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Figure 1. Generated samples of our MultimodalGAN. Results from top to bottom row are RGB, depth and surface normals respectively.
Each column is generated from the same latent code in one run and shows consistency between each modality. These samples cover diverse
classes in Stanford2D3D dataset [1] and exhibit multiple camera poses even without using camera parameters.

Abstract

We investigate how to generate multimodal image out-
puts, such as RGB, depth, and surface normals, with a
single generative model. The challenge is to produce out-
puts that are realistic, and also consistent with each other.
Our solution builds on the StyleGAN3 architecture, with
a shared backbone and modality-specific branches in the
last layers of the synthesis network, and we propose per-
modality fidelity discriminators and a cross-modality con-
sistency discriminator. In experiments on the Stanford2D3D

dataset, we demonstrate realistic and consistent generation
of RGB, depth, and normal images. We also show a train-
ing recipe to easily extend our pretrained model on a new
domain, even with a few pairwise data. We further evalu-
ate the use of synthetically generated RGB and depth pairs
for training or fine-tuning depth estimators. Code will be
available here.
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1. Introduction
Realistic synthetic data is useful for training, especially

when supervision is difficult to collect, such as for scene
geometry. Ability to generate RGB images has progressed
tremendously [10, 15–17], but, without additional scene in-
formation, synthetic RGB images are of limited use for
training. Our goal is to produce images in multiple modali-
ties that are realistic and mutually consistent. Our key idea
is that, just as various scene properties (e.g. RGB values and
depth) stem from an underlying scene and viewpoint, we
can generate them with a single model based on a shared un-
derlying representation. By sharing representations among
related tasks, we enable our model to generalize better on
the target task.

We build on the StyleGAN3 [15] architecture. A sin-
gle latent code is used to generate a shared backbone rep-
resentation, which is refined by branches to generate each
modality. Different from previous works that use certain
modality-related losses, we employ only adversarial losses,
which offers flexibility to scale up to many modalities with-
out considering modality specifics. This approach elimi-
nates the need for laborious loss weight tuning associated
with modality-related losses. We introduce two types of
discriminators, the fidelity and consistency discriminators,
to encourage the realism and consistency among the out-
put modalities. Furthermore, instead of specifying differ-
ent data augmentation policies for different modalities, we
adopt a single data augmentation strategy across all modal-
ities, ensuring our framework’s scalability and simplicity.

We demonstrate the use of our MultimodalGAN by ap-
plying it to a set of challenging tasks. First, we show that
multiple modalities can realistically be generated together
and with a high degree of consistency. Second, we apply
our model in a multi-modality adaptation setting, where we
generate modalities for a new domain. Considering that a
source domain contains abundant pairs of RGB and depth
images, while the target domain has abundant RGB images
but very few or no depth data, our model can be used for
generating non-RGB data in the target domain. Third, we
use our framework to synthesize depth estimation dataset
that comprises of RGB images and the corresponding depth
maps, which can be used to train depth estimation models.
Evaluation results on the challenging Stanford2D3D [1] real
dataset show that our framework is capable of synthesizing
more realistic multi-modality outputs compared to state-of-
the-art approaches.

To summarize, our main contributions include: 1) We
devise an unconditional GAN framework that generates
multiple modalities simultaneously. We showcase that this
MultimodalGAN supports smooth and consistent transi-
tions by traversing the latent space. 2) We propose a training
recipe that extends the MultimodalGAN pretrained on a do-
main to another domain even with only a few training pairs.

3) We demonstrate our model can serve as a powerful data
engine to synthesize RGB images and corresponding depth
labels to improve the performance on depth estimation.

2. Related Work

Generative image modeling. Generative modeling by
learning the data distribution has initiated a considerable
amount of interests that has led to remarkable progress in
recent years. Seminal approaches range from variational au-
toencoder [20] and generative adversarial networks [3, 10]
to flow-based models and denoising diffusion probabilis-
tic models [7]. Due to larger datasets and increasingly
more powerful compute-availability, the quality of the re-
sults these methods generate steadily increases. However,
most of these generative models are learning the distribu-
tion from the RGB modality, only to synthesize realistic
images – other data modalities are rarely considered.

Here we highlight a few approaches that also address
other modalities in addition to generating RGB images.
The work of S2-GAN [30] proposes a two-stage sequential
framework by first generating surface normals and then the
RGB result for indoor scenes. In contrast, DatasetGAN [36]
focuses learning semantic segmentation maps along with
RGB images in a few-shot generation scenario. After learn-
ing the GAN model on the RGB modality, it is required
to label a few segmentation maps for the generated images
to then fine-tune an additional network to produce segmen-
tation labels. SemanticGAN [21] also tackles this task by
generating RGB and segmentation masks concurrently. It
relies on an additional segmentation model to provide su-
pervision for mask generation whereas in our case we utilize
the generic adversarial loss that is agnostic to domains and
do not rely on pre-trained models. Noguchi et al. [25] intro-
duce RGBD-GAN, which is based on unsupervised 3D rep-
resentation learning from 2D images, without using depth
data but by relying on a 3D consistency loss. Polymorphic-
GAN [18] learns morph maps on shared features, enabling
style transfers only in the RGB domain. However, we fo-
cus on generating dense image analysis such as depth and
surface normal. To make the generation more 3D-aware,
a recent work [27] employs two generators to synthesize
RGB and depth. However, instead of using real depth data,
they leverage a pretrained depth estimator [32] to extract
synthetic depth as the training data, which is consequently
limited by the depth range learned in the estimator. Un-
like the existing approaches, we do not focus on a particular
modality, but address the simultaneous generation of multi-
ple modalities by only using one single network.

