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Abstract

This paper proposes and evaluates, for the first time, a top-down (dorsal view),
depth-only deep learning system for accurately identifying individual cattle and
provides associated code, datasets, and training weights for immediate repro-
ducibility. An increase in herd size skews the cow-to-human ratio at the farm
and makes the manual monitoring of individuals more challenging. Therefore,
real-time cattle identification is essential for the farms and a crucial step towards
precision livestock farming. Underpinned by our previous work, this paper intro-
duces a deep-metric learning method for cattle identification using depth data
from an off-the-shelf 3D camera. The method relies on Convolutional Neural
Network (CNN) and Multi-Layered Perceptron (MLP) backbones that learn well-
generalised embedding spaces from the body shape to differentiate individuals
– requiring neither species-specific coat patterns nor close-up muzzle prints for
operation. The network embeddings are clustered using a simple algorithm
such as k-Nearest Neighbors (k-NN) for highly accurate identification, thus elim-
inating the need to retrain the network for enrolling new individuals. We evaluate
two backbone architectures, Residual Neural Network (ResNet), as previously
used to identify Holstein Friesians using RGB images, and PointNet, which is
specialised to operate on 3D point clouds. We also present CowDepth2023, a
new dataset containing 21,490 synchronised colour-depth image pairs of 99
cows, to evaluate the backbones. Both ResNet and PointNet architectures,
which consume depth maps and point clouds, respectively, led to high accuracy
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that is on par with the coat pattern-based backbone. This new universal method-
ology also addresses the case of all-black and all-white breeds, where the
previous coat pattern-based approach fell short. The ResNet colour backbone
resulted in 99.97% k-NN identification accuracy, while the PointNet accuracy
was 99.36%. Our research indicates that these techniques can identify animals
using dorsal-view depth maps alone. Regardless of the substantial inter-class
variety in the body shape, we show that the models spatially rely on similar body
surfaces using Gradient-weighted Class Activation Mapping (Grad-CAM) and
Point Cloud Saliency Mapping (PC-SM).

Keywords: Bovine identification, Depth maps, Precision Livestock Farming,
Deep Metric Learning

1. Introduction

In the dairy industry, monitoring each cow is essential for animal wellbeing,
environmental sustainability, and farm productivity [1]. For instance, individual
identification is a prerequisite for body condition scoring and yield monitoring
that allows farmers to provide tailored care for each cow and boost production
[2, 3, 4]. Continuous identification of individuals is also vital for studying the
spread of diseases through contact tracing and social interactions [5].

With increasing herd size and the resulting skew in cow-human ratio, tasks
such as studying diseases, monitoring yield, and adhering to the best welfare
practices are increasingly becoming difficult to conduct. In this study, we exam-
ine the effectiveness of utilising body morphology (3D surface characteristics) for
individual identification using a commercial depth camera placed at a distance
from the animals (non-contact), which requires only one-time installation. This
approach aims to transcend the limitations of breed-specific coat patterns, which
restricted the scope of our previous research primarily to Holstein-Friesians [6].
As per the 2008 report by the Department for Environment, Food and Rural
Affairs [7], most registered cattle do not have distinct coat patterns. These
include 21% Limousin, 9% Charolais, 8% Aberdeen Angus, 8% Simmental, 6%
Belgian blue, and 16% other breeds: black, white, or brown. Thus, our primary
focus is to establish a universally applicable method for cattle identification by
exploring depth as a biometric modality.

1.1. Motivation
Despite promising advancements in depth-based identification methods for

cows [8, 9], several limitations persist: 1) The systems often require substantial
re-calibration to enrol new animals, 2) They depend on combining RGB and
depth data, potentially limiting their use to cattle with distinct coat patterns, and
3) They may perform unpredictably in unstructured farm environments because
of their dependence on accurate estimation of secondary information such as
gait. Among permanent identification techniques, Radio Frequency Identification
tags (RFID) is the current standard which enables wireless tracking of individuals
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(see Fig. 1.a) [10]. Despite its widespread use, implementation of RFID based
identification can be expensive and time-consuming, with costs ranging from
$0.41/head to $5.95/head depending on the size of the herd and the age of
animal [11]. Furthermore, RFID based techniques are susceptible to challenges
such as data loss, signal distortions, and breakage [12].

