GDD contains images mostly captured
from limited scenes and existing methods can perform very
well on them. These results show that our method with RGB
context mining submodules is particularly effective for glass
surface detection in complex real-world scenes.

5.4 Qualitative Evaluation

We further demonstrate the performance of our method
visually in Fig. 7. Due to space limitation, we compare
our model with five state-of-the-art methods (including two
best-performing RGB-D salient object detection methods
CLNet [80] and SPNet [96], according to their performance
in Table 3, and all three existing glass surface detection
methods).

From the 1st and 2nd rows of Fig. 7, we can see that state-
of-the-art methods may fail to accurately detect the glass
regions, which may be visually ambiguous due to occlusion
(the glass on the right end in the 1st row) or uncommon
context (2nd row). It may be interesting to note that both
RGB-D methods, CLNet [80] and SPNet [96] perform rea-
sonably well. This demonstrates the importance of depth
information in the RGB-D glass surface detection problem.
In these cases, using only RGB information to predict the
glass surfaces can be challenging.

From the 3rd and 4th rows, we can see that our
method can correctly detect glass regions with over-
exposed, through integrating both RGB and depth contex-
tual information. However, only exploiting RGB-D informa-
tion without considering the properties of glass surfaces is
not reliable for glass surface detection, as demonstrated by
the results from CLNet [80] and SPNet [96].

In the 5th row, both CLNet [80] and SPNet [96]) can only
detect the region of the glass surface with missing depth, but
fail to detect the remaining part of the glass surface with
depth values (near the bottom-right corner). In contrast,
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Image Depth CLNet [80] SPNet [96] GDNet [41] Lin et al. [31] EBLNet [16] Ours GT

Fig. 7. Visual comparison of our method with state-of-the-art methods on images from our RGB-D GSD dataset. CLNet [80] and SPNet [96] are
RGB-D salient object detection methods, while GDNet [41], Lin et al. [31], and EBLNet [16] are RGB-based glass surface detection methods.

with cross-modal context mining, our method can predict
the full glass surface accurately.

The last two rows of Fig. 7 show two challenging ex-
amples, where the input images contain extremely small
glass surface regions. Our method can still significantly
outperform the other baseline methods. We attribute the
superior performances of our method to the multi-scale con-
text features incorporated in our proposed CCM module.

5.5 Ablation Study

Finally, we perform an ablation study to evaluate each of
the proposed components of our model. Table 5 shows the
results of our ablation study. We can see that adding either
the CCM module or the DAA module helps improve the
model performances, but our final model with both CCM
and DAA modules performs the best on all four metrics.
Note that adding the CCM modules to the base network
(i.e., RGB and depth backbone networks with decoders)
to form an ablated model (“Base + CCM”) significantly
outperforms the ablated model (“Base + DAA”) that adds
the DAA module to the base network. We attribute this to
the success of our cross-modal contextual mining process
conducted by the CCM module, which benefits the RGB-D
glass surface detection task from a global view. Figure 8
shows a visual example of the component analysis. We
can see that the proposed CCM and DAA modules can

TABLE 5
Ablation study of the proposed method on the RGB-D GSD dataset.

“Base” denotes the RGB and depth backbone networks with decoders,
without CCM and DAA modules. “CCM” is the cross-modal context

mining module. “DAA” is the depth-missing aware attention. Our final
model includes both CCM and DAA. Best results are shown in bold.

Methods IoU↑ Fβ ↑ MAE↓ BER↓

Base 0.703 0.814 0.046 11.14
Base + CCM 0.727 0.836 0.045 9.59
Base + DAA 0.706 0.819 0.046 10.48

Ours 0.742 0.853 0.043 9.33

help improve performance by removing the over-predicted
regions.

Benefits of the Depth Cue. To verify the benefits of the
depth cue in RGB-D glass surface detection, we conduct the
following experiments: 1) removing all depth-related mod-
ules (i.e., only keep the RGB backbone and the RGB context
mining submodule in CCM) and then retrain the proposed
network (“Ours w/ RGB only” in Table 6); 2) replacing the
depth map with the grayscale image of the input RGB image
during inference (“Ours w/ RGB + Gray” in Table 6); 3) re-
placing the depth map with a black image during inference
(“Ours w/ RGB + Black” in Table 6). We can see that using
only RGB information and removing depth-related modules
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Image Depth Base Base + CCM Base + DAA Ours GT

Fig. 8. A visual example of the ablation study. The Base model over-predicts the glass regions. With the CCM module, the model can largely exploit
cross-modal information to reduce the over-prediction. The DAA module can also help reduce the triangular glass-like region near the center. As
the region does not contain any depth missing pixels, it is less likely to be a glass surface. The full model of our method (including both CCM and
DAA modules) performs the best in this example.

TABLE 6
Ablation study on the benefits of the depth cue, on our RGB-D GSD

dataset. “Ours w/ RGB only” denotes the ablated model containing only
the RGB backbone network and the decoders, with the depth backbone

network and DAA removed. “Ours w/ RGB + Gray” is our final model
but replacing the input depth map with the grayscale image of the input
RGB image during inference. “Ours w/ RGB + Black” is our final model
but replacing the input depth map with a black image during inference.

Best results are shown in bold.