Multi-task learning. It has been recognized that the joint
training on multiple data modalities enables learning more
powerful representations [4,5,22,34,39]. Classic multi-task
learning [6, 37] aims at simulating the learning process of
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human beings based on the human intelligence of integrat-
ing knowledge across domains. The general idea of multi-
task learning is to train machine learning models with data
from a set of related tasks simultaneously, in order to dis-
cover a shared representations. Oftentimes, configuring and
training a multi-task architecture is challenging as hyperpa-
rameters and losses need to be carefully tuned jointly. The
seminal approach introduced by Zamir et al. [35] proposes
a fully computational approach for modeling the structure
of the space of visual tasks to quantify the relationship be-
tween them. One recent work [2] proposes to use generative
approaches for visual multi-task learning, by coupling a dis-
criminative multi-task network with a generative network.
However, it aims to predict multi-task outputs from RGB
images and leverages the generative network to synthesize
diverse images to facilitate training. Unlike previous works
focusing on discriminative tasks, our model generates the
RGB image along with its pixel-level dense representation
(e.g., depth) directly from randomly sampled latent codes.

3. Method

3.1. Overview

As shown in Fig. 2, starting from a random latent z ∈
Rl of length l drawn from standard Gaussian distribution
N (0, 1), the generator G aims to convert z to generate dif-
ferent modalities:

[gm] = G(z), m ∈ {RGB,depth,normal}, (1)

where [·] indicates concatenation of outputs in the channel
dimension, gm is the generation of a particular modality
represented by m. This derives the unconditional multi-
modality generator. In order to produce realistic outputs for
multiple modalities, the generator should have adequate ca-
pacity. One of the most powerful unconditional generators
in the literature is StyleGANs [15–17] which shows smooth
latent interpolation and high generation quality. The struc-
ture of our generator is innovated by StyleGAN3 [15].

A StyleGAN generator is comprised of a mapping net-
work and a synthesis network. In StyleGAN3, the depth of
the mapping network is reduced from 8 to 2. We follow the
same design as it introduces less parameters and reduces the
effort of optimization. The mapping network transforms the
input latent z to an intermediate latent space w ∈ W . w is
passed to the affine transformation layers A of all synthesis
blocks in the synthesis network, adjusting the styles accom-
plished inside each block. We maintain most of the designs
for the synthesis network in StyleGAN3, including Fourier
features to replace the constant input, discarding noise input
to ensure transformation hierarchy, normalizing features by
their exponential moving average estimates, etc. More de-
tails can be found in the supplementary material.

FC
FC

Normalize
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Figure 2. Diagram of our generator, which employs a shared back-
bone first and separate branches to generate each modality.

3.2. Generator

The diagram of our generator is depicted in Fig. 2. We
keep the same depth as StyleGAN3. The commonly shared
part of the generator enumerates until layer 8. Then we de-
sign separate branches for the respective modalities. This
design considers that different modalities share the same
underlying structure of a real scene and we assume that the
shared part of our architecture is able to represent the simi-
larities, even without clear guidance. The different branches
share the same structure, except for the output layer that
uses different numbers of channels for each of the modali-
ties. The outputs of all modalities are grouped as tuples.

3.3. Discriminators

We aim to generate data that is realistic and consistent
across different modalities. Ideally, this goal should be
achieved through only one discriminator that receives the
concatenated modalities. However, the generator can trivi-
alize the learning of this discriminator by feeding spatially
aligned tuples, while some modalities may not look realis-
tic at all. This problem becomes more severe when dealing
with more modalities (see Sec. 4). Therefore, it is necessary
to use multiple discriminators that validate the fidelity of
each modality separately. However, only using these stan-
dalone discriminators also cannot guarantee consistency of
the generated tuples.

Therefore, we developed two types of discriminators.
The first type is called Fidelity Discriminators (denoted by
Dm

F ) used for assessing the fidelity of the corresponding
generated modality m. The other type of discriminator is
called Consistency Discriminator (denoted by DC). This
discriminator judges whether a tuple of inputs is consistent
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Figure 3. Diagram of our discriminators. “CD” represents consis-
tency discriminator and “FD” represents fidelity discriminator of
a specific modality.

or not. The input to DC is the concatenation of all modal-
ities. A diagram of our discriminators is shown in Fig. 3.
The architecture of each discriminator is generally the same
except for different input channels of the first convolutional
layers. The structure is inherited from the discriminator de-
sign in StyleGAN2 [17] and later versions [14, 15].