Besides the cost of procurement and maintenance, traditional systems (see
Fig. 1.a) often have several welfare challenges. For instance, research by
Johnston and Edwards [13] indicated that just 2.9% of ears with metal tags
were not permanently harmed. In a review, Chapa et al. [14] reported that
body sensors and collar tags could detrimentally impact the cow’s health. Lind
and Lindahl [15] studied the impact of a tail-mounted calving alert system
(Moocall) on the behaviour of pregnant cows as observed through interviews
with the farmers. 80% of the farmers observed signs of discomfort in cattle, and
most farmers observed physical damage to the tail. Some studies have shown
that sensor tags can cause unnoticed abrasive wounds, especially for growing
animals, which need adjustment occasionally [16, 17].

A machine vision approach, coupled with camera systems for identification,
can overcome such financial and welfare barriers by providing continuous iden-

Figure 1: Traditional and emerging identification techniques: Depth is a universally
applicable, contact-free biometric for cattle identification. a) Hot/cold branding,
tattooing, and RFID ear/collar tags are traditional methods for identifying cattle. b) Recent
research into techniques incorporating biometrics like face, iris, and coat patterns has been
made possible by breakthroughs in deep neural networks. Our method employs 3D surface
(depth) features for contact-free cattle identification.
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tification over extended periods without being physically obtrusive. Fig. 1.b
shows emerging machine learning methods to identify cows using bio-metric
features such as the face [18]. Kumar et al. [19] explored the use of muzzle
features with great success in terms of accuracy metrics, reaching an identifi-
cation accuracy of 98.7%. Iris and retinal vascular patterns are other examples
of such bio-metric features [20, 21]. However, capturing high-quality images
of these features is often difficult. For example, iris images are challenging to
capture because of reflections or the occlusion caused by eyelashes. Capturing
clear muzzle images requires the animal to stay still and close to the camera
system. Despite these challenges, individual identification with these methods
has been successful, albeit in research settings under controlled image capture
conditions.

1.2. Open-set identification via deep metric-learning
We address the challenges mentioned in section 1.1 by employing a top-

down (dorsal view) imaging approach, which involves placing a camera at a
distance (≈ 4 meters) from the animals to enable the identification of multiple
individuals simultaneously (see Fig. 2a). Our previous work, further discussed
in section 2.2, has successfully identified Holstein-Friesian cattle through dorsal-
view RGB imagery. The limitation encountered was identifying black cows,
which lack distinctive coat patterns [6]. Thus, this study investigates whether
body morphology, visible in the top-down 3D imagery, such as the spine and
the hook-thurl region (Fig. 2a; inset), are suitable for Holstien-Friesen cattle
identification without observing coat patterns. Furthermore, this study opens the
door for the individual identification of cattle breeds without coat patterns: 98%
of beef, 49% of dairy and 17% dual-purpose cattle in the U.K. (see p. 18, [7]).

To illustrate the broader applicability of our framework, we first describe the
process used for assessing the performance of Deep Neural Network (DNN)s
utilised in this study. Commonly found in literature, closed-set validation (see
Fig. 2b) involves training and validating DNNs on distinct subsets of a labelled
dataset. Subsequently, the best model is determined based on their perfor-
mance on a hand-picked test set. As illustrated in Fig. 2b (top), the training,
validation, and test sets must individually have occurrences of all labels in the
dataset. Due to this partitioning scheme, models trained on a closed set have
high classification accuracies. However, their widespread use is limited, espe-
cially in real-world cases where the number of labels increases or decreases
over time, necessitating periodic retraining of the models on an updated dataset.
The retraining becomes impractical in the case of farms, which experience
regular replacement due to calving and culling. Furthermore, a closed-set iden-
tification system would be even more unsuitable for enrolling and recognising
wild animals.