Methods IoU↑ Fβ ↑ MAE↓ BER↓

Ours w/ RGB only 0.686 0.802 0.052 11.47
Ours w/ RGB + Gray 0.325 0.646 0.112 33.02
Ours w/ RGB + Black 0.352 0.639 0.112 32.87

Ours 0.742 0.853 0.043 9.33

(“Ours w/ RGB only”) produce unsatisfying results on our
RGB-D GSD dataset. In addition, we also find that replacing
the depth map with the grayscale version of the input image
or with a black (empty) map significantly decreases the
model performances. These experimental results show the
effectiveness and importance of the depth cue for RGB-D
glass surface detection.

Effectiveness of the CCM Module. Table 7 shows the
ablation study on the proposed CCM module. Specifically,
we keep all other modules in the final model while replac-
ing our proposed CCM module with its variants, where
“RGB”, “D”, “imp.”, and “exp.” refer to the RGB context
mining submodule, depth context mining submodule, im-
plicit multi-modal context mining submodule, and explicit
multi-modal context mining submodule, respectively, in the
CCM module. We can see that the single-modal variants
(i.e., “CCM w/ RGB” and “CCM w/ D”) have the worse
performances, compared with the other three multi-modal
variants. We also observe that the ablated models with the
cross-modal context mining submodule (i.e., “CCM w/ RGB
+ D + imp.” and “CCM w/RGB + D + exp.”) outperform
those without the submodules (e.g., “CCM w/RGB + D”).
This indicates the importance of cross-modal context mod-
eling in our CCM module. Finally, our final model performs
the best among all ablated models, which shows that the
CCM module with cross-modal mining can provide a great
performance improvement in glass surface detection.

Effectiveness of the DAA Module. Table 8 shows the
ablation study on our proposed DAA module. “DAA w/o
Dm” refers to the DAA module without taking the depth-
missing map as input. We design three other ablated mod-
els: “DAA on RGB”, “DAA on Depth”, and “DAA on CM”
as adopting the DAA module only on the RGB, depth, and

TABLE 7
Ablation study of the CCM module, on our RGB-D GSD dataset.

“RGB”, “D”, “imp.”, and “exp.” refer to the RGB context mining
submodule, depth context mining submodule, implicit multi-modal
context mining submodule, and explicit multi-modal context mining

submodule, respectively, in the CCM module. “CCM w/ RGB” refers to
the CCM module containing only the RGB context mining submodule,

while “CCM w/ RGB + D” refers to the CMM module with both RGB and
depth context mining submodules.

Methods IoU↑ Fβ ↑ MAE↓ BER↓

CCM w/ RGB 0.708 0.819 0.046 10.44
CCM w/ D 0.695 0.815 0.053 10.92
CCM w/ RGB + D 0.716 0.827 0.047 10.18
CCM w/ RGB + D + imp. 0.736 0.839 0.046 9.66
CCM w/ RGB + D + exp. 0.737 0.841 0.043 9.65

Ours 0.742 0.853 0.043 9.33

TABLE 8
Ablation study of the DAA module, on our RGB-D GSD dataset. “DAA
w/o Dm” refers to the DAA module without using the depth missing
map as input. “DAA on RGB/Depth/CM” refers to the DAA module

applied on the RGB/depth/cross-modal contextual features extracted by
the preceding CCM modules in stage4 and stage3. Best results are

shown in bold.

Methods IoU↑ Fβ ↑ MAE↓ BER↓

DAA w/o Dm 0.733 0.835 0.045 9.92
DAA on RGB 0.738 0.838 0.044 9.62
DAA on Depth 0.729 0.831 0.048 9.85
DAA on CM 0.739 0.846 0.045 9.30

Ours 0.742 0.853 0.043 9.33

cross-modal contextual features from the CCM modules,
to test the effectiveness of the DAA module for extracting
features in different modalities. Our final model adopts
the DAA module with all three modalities. Experimental
results show that the depth-missing information plays a
key role in the DAA module, and our DAA module can
effectively enhance the feature representation from different
modalities.

6 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have investigated the glass surface de-
tection problem by considering the depth information. To
this end, we first construct a new large-scale RGB-D glass
surface detection dataset containing 3,009 images with the
corresponding depth maps and annotations. This dataset
covers diverse scenes with glass surfaces and can facilitate
research on glass surface detection. We then propose a
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Fig. 9. Failure cases. Our method may fail when both RGB image and
depth map lack contextual cues for glass surface detection.

novel RGB-D framework for glass surface detection. Our
framework consists of two novel modules: (1) a cross-
modal context mining (CCM) module for mining the context
information among different modalities, and (2) a depth-
missing aware attention (DAA) for exploiting the depth
missing information around glass surfaces. Experimental
results show the superior performances of our proposed
framework, compared with state-of-the-art methods from
relevant fields.

Despite the success, as our method focuses on mining
context information in and across different modalities, it
may fail if both RGB and depth information cannot provide
sufficient contextual cues. Figure 9 shows that our method
over-predicts glass-like regions (i.e., the blackboard in the
top row and the whiteboard in the bottom row) as glass sur-
faces, due to the lack of contextual cues in both RGB images
and depth maps. As a future work, we are investigating to
address the current failure cases by exploiting other cues for
glass surface detection.
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