3.4. Training

Leveraging supervised training for unconditional gener-
ators is usually difficult for a single domain. It becomes
feasible in multi-task learning as one can use a synthe-
sized sample of one modality to estimate other modalities,
while ensuring consistency. For example, if the generator is
trained to produce RGB and depth images simultaneously,
we can employ a pre-trained depth estimator [32] to pre-
dict depth images from the synthesized RGB images and
supervise the synthesized depths images to be closer to es-
timated ones. However, this approach relies on the perfor-
mances of the respective models and it may fail when the
pre-trained models are trained on a different data distribu-
tion. Furthermore, relying on complex exiting architectures
increases the compute requirements, which prevents scaling
to multiple data modalities. Therefore, we mainly use ad-
versarial losses to train the whole system for simplicity and
reliability. During training, all discriminators are trained
jointly and their outputs are concatenated together:

Do(x) = [[Dm
F (xm)], DC(x)], (2)

where xm is either generated or real data of a modality m
and x is the concatenation of either a generated or real tuple,
which means that x = [xm]. By default, we use the non-
saturating logistic loss [10]. Hence, the full objective is:

min
G

max
D

V (D,G) = Ex∼pdata (x)[logDo(x)]

−Ez∼pz(z)[logDo(G(z))].
(3)

3.5. Data Augmentation Strategy

Collecting data for different tasks is commonly a labori-
ous effort. When performing multimodal generation train-
ing, pairwise data is even harder to obtain, which poses
great challenges for training our model. In order to cope
with data insufficiency, a commonly used technique is data
augmentation. As shown in other methods [14, 38], apply-
ing data augmentation operations to real and generated data
is beneficial to ensure a balance between discriminator and
generator, even when the amount of data is small. We also
use data augmentation to train our model, but we face the
challenge that it is not possible to use the same augmenta-
tion operations across the different data modalities. For ex-
ample, when generating RGB images and normals jointly,
performing a horizontal flip for both modalities does not
produce a reliable tuple – images of surface normals cannot
be simply flipped.

However, as shown in [14], as long as the discriminator
is trained on an adequate number of samples of real data
(no augmentations are performed) it can help the generator
to approach the real data distribution. Therefore, we apply
the same augmentations for all modalities, except for color
distortions of RGB images. Even with this seemingly un-
reasonable augmentation strategy, our results show the con-
sistency of our generated modalities. We apply the same
augmentation pipeline as in [14], since it contains more ge-
ometric translations compared to other approaches. We find
that these translations are important for modalities captur-
ing geometry and structure. Each augmentation operation
in the pipeline has the same execution probability p of be-
ing executed or 1− p of not being executed. We follow the
same approach as described in their paper to adjust p. More-
over, we treat p as a signal to stop training when it reaches
a threshold, i.e., 0.7 in our case, since larger values of p
also indicates severe overfitting of the discriminator. When
p exceeds the threshold, it also becomes increasingly rare
for the generator to see true training samples, thus causing
generation with distortions.

3.6. Cross-modal Fine-tuning
In certain domains, there are often abundant RGB im-

ages yet scarce corresponding labels (e.g., depth). For in-
stance, a construction site may possess ample RGBD pairs
for most rooms (domain A), but insufficient pairs for a spe-
cific scene, such as a utility room (domain B). This data im-
balance makes training a generator from scratch challeng-
ing. To address this, we employ cross-domain fine-tuning,
wherein a model pretrained on domain A is fine-tuned to
accommodate domain B, despite limited pairwise data.

In our framework, only the consistency discriminator ne-
cessitates pairwise supervision, and therefore, is exclusively
trained on pairwise data. Conversely, all available data can
be used to train the fidelity discriminators. However, the
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limited pairwise data may skew the training of different dis-
criminators, empirically leading to inconsistent generation
or even optimization divergence. To rectify this imbalance,
we modify the data sampling procedure to sample paired
and unpaired data equally. The paired data provides accu-
rate annotations that assist the generator in generalization,
while the unpaired data introduces diversity to the corre-
sponding modalities. Through the comprehensive use of all
data, we enable successful generalization to a novel domain.

4. Experiments
4.1. Dataset

We focus on the Stanford2D3D [1] dataset for evalua-
tion. It contains 70,496 pairwise inputs of multiple data
modalities, such as RGB, depth, surface normal, etc. Im-
ages in this dataset contain different types of complex
scenes with various objects (e.g., chair, shelves, monitor)
inside a Stanford building, rather than a single object lo-
cated at the center of an image. Previous works [27]
mainly experimented with LSUN-Bedroom and LSUN-
Kitchen [33] and show that networks based on StyleGAN
can generate realistic images on these datasets, while ours
is the first to show the capacity of StyleGAN generators to
deal with such a complex dataset. Please refer to the sup-
plementary material for implementation details.