As shown in Fig. 2b (bottom), open-set testing offers a more realistic
approach where the dataset is split into train and validation sets using the
same partitioning scheme. However, the test set is now disjoint from the training
and validation sets, i.e., labels in the test set do not occur in validation/train
sets. Therefore, the open-set scheme simulates how the model would perform
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in a natural setting, where it must be capable of identifying unknown individuals.
Further details on the open-set partitioning scheme are presented in section
3.1, where we describe the dataset used in this study.

A classification model, trained on a closed set, has a fixed number of out-
puts for predicting the label for an input. Technically, the algorithms and DNNs
employed to learn the identification labels are often developed in a fully super-
vised setting (i.e., a fixed set of individuals), which is unsuitable for ‘in the wild’
identification because they require re-calibration or re-training as the number of
animals on farm fluctuates. Therefore, as the number of labels in an open set is
dynamic, we cannot formulate the training process as a traditional classification
task. The other common issue associated with a classification-based approach
is confidence flickering of CNNs when applied to videos because such models
lack temporal context [22]. Even though it is a fair assumption that a frame’s con-
tent barely changes in the subsequent frames, the single image-based model is
prone to abrupt misidentification or flickering.

Our work (see Fig. 2c) presents a flexible identification system, which
transforms the subtle differences in the depth data features into a rich multi-
dimensional space, where data points from similar inputs are arranged at a

Figure 2: Open-set identification with depth data via deep metric learning. a)
Examples of top-down RGB+Depth images in our dataset, pairs correspond to the same
animal, column-wise. The inset shows the hook-pin-thurl region of a cow. b) The open-set
validation excludes individuals completely, while the closed-set excludes some portion of the
dataset for all individuals. c) A deep learning model generates embeddings clustered using
k-NN for identification.
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geometrically closer distance. Therefore, any known or unknown individual can
be transformed into a unique metric or embedding using this multi-dimensional
space, latent in the model. Finally, embeddings generated using this latent
space can be clustered using robust algorithms such as k-Nearest Neighbors
(k-NN) to assign identification labels. Section 3.3 described the process of
metric learning in fuller detail.

2. Related work

This section reviews biometric features for bovine identification, such as
the face, eyes, muzzle, and coat patterns, and their respective deep-learning
approaches. We discuss the limitations of these methods and compare them
with our depth-based no-contact approach.

2.1. Biometrics for bovine identification
In the context of bovine identification, the face has a broad spectrum of

biometric features, ranging from regions such as the eyes or muzzle to the
overall face. We discuss these modalities individually and their limitations and
finally compare them with our approach.

Face for identification. Recent studies by Xu et al. [23] and Gong et al. [24]
have respectively employed Mobilenet and ResNet deep learning architectures
to distinguish individual cows accurately using overall facial features. The
Mobilenet model, trained with angular margin loss, demonstrated the ability to
discern interclass variations with an accuracy of 91.3% across 2,318 images of
90 individuals [23]. On the other hand, Gong’s ResNet-based model achieved
an accuracy of 98% on a dataset of 5,677 images from eight individuals [24].

One prevalent issue in face-based identification frameworks is the depen-
dency on single-view images, which limits the network’s ability to handle varying
poses. Addressing this challenge, Yao et al. [25] compiled an extensive dataset
of 51,151 images representing 200 individuals under diverse poses. Using the
PnasNet-5 architecture built on top of ResNet, they attained a 94.1% accuracy.
Similarly, Weng et al. [26] introduced a method that integrates grid-based mo-
tion statistics with features from a random sampling algorithm to bolster the
robustness of identification across multiple cattle breeds, with varying views and
lighting conditions, using a dataset of 8812 images from 82 individuals. While
these studies attempted to tackle the problem by diversifying their datasets,
some recent studies have focused on improving the model’s architecture or
training process. Xu et al. [27] implemented a self-attention enhanced CNN in
conjunction with local binary patterns. In contrast, Yang et al. [28] enhanced a
ResNet model by jointly optimising cross-entropy and triplet loss. This approach
reduced false positives and maintained robustness to facial pose changes,
achieving an accuracy of 98.4% with 2,376 images of 110 individuals.

Eye based systems. The eye or associated features have been extensively
studied for identification. One of the earlier works in this domain was by Allen
et al. [21], who investigated the unique retinal vascular patterns in the eye’s
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macula for identification. They developed a matching algorithm that achieved
98.3% accuracy over 2,227 images of 869 animals. To enhance the robustness
of iris-based methods, reliable segmentation and tracking are necessary. For
example, Zhang et al. [29] employed Sobel edge-based segmentation to analyse
the pupil and iris of the eye, while Zhao et al. [30] developed a similar system to
improve traceability in the meat supply chain by tracking the iris and generating a
derived bar code. Subsequently, Lu et al. [20] used previous feature engineering
methods and the wavelet transform to encode phase information, which achieved
a 98.3% correct recognition rate for 60 iris images of 6 cows. More recently,
Larregui et al. [31] addressed the challenge of capturing clear images under
changing lighting conditions. They developed an eye-segmentation algorithm as
a preprocessor in the identification pipeline and achieved an Intersection over a
Union of 0.89 (dataset: [32]).

Muzzle features. Small nasal protrusions called beads, which can be
round, oval, or irregularly shaped, have a unique biometric signature. Li et al.
[33] exploited such muzzle features to test several deep learning models and
achieved identification accuracies of 98.7% on a dataset of 4,923 images of 258
individuals (dataset: [34]).

See Cihan et al. [35], Hao et al. [36] and Qiao et al. [37] for a detailed review
of identification methods involving the biometrics mentioned above.

Discussion. Despite the promising results obtained in the studies mentioned
above, there are several limitations in using the face or similar biometric traits.
Acquiring high-quality iris images can be challenging due to the small region of
interest, issues with reflections or eyelashes, occlusions, and the high likelihood
of motion-induced blur. Muzzle images are time-consuming to capture as the
system discards many images due to low quality or the movement of animals
[33]. Images of the face or its aspects are also challenging to acquire due to
the proximity of the animals to the imaging equipment. Aside from logistical
challenges, such systems may require physically restraining the animal, which
raises welfare concerns.

In contrast, our study takes a non-contact approach of capturing top-down
depth images, where the chances of occlusion or loss in quality are less likely.
Furthermore, a gap in longitudinal analysis exists, where the reliability of the
identification system is tested on datasets collected over extended periods. Our
work attempts to fill the research gap by partitioning the dataset for training and
testing based on different time scales (see section 3.1).

2.2. Coat patterns and metric learning
Top-down imagery of cows is easier to capture because the equipment can

be placed unobtrusively and away from the animal. Instead of learning the
classification labels for every individual, a set of features can be learned that
represents the image’s characteristic pattern. The features or latent space can
then be clustered into similar-looking images using simple algorithms such as
k-NN, thereby eliminating the need for re-training. The approach of learning
a latent space is known as metric learning and has demonstrated robustness
for identifying unknown Holstein-Friesian cows based on their coat patterns.
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Gao et al. [38] developed a novel labelling framework for cattle identification
using self-supervised metric learning, producing a test accuracy of 92.4% with
just a few minutes of human labelling (dataset: [39]). In their previous labelling
efforts, Gao et al. [40] used Gaussian Mixture Models and modified RetinaNet
to extract and automatically label regions of interest on the publicly available
Cows2021 dataset [39]. Andrew et al. [6] presented the OpenCows (2020)
dataset and used the same methodology to identify Holstein Friesian cattle,
producing 93.8% accuracy (dataset: [41]). In their previous study, Andrew et al.
[42] developed the AerialCattle (2017) dataset and used a VGGNet to classify
individuals with 97% accuracy (dataset: [43]). Andrew et al. [44] developed
an autonomous unmanned aerial vehicle system with region scanning and
spatiotemporal identification capabilities for Holstein-Friesian cattle in a free
farm setting. Zhao and Lian [45] proposed the compact loss function, which
improved the identification accuracy by forcing the model to learn tighter clusters
and achieved 98% accuracy on the OpenCows (2020) dataset. More recently,
Lu et al. [46] extended the ResNet backbone with a Local Key Area module to
improve the identification accuracy to 95.4% and 91.58% on OpenCows (2020)
[41] and Cows (2021) [39] datasets, respectively.