4.2. Evaluation Metrics

Since our model is unconditional, it is not feasible to
directly compare generated and real samples in a pairwise
manner. Instead we adopt FID [11] to calculate the distance
between distributions of generated data and real data. We
feed data of a particular modality to an InceptionV3 [28]
model pre-trained on ImageNet [26] to obtain feature means
and variances. Then, we calculate the Frechet distance us-
ing these statistics averaged over a fraction of sampled data
points. For real data, we sample min(50K, |Dtrain|) real
data points, where |Dtrain| indicates the number of data
points in the training dataset. For calculating the statistics
in generated data, we generate 50K data points.

Besides assessing the distribution discrepancy, we also
want to ensure that the different modalities are consistent
with each other. In order to evaluate consistency, we first
generate 5K pairwise samples. For depth, we calculate the
averaged Scale Invariant Depth Error (SIE) [9] between a
generated depth map and an estimated depth map, obtained
by feeding the generated RGB to a pre-trained depth esti-
mator [32]. For surface normals, we use an off-the-shelf
surface normal estimator [8,12] to estimate surface normals
from a generated RGB image and then compare the result
with our generated normals. To assess normal consistency
with generated RGB images, we use the standard metrics
proposed in prior work [29]: the mean and median of angu-

lar error measured in degrees, and the percentage of pixels
whose angular error is within γ degrees.

4.3. Comparison

We compare with methods that address unconditional
synthesis of multiple modalities. To this end, the Depth-
GAN [27] and RGBD-GAN [25] are most closely related
to our work. We use their original codebases to run ex-
periments on Stanford2D3D dataset and keep their original
model and settings for a fair comparison. DatasetGAN [36]
is based on a StyleGAN generator for learning additional
tasks, such as segmentation and key-point estimation. The
underlying assumption is that the StyleGAN generator al-
ready provides a geometrical or disentangled understand-
ing of the generated image. Therefore, the only effort is to
extract labels from intermediate representations of the gen-
erator; a few images need to be generated and then manu-
ally annotated. Finally, they trained a small network on top
of StyleGAN generator to translate features into dense la-
bels. However, the efficacy of DatasetGAN is only demon-
strated for a single-object dataset. A limitation of this ap-
proach is that some modalities cannot be annotated by hu-
man annotators – for example, depth is captured instead
of annotated. Therefore, we cannot directly compare with
DatasetGAN. To validate our model, we first train a depth
estimation model [32] using all real RGB and depth pairs.
Then we pre-train a standard StyleGAN3 [15] model on
RGB images. After that, we build a depth branch on top
of the pre-trained generator, which results in an identical
architecture to our generator with RGB and depth branches.
We fix all parameters except for those in the depth branch
and leverage supervised training to train the depth branch
by treating the estimated depth from the LeReS model on
generated RGB image as ground-truth. We denote this
approach as “RGB→DEPTH”. LeReS [32] also provides
well-trained models on lots of data. We also use these pre-
trained representations to provide guidance for training the
depth branch and compare the performance with our ap-
proach (RGB→DEPTH*).

In Tab. 1 we show that our method achieves good RGB-
FID and the best Depth-FID and SIE scores, demonstrating
the effectiveness of our approach. Both the RGB→DEPTH
model and RGB→DEPTH* model have very large Depth-
FIDs and SIEs. The reason lies in the incompatibility be-
tween the inputs to the depth branch and depth modal-
ity: either the feature maps from L8 or the intermediate
latent codes w are optimized towards the RGB modality,
posing large challenge when learned towards depth, es-
pecially other parts are fixed except for the depth branch
(See Fig. 2). This further confirms the benefit of learn-
ing multiple modalities jointly. In Fig. 4, both RGBD-
GAN and DepthGAN fail to generate plausible depth,
while RGBD-GAN is comparatively better at RGB images.
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Figure 4. Qualitative comparison between the proposed MultimodalGAN and previous methods. All generated depth maps are visualized
using the same color map.

Table 1. Quantitative comparisons with other methods. For all
metrics, the lower, the better.

Method RGB-FID Depth-FID SIE

RGBD-GAN [25] 105.0 46.7 0.339
DepthGAN [27] 326.3 182.9 0.467
RGB→DEPTH 13.8 227.5 1.745
RGB→DEPTH* 13.8 245.9 1.182
MultimodalGAN 14.6 24.8 0.192

Table 2. Ablation in terms of data augmentation strategies.

Model Aug. RGB-FID Depth-FID SIE

RGB No aug. 41.6 - -
RGB Diff. [38] 29.2 - -
RGB ADA [14] 12.6 - -
Full No aug. 35.3 33.3 0.236
Full Diff. [38] 20.6 29.9 0.193
Full ADA [14] 14.6 24.8 0.192

RGB→DEPTH and RGB→DEPTH* produce better depth
results, but are still far from satisfaction compared to ours.
This consolidates the effectiveness of our approach in gen-
erating multiple modalities with one model.

4.4. Ablation

To further explore the efficacy of our approach we pro-
vide a set of ablation studies. Most of the ablation experi-
ments are conducted on the RGB and depth modalities.

Choice of augmentation strategies. As discussed in
Sec. 3.5, data augmentation is vital, especially when the
amount of data is not sufficient for effectively training a mo-

Table 3. Ablation in terms of generator architecture on Stan-
ford2D3D dataset.