2.3. Capturing depth data and related analysis:
To the best of our knowledge, while depth data has garnered attention for

assessing animal health, its full potential for identification purposes has yet to
be fully explored. For instance, in our past work Hansen et al. [47], we captured
depth data from a Kinect sensor to achieve a Body Condition Score (BCS)
repeatability of ± 0.25. Alvarez et al. [48] used the SqueezeNet architecture
on depth images to achieve 94% classification accuracy of BCS on a one to
five scale with a 0.5 interval. On the same BCS scale, Yukun et al. [49] used a
CNN architecture to classify individuals with 97% accuracy. Similarly, [50] used
transfer learning with Faster Region-based CNN to achieve 70% classification
accuracy for BCS. [51] captured 3D surface geometry from Xtion Pro live motion
sensors and developed a regression model that achieves a repeatability of
± 0.28. Liu et al. [52] developed an ensemble Gaussian mixture model that
can locate various regions of interest within the depth data and achieved 94%
classification accuracy on a (1, 5) BCS scale.

The methodology we used to collect depth data and build our dataset is
comparable to the aforementioned approaches. Among other recent data
collection methods, Kadlec et al. [53] developed a fully automated system
to capture dorsal-view depth images of cows using contour detection and
segmentation algorithms, which is the closest in similarity to our methodology.
In section 3.1, we describe the method used for data collection in detail.

3. Methodology

This section describes the methodologies for 1) Building the COWDepth2023
dataset, 2) The DNN architectures (ResNet and PointNet) used to generate the
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Figure 3: The camera’s point of view and post-processing of depth images. a) The
progression of one cow travelling toward the milking parlour (from left to right) is displayed as
a sequence of images and the corresponding time-synchronised depth maps. b) The original
depth map is segmented by first thresholding and background subtraction, followed by “blob”
detection and cropping.

embeddings for k-NN based identification method, and 3) A technical description
of the training setup.

3.1. Dataset preparation
We introduce CowDepth2023, a new public3 dataset for studying depth as a

feature for identification featuring 21,490 images of 99 Holstein-Friesian cows.
We recorded 16-bit depth and 8-bit RGB streams and frame-level device times-
tamps with the Kinect V2 camera, which uses infrared light patterns reflected
off objects [54]. The device timestamps were later utilised for associating depth
and RGB frames, i.e. time-synchronisation. We used the camera under the
default settings, with a resolution of 480i at 30Hz, a horizontal/vertical field of
view of 70o × 60o, at an operating range of 0.5 to 4.5 meters. We collected
14 data sequences, totalling around 50 gigabytes over a duration of 14 days.
Fig. 3a illustrates a time-synchronised example of the captured RGB and depth
sequence, where the camera was placed facing down and aimed towards the
ground (≈ 4 meters), as the cow walked across the frame.

3data.bris.ac.uk
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Parameter/Property Description/Value

Image Count 21,490 images, 99 Holstein-Friesian cows
Camera Type Kinect V2, using infrared light patterns
Image Types 16-bit depth and 8-bit RGB streams
Camera Resolution 480i, operating at 30Hz
Total Data Size Approximately 50GB
Depth Image Threshold (2, 3.4) meters
Background Image Threshold (1, 3.8) meters
Median Filtering size 4
Blob area threshold (8000, 22000) pixel2

Table 1: Properties of CowDepth2023 dataset. For further details, refer to the code
repository.

Preprocessing. We developed our cattle segmentation pipeline based on
the RGB coat pattern identification method introduced by Andrew et al. [55].
First, the depth images were thresholded to exclude measurements outside
the 2 to 3.4 meters range (see Fig. 3b), which is approximately the height
of a Holstein-Friesian cow. Then, structures like gates that were part of the
background were removed from the frame. The process involves a background
depth image of the scene (with no cows) where any values outside the (1, 3.8)
meter range are set to zero to isolate the mid-range depth values corresponding
to the cows effectively. Then, any values corresponding to the background
are discarded in a target depth image to isolate the cows. After background
subtraction, a median filter was applied to smooth each image, filling small
holes caused by depth measurement discrepancies. Finally, the largest regions
or ‘blobs’ were extracted using SKLearn’s label function [56] and converted to
bounding boxes (see Fig. 3b, inset). The process resulted in one folder for
each depth frame, containing the segmented raw depth/RGB pairs for individual
cows, ready for the labelling process. For all properties of the dataset and the
parameters used for preprocessing, refer to Table 1 or the code repository4.

The process of labelling images containing more than one cow was challeng-
ing as the algorithm would often group cows in a single bounding box, resulting
in the loss of segmented images. In such cases, we visually compared the coat
pattern of the mislabelled cows with the correctly labelled portion of the dataset
and reassigned them to a new or existing category.

Depth maps to point clouds. The difference between a point cloud and a
depth map must be highlighted before discussing how these representations are
converted back and forth. A depth map resembles a 2D rendering of an object’s
surface, reminiscent of the impression left when an object is pressed against
a pin impression device (see Fig. 4a). The displaced pins are analogous to
value coordinates in the depth map. Depending on the density of these pins, the

4https://github.com/Asheeshkrsharma/RGBD-Bovine-Identification
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resulting impression captures varying levels of detail from the object’s surface.
However, unlike a pin-impression device, which uniformly records the object’s

features, a camera subtly distorts measurements along its pixel coordinates,
represented as (u, v), influenced by its focal length and lens distortion char-
acteristics (see Fig. 4b, fx, fy). Another distinction is that while the device
develops an impression precisely at the plane of contact with the object, a
camera’s plane is farther away. As a result, the camera’s intrinsic properties are
required to precisely map between pixel locations (u, v) and lengths (x, y). A
point cloud is the representation we get when a depth map is remapped from
pixel coordinates (u, v, distance) to natural unit coordinates (x, y, distance). The
mathematical foundation for the remapping is out of the scope of this study; refer
to Hossain and Lin [57] for further details. Finally, the above process resulted
in raw point clouds with varying numbers of points, often too large to be used
directly for training. Therefore, using the farthest point sampling algorithm [58],
we uniformly resampled the point clouds to a fixed number of points (214) as
recommended by Qi et al. [59].

Figure 4: Analogy for interpreting depth a) Pushing an object against the pin impression
device creates depressions at the contact plane; depth maps represent a similar property. b)
The depth camera measures the distance between itself and the object for each pixel. c) Point
clouds are generated using the depth map and the camera’s intrinsic properties that associate
individual points to the measured depth.
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Figure 5: Preparing the dataset for open-set analysis. First, we randomly split the
dataset into train and test sets in a 7:3 ratio. a) Then we discard n neighbouring images from
the train set for every test image. b) As the value of n is increased from 2 to 10, more images
are discarded from the train set, resulting in some cows with no images left. These cows in the
test set are considered ‘unknowns’, i.e. part of the open-set, enrolled with k-NN, post-training.

Splitting the dataset for open-set analysis. Due to the sequential nature
of the dataset, it was necessary to explore the effect of marginal differences be-
tween temporally neighbouring examples in the training set on the test accuracy.
So-called “leave-sequence-out” training involves discarding a specified number
of temporally neighbouring images (n in Fig. 5a) on either side of every test
(target) image from the training set. By removing neighbouring samples, we aim
to prevent the likelihood of a test example having a temporally similar image in
the training set that the model has already learned.