Method RGB-FID Depth-FID SIE

RGB baseline 12.6 - -
Depth baseline - 20.9 -
RGBD baseline 15.5 26.2 0.189
Branch baseline 13.6 22.9 0.192

doel. Multiple discriminator augmentation strategies can be
used to improve performance of GAN training, including
DiffAugment [38] and ADA [14]. For a comparison of dif-
ferent augmentation methods, we use two models: 1) RGB
baseline: we directly train a StyleGAN3 model on RGB im-
ages from the Stanford2D3D dataset; 2) Full model: our
final model as shown in Fig. 2 and Fig. 3. For the full
model, we apply the same augmentation strategy to both
modalities. As shown in Tab. 2, ADA provides the best re-
sults for both models. Our hypothesis is that the perfor-
mance improvement is mainly caused by geometric trans-
lations in ADA. In our case, the depth modality requires
modelling scene structures, which can be enhanced by geo-
metric translation operations. As shown in [14], geometric
translations are helpful when the amount of data is small.

Building separate branches for different modalities. Our
generator contains a shared part and then branches out for
the respective data modalities. Alternatively, one can build
only one branch with the final output layer to produce multi-
channel outputs, which can be split to represent different
modalities. We refer to this baseline as RGBD baseline
when producing RGB and depth simultaneously. This base-
line can be trained with one discriminator which receives
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Table 4. Ablation in terms of the layer indexes to build branches.

Layer index RGB-FID Depth-FID SIE

L6 13.3 23.5 0.207
L9 14.6 24.8 0.192
L12 15.3 25.6 0.191

a four-channel input (first three channels for RGB, the rest
one for depth). As another baseline, we also train a Style-
GAN3 model on the RGB and depth domains, which we
refer to as RGB baseline and Depth baseline. These mod-
els are all trained with one discriminator. For fair compar-
ison, we build a branch generator with only one discrimi-
nator, called Branch baseline, for which we build separate
branches from L9 as shown in Fig. 2.

The quantitative comparison is shown in Tab. 3. For the
multi-modality baselines, both the RGB-FIDs and Depth-
FIDs are lower than those of the single-modality baselines.
However, the RGB baseline and the Depth baseline alone do
not have many practical applications compared to the mul-
timodal generation models. When comparing the RGBD
baseline with the Branch baseline, we observe better results
for the Branch baseline in both FID metrics (with a slightly
inferior SIE). This shows the advantage of generating data
with better quality and decent consistency.

Layer indexes to build branches. After the generator ar-
chitecture, we investigate the correct place to build branches
in the generator. The RGBD baseline can be treated as an
extreme case when regarding the branching index as L13.
So we further investigate smaller indices. We experimented
with defining branching from L6, L9 and L12 along with
the different spatial sizes of their output features.

As illustrated in Tab. 4, if the starting branch is L6, both
FID measurements are comparatively inferior to others,
since this model fails to converge. Our hypothesis is that
the formation of shared underlying structures is not com-
plete in the shallow layers. As training starts, the outputs
of different modalities do not align well, causing the con-
sistency discriminator to easily differentiate real/fake pairs
which consequently leads to unsuccessful training. Since
the generation quality of RGB is not satisfactory, the SIE
metric is high. Using L9 already provides reasonable re-
sults and we observe that the qualitative results from L12
show more higher frequency artifacts (the depth modality
contains high frequency noise). Therefore, we choose L9 to
build branches as default.

Discriminator design. In our full model, we use the fidelity
discriminators (FD) and the consistency discriminator (CD)
to ensure both generation quality and modality consistency.
We aim to show the effect of each type to the performance
by removing either type from the Full model. In Tab. 5, we
show that when the model only has two modalities, using
only the consistency discriminator would suffice. However,

Generated images Generated depths Estimated depths Generated images Generated depths Estimated depths

f

f+1

f+2

Figure 5. Qualitative results showing the smoothness of generated
depths versus estimated depths from [32]. “f” represents the the
initial frame index.

when we scale up to more modalities (adding surface nor-
mals), using both types of discriminators provide the best
performance. Using only the fidelity discriminators cannot
guarantee a consistent tuple across modalities, as indicated
by the large SIE.

Scale up to more modalities. Our model is not constrained
to only two modalities. As shown in Tab. 5, we can fur-
ther scale up to also generate surface normals. Training
with three modalities can be accomplished without a sig-
nificant drop in performance for the modalities, when using
both consistency discriminator and fidelity discriminators.
As we can see from the result in Fig. 1, the results gener-
ated by this model show diversity over many scene classes
of Standford2D3D dataset and complex layouts.

5. Applications
5.1. Consistent RGBD Generation

One advantage of StyleGAN-based approaches is their
capacity to generate smooth outputs through linear inter-
polation in the latent space. Our model retains this capa-
bility across not only the conventional RGB modality but
also additional modalities. This is an obvious advantage
of our approach over existing methods that estimate corre-
sponding modalities from each RGB image, as these esti-
mations can exhibit considerable flickering issue in subse-
quent interpolations. As demonstrated in Fig. 5, our gen-
erated depths maintain consistent layouts and local details
across all time frames, whereas the estimated depths show
substantial inconsistencies in extensive regions in succes-
sive frames. More video results can be found in the supple-
mentary materials.

5.2. Cross-domain Fine-tuning

To demonstrate cross-domain fine-tuning, we partition
the Stanford2D3D dataset into two subsets, designating the
“auditorium” scene (comprising 6,371 pairwise data) as the
target domain, and the remaining scene classes as the source
domain. In the target domain, we employ only a percentage
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Table 5. Ablation in terms of discriminator architecture. w. normal represents whether to add the normal modality into the generation task.

RGB Depth Surface Normal

Disc. w. normal RGB-FID Depth-FID SIE Normal-FID Anglular Error◦ ↓ % Within γ◦ ↑
Mean Median 11.25◦ 22.5◦ 30◦

FD 14.1 25.3 0.298 - - - - - -
CD 13.6 22.9 0.192 - - - - - -
CD+FD 14.6 24.8 0.192 - - - - - -
CD ✓ 185.7 48.5 0.360 44.0 20.36 17.23 32.24 62.73 77.39
CD+FD ✓ 15.6 29.0 0.195 15.4 14.77 12.23 46.40 79.69 89.87

Table 6. Fine-tuning on held-out auditorium scene using different
portions of pairwise data. The first two columns represent the por-
tion of images used for training.

RGB+D RGB RGB-FID Depth-FID SIE

5% 95% 66.3 115.4 0.164
10% 90% 53.8 102.3 0.158
15% 85% 53.0 91.3 0.144

p% of the pairwise data, assuming the model has access to
the remaining (1 − p%) RGB images. The source domain
undergoes pre-training to concurrently generate RGB im-
ages and depth. Upon completion, we apply the fine-tuning
procedure outlined in Sec. 3.6 to the pre-trained model on
the target domain. We select p from the set 5, 10, 15 to
exhibit the model’s performance with varying amounts of
pairwise data for fine-tuning. As illustrated in Tab. 6, all
metrics decrease with the incorporation of more pairwise
data. According to the RGB-FID, 10% of RGBD pairs suf-
fice for fine-tuning. We also present qualitative results and
corresponding videos in the supplementary material, show-
ing the model’s satisfactory generalization to a new scene,
exhibiting considerable latent smoothness and quality, even
with minimal fine-tuning.

5.3. Generating Datasets for Depth Estimation
Can we generate a synthetic dataset to benefit down-

stream tasks? To explore this objective, we synthesize a
dataset of RGB and depth images with our multi-modal
GAN and validate its usage in the task of depth estimation.

We first split the Stanford2D3D dataset into training and
validation sets using a ratio of 6:1. Of the training samples,
20% (12,045 RGB+D pairs) are randomly chosen to train
our generative model. Despite the small training set, the
baseline achieves good performance: the RGB-FID, Depth-
FID and SIE of this model are 23.7, 27.0 and 0.192, re-
spectively. Then, we use the model to produce a series of
synthetic datasets, of one to five times the initial 20% set.
We train LeReS [32] from scratch on each of these datasets
for 30K iterations, since the models converge well within
this amount of training. We measure performance with ab-
solute mean relative error (AbsRel) and Weighted Human
Disagreement Rate (WHDR) [31] for evaluation. More de-

Figure 6. Depth estimation performance of LeReS [32] when
trained on different combinations of real data and generated data.
The x-axis represents the combination of real and generated im-
ages. The left y-axes are the numbers of AbsRel or WHDR ob-
tained by the corresponding models, respectively. The dashed
horizontal lines indicate the performances of training on differ-
ent portions of training dataset. “r”/ “g” represent the numbers of
real/generated images. In this case, r = g = 12, 045, which is
20% size of the training set.

tails are provided in the supplementary material. As shown
in Fig. 6, using more of our generated data consistently im-
proves both metrics. When the total number of generated
and real samples is equal to the size of the full training set
(r + 4g on the x-axis), the model achieves similar perfor-
mance to using 80% of the real data. This is impressive,
given that the generator is only trained with 20% of real
data, and indicates that our generative model can effectively
generate synthetic training data.
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6. Conclusion
We introduce a novel architecture to generate multiple

image modalities simultaneously. We demonstrate its effec-
tivenss on the challenging Stanford2D3D dataset and sev-
eral interesting applications. Especially, our architecture
can predict the modalities coherently, enabling synthesis
of datasets that, in turn, can be employed to enhance the
performance of downstream tasks. Currently, we attempted
generating RGB, depth and surface normal under the GAN
framework. In the future, we would like to try more modali-
ties such as segmentation mask and other generative models
like diffusion models.

References
[1] Iro Armeni, Sasha Sax, Amir R Zamir, and Silvio Savarese.