A consequence of eliminating temporal bias is that as the number of neigh-
bouring images (n) to be removed increases, the overall number of images left
in the training set decreases, which, in some cases, naturally reduces to zero
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for some cows (compare Fig. 5b; n=0 and n=10). With no examples in the
training set, such cows are considered unknowns that become part of the open
set, enrolled only after training the model, with k-NN. Thus, the overall training
process simulates part of the real-world scenario when a farm experiences
growth in the number of animals. More details on the choices of n, number of
unknowns and images in the train and test set are listed in Fig. 10 of section 4.

3.2. Model Architectures
Traditionally, the 3D depth information requires some transformation into

sparse, meaningful features before being used in various 3D recognition tasks.
The most prevalent reason for the need for this preprocessing step is the
computational cost of directly operating on the raw 3D point data. Such features
encompass local and global descriptors such as Fast Point Feature Histograms,
Viewpoint Feature Histograms, Clustered Viewpoint Feature Histograms, Radius-
based Surface Descriptors, and Rotation-Invariant Feature Transform, which
are often used in combinations as inputs to 3D scene understanding algorithms
for better accuracy [60, 61, 62, 63]. However, determining the ideal recipe for
combining such features is a non-trivial process, which depends on the domain
and the task at hand. Furthermore, such features perform poorly in cases of
noise and occlusion (see Han et al. [64] for a full review).

The ResNet architecture. Canonical representations such as voxels,
meshes, point clouds, and depth maps have recently gained popularity. These
representations closely mirror the raw depth data and are employed to circum-
vent the complexities of feature engineering. In our research, we have focused
on depth maps as they directly stem from the camera and align with the es-
tablished popularity of Convolutional Neural Networks—particularly ResNets,
for which depth maps can act as regular image inputs. The disadvantage of
traditional CNN architectures is their inability to learn more abstract/complex
features because of the difficulty in propagating gradients through the network
as the number of hidden layers increases. The ResNet architecture alleviates
the vanishing gradient problem by employing residual skip connections (see Fig.
6a) between the layers to carry some information from the previous layer as-is
to the next, making the gradient descent process more effective at propagating
the loss.

In our study, we used the ResNet-50 variant (Fig. 6), using pre-trained
ImageNet weights, as proposed by Andrew et al. (2021) [6]. As shown in
Fig. 6a), ResNet-50 has four convolutional blocks arranged as bottlenecks,
followed by a final fully connected (or dense) layer with a (1x2048) output.
Each of the four convolutional blocks varies in size, as shown in 6a. In total,
there are 49 convolutional layers. The network feeds the dense (1x2048)
output from the ResNet-50 to a Spatial Context Module (SCM), followed by the
final layers for generating a (1x128) embedding. An additional (1x99) output
generates classification labels for the 99 cows in the CowDepth2023 dataset.
The classification layer only facilitates the training process for computing the
loss functions and does not conflict with the premise of metric learning. In
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section 3.3 (training setup), we describe the loss function in conjunction with
the purpose of the classification layer.

The Spatial Context Module (SCM) allows the network to focus on the
most relevant regions of an image by weighing each region’s importance for
the identification process. We built the SCM into the network before the fully
connected layers to boost the model’s robustness by focusing on the most
critical aspects of each image. As shown in Fig. 6b), the SCM computes feature
weights by learning their spatial importance within the context of an image [66].
The features from ResNet’s last layer (1x2048) are grouped into a spatial context
vector, which is forwarded to the average pooling layer. In this case, the SCM
can help the model cope with the learning difficulties faced due to occlusion in

Figure 6: Network architectures a) The ResNet-50 and PointNet architectures consume
depth maps and point clouds as inputs, respectively. The ResNet network consists of 4
convolution blocks; the double arrows between the blocks represent the skip-connections He
et al. [65]. b) The output from the last convolution block is fed to the Spatial Context Module
(SCM), followed by the average pooling layer, that generates the final embedding. c) The
PointNet architecture directly consumes a point cloud. The network consists of Multi-Layered
Perceptron (MLP)s, producing NxD outputs consecutively (N is the number of points, D is
the number of channels). The max-pooling layer aggregates the output from the last MLP
layer into a global feature vector.
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camera footage. Moreover, it could learn to ignore some apparent anomalies in
the images due to imperfections in the camera capture, as discussed in section
3.1.