Joint 2d-3d-semantic data for indoor scene understanding.
arXiv preprint arXiv:1702.01105, 2017. 1, 2, 5, 11

[2] Zhipeng Bao, Martial Hebert, and Yu-Xiong Wang. Genera-
tive modeling for multi-task visual learning. In Proc. ICML,
2022. 3

[3] Andrew Brock, Jeff Donahue, and Karen Simonyan. Large
scale gan training for high fidelity natural image synthesis.
arXiv preprint arXiv:1809.11096, 2018. 2

[4] Arunkumar Byravan and Dieter Fox. Se3-nets: Learning
rigid body motion using deep neural networks. 2017. 2
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A. More Details About Method

While StyleGAN3 [15] uses critical sampling in the last
two layers of the generator to ensure a good balance be-
tween antialiasing and the retention of high-frequency de-
tails, we maintain the same design in the RGB branch
whereas we turn off this option for depth and normal
branches since high-frequency details are not desired for
these two modalities. StyleGAN3 provides two config-
urations: StyleGAN3-T and StyleGAN3-R. Compared to
StyleGAN3-T, StyleGAN3-R replaces 3 × 3 convolutions
with 1 × 1 convolutions and doubles the channel dimen-
sion to compensate for the lost capacity. Besides, it uses
a radially symmetric jinc-based downsampling filter to re-
place the sin-based one. Though in practice, we noticed
that StyleGAN3-R introduces many kaleidoscope-like pat-
terns in results for the use of symmetric filters, this con-
figuration achieves better performance on Stanford2D3D
than StyleGAN3-T in terms of FID. Therefore, we use
StyleGAN3-R by default. We follow StyleGAN3 [15]
to disable style mixing and path length regularization as
they introduce extra difficulties in convergence for complex
datasets. We also blur all modalities to discriminators using
a Gaussian filter with σ = 10 pixels over the first 200k im-
ages. As noted in [15], this prevents the discriminator from
focusing too heavily on high frequencies as training starts.

For data augmentation operations, we follow ADA [14]
to use pixel blitting (x-flip, 90◦ rotations, integer transla-
tion), general geometric translations (isotropic scaling, ar-
bitrary rotation, anisotropic scaling, fractional translation),
color transformations (brightness, contrast, luma flip, hue
rotation, saturation), image-space filtering and image-space
corruptions (additive noise, cutout). Since only color trans-
formations require different processing for different chan-
nels while other operations can work on individual chan-
nels, we only apply color transformations for the RGB
modality.

B. Implementation Details

The original Stanford2D3D dataset [1] provides training
and validation splits. Training an unconditional generator
does not explicitly require the split. Therefore, we use all
data tuples from the dataset to train our Full models. The
image resolution is up to 1024 × 1024. For quicker exper-
iments, we resize all modalities to 256 × 256. For RGB,
it would be transformed to the range of [-1, 1]. The Stan-
ford2D3D dataset stores depth within the range between 0
and 65,535. To cope with such large depth range, we per-
form max rescaling by:

d′ =

(
d− d.min()

d.max()
− 0.5

)
∗ 2, (4)

so that the ground-truth for the depth modality lies within
[-1, 1]. The original data of depth contains large areas of
blank holes, so we use the hole filling method [24] to in-
paint the holes for better generation quality. The original
Stanford2D3D dataset saves surface normal as RGB images
and we maintain the same procedure as RGB images when
dealing with normals. So the channels for RGB, depth and
surface normal are 3, 1, and 3, respectively.

We use a batch size of 4 for each GPU and 8 A100 GPUs
using PyTorch 1.10.0 of CUDA 11.3 for most experiments.
We use Adam optimizer [19] to optimize both generator and
discriminators with β1 = 0, β2 = 0.99 and ϵ = 10−8. Fol-
lowing StyleGAN3 [15], we also use equalized learning rate
for all trainable parameters [13], minibatch standard devia-
tion layer at the end of the discriminator [13], exponential
moving average of generator weights [13], mixed-precision
FP16/FP32 training [14] to facilitate training, R1 regular-
ization [23], and lazy regularization [17] to stabilize train-
ing.

C. More details about depth estimation and
surface normal estimation

We build RGB→DEPTH and RGB→DEPTH* compari-
son methods, use LeReS [32] to evaluate SIE and perform
depth estimation using the combination of real and gen-
erated data. When building RGB→DEPTH, we pretrain
LeReS [32] on the training set created in Sec. 5.3 while us-
ing the validation set to choose the best performing model
as the final supervision model. While evaluating the SIE,
we use its pretrained ResNeXt101 model1. We follow the
provided training script2 to train the model using the same
configurations on 8 A100 GPUs for 30K iterations. We use
the same procedure to train depth estimation models using
real and generated data unless different number of train-
ing data. For RGB→DEPTH*, we use the same pretrained
ResNeXt101 model as in evaluating SIE. When evaluating
the metrics of surface normal estimation, we use pre-trained
models downloaded using the official script [8, 12]3.

D. More results

D.1. More Qualitative Results

In Sec. 4.3 of the manuscript, we show that our approach
of training multiple modalities together gives better per-
formance than RGB→DEPTH and RGB→DEPTH* which

1https : / / cloudstor . aarnet . edu . au / plus / s /
lTIJF4vrvHCAI31

2https://github.com/aim-uofa/AdelaiDepth/tree/
main/LeReS

3https : / / github . com / EPFL - VILAB / omnidata /
blob / 2a661c93285018b71141759d2a1ad53d8aed0e62 /
omnidata _ tools / torch / tools / download _ surface _
normal_models.sh
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Figure 7. Demonstration of the comparison of our generated depth and surface normal with pre-trained depth estimators and normal
estimator. The first column, second column and 5th column are generated RGB images, depths and normals from our model. The third
column (Estimated depth*) represents the results estimated by pre-trained LeReS [32] by feeding the generated RGB images. The fourth
column (Estimated depth) is the result obtained from LeReS which is trained on the in-domain dataset, namely Stanford2D3D. The final
column (Estimated normal) is obtained by a pre-trained surface normal estimator [8, 12] tested on the generated RGB images.
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are trained on the RGB modality first and then move to
depth using direct supervised learning. Aside from the dif-
ficulty of retrieving information from the features learned
from RGB images for depth synthesis, an obvious drawback
of this approach is the dependence on pre-trained models
to provide supervisions. If the pre-trained models behave
poorly on the target domain, learning from those models is
not reliable. We show in Fig. 7 that when compared to pre-
trained models, our generated depth (2nd column) and sur-
face normal prediction (5th column) are better in capturing
correct depth ranges and presenting clear layouts. The pre-
trained depth estimator (3rd column) gives incorrect depth
ranges and the surface normal estimator (final column) suf-
fers from local blurriness. Even after we train the depth es-
timator on the whole Stanford2D3D dataset and then apply
the depth estimator to provide supervision, the results (4th
column) are still inferior to ours. In a sense, it is reasonable,
since our approach directly learns from real ground-truth
annotations while using pre-trained models (e.g., depth es-
timator) assumes learning from synthetic predicted annota-
tions which could be unreliable.

We have two accompanying videos entitled
“RGB+depth.mp4” and “RGB+depth+normal.mp4”
under the “videos” folder to show the generated results
of our model trained on {RGB, depth} and {RGB, depth,
normal}, respectively. The results show the smoothness
of transitions across different scenes and the consistency
of different modalities. Even without clear guidance
of camera poses, our model is still able to interpolate
reasonably in a particular scene.

For each video clip, we sample 11 distinct latent codes,
z, projecting them to corresponding intermediate latent
codes, w. We perform a linear interpolation between two
successive ws at a frame rate of 60, generating the asso-
ciated RGB images and other modalities with the genera-
tor. The video is composed by compiling these sequential
frames.

D.2. Consistent RGBD Generation Video

We have provided a video titled “consistent-rgbd-
generation.mp4” in the “videos” directory to demonstrate
the consistency between our generated depths and RGB im-
ages. Conversely, the depth estimations based on RGB im-
ages using the off-the-shelf depth estimator [32] present in-
consistencies, either locally or globally, across frames.

D.3. Cross-domain Fine-tuning Video

As described in Sec. 5.2 of the manuscript, we can hold
out a particular scene from the Stanford2D3D dataset, i.e.,
auditorium, to pre-train our model and then fine-tune our
model on the held-out scene by using only a few pairs and
the rest RGB images. During fine-tuning, we observe that
data augmentation for discriminators would cause incorrect

layouts in the results, e.g., chairs in the same auditorium
scene facing towards opposite directions. We assume when
the number of pairs drastically decreases, it also decreases
the chances for the discriminator to see real data and tu-
ples. Hence, the distorted data is leaked to the generator,
causing incorrect geometries. We hence remove the ADA
for fine-tuning. These models are fine-tuned using around
10K training iterations, which is around 1/78 of pre-training
iterations.

We provide one accompanying video entitled
“finetune.mp4” under the “videos” folder, which shows
the result of the pre-trained model and then the models
trained on different portions of pairwise data. Note that
we use the same latent code z to generate those videos and
observe that though these are different models, the results
at the same time step interestingly have related structures,
indicating that after fine-tuning, some initial properties still
remain. The transition is quite smooth and the quality is
decent for the fine-tuning results, considering that we only
use a small number of pairwise data.

D.4. Using Only Generated Data for Depth Estima-
tion

In addition to the results of using both generated and real
data (20%) to train the depth estimation network [32], we
also experiment on using generated data only. As shown in
Fig. 8, using more generated data can get a steady improve-
ment over both metrics. When the size of generated data
equals to that of real data (5g=100% real training data), the
performance is close to using 60% of real training data. This
promising result indicates the possibility of using our model
to generate datasets for learning downstream tasks.
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Figure 8. Depth estimation performance of LeReS [32] when
trained on different number of generated data. The x-axis rep-
resents different portions of generated images. The left y-axes are
the numbers of AbsRel or WHDR obtained by the correspond-
ing models, respectively. The dashed horizontal lines indicate the
performances of training on different portions of training dataset.
“g” represent the numbers of generated images. In this case,
g = 12, 045, which is 20% size of the training set.
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