The PointNet architecture. Due to the inherent 2D nature of depth maps,
there is a risk that ResNets, driven by pattern recognition, may inadvertently
learn orientation-related cues. For instance, cues such as the fixed camera
orientation can influence the network’s generalisation capacity to other novel
views. Therefore, we studied point clouds that are constructed by re-projecting
the depth data from the camera plane (u, v, distance) to physical units (x, y,
distance) using the depth camera’s intrinsic parameters (see section 3.1 for
more details). As a result, a trained deep-learning model can consume a point
cloud of any unknown orientation.

Our study employs the PointNet architecture to learn discriminative embed-
dings from point clouds. In the depth map representation, the semantic meaning
of pixels does not generally change with their ordering. In contrast, 3D points
carry little information without the context of their neighbourhood. To handle the
unique challenges that point clouds pose, Qi et al. [59] proposed the PointNet
architecture that encodes differently oriented and unordered point clouds to a
standard reference by essentially learning a conditional transformation matrix
using Multi-Layered Perceptron (MLP) networks. Since the goal of the model
is to learn the similarity between two point clouds irrespective of the order in
which 3D points occur, the output from the last MLP must be weighted based
on relevance (see Fig. 6c). The PointNet architecture achieves the property
of order invariance by using the max operator. This mathematically symmetric
function gives the same output regardless of the order of the input arguments.
In Fig. 6c, the PointNet contains four layers of MLPs with a varying number of
output channels. Each MLP considers every point in the point cloud, producing
an Nx3 output, where N is the number of points. Finally, after the fourth layer,
the max operator generates a global feature vector (1x1024). To generate the
256-dimensional embeddings, the max pooling output is fed through the addi-
tional fully connected layers similar to the ResNet architecture, as discussed
before.

3.3. Training setup
Deep metric learning. In their study, Andrew et al. [6] trained the ResNet-50

model (see Fig. 6) to learn a latent space that clusters images from the same
individuals with good separation from others. Therefore, the task of learning a
discriminative latent space entails penalising the models (ResNet or PointNet)
to maximise the distance between the embeddings of two different animals
while minimising the distance between the example depth maps or point clouds
of the same individual. As shown in Fig.7a), both models are presented with
three inputs, namely the anchor, positive and negative. After a forward pass,
the models generate three 128-dimensional vectors (or embeddings), each
corresponding to the three inputs. In the case of well-informed latent space, the
anchor embedding should geometrically lie very close to the positive embedding
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since they belong to the same individual. In contrast, the negative embedding
would lie farther apart, thus forming tighter clusters, as shown in Fig. 7b).

Figure 7: The metric learning process a) Depending on the PointNet or ResNet architecture,
a triplet of point clouds or depth maps are used as inputs, respectively. b) This process
generates a high dimensional latent space, which is used to train the models, with the central
premise being the generation of ID-associated clusters. c) After the training, k-NN is used
as a classifier to extract the labels. The latent space cluster visualisations were generated
using the t-SNE algorithm (perplexity 30) by reducing the high dimensional latent space to 3D
and 2D for sub-figures b) and c), respectively. Black lines in c) represent the k-NN decision
boundaries. Note: Some lines appear faded or grey because fewer clusters share the decision
boundaries.

Loss function. In deep metric learning, the penalty or incentive is a loss
function, which must be selected carefully to promote the models to exhibit the
abovementioned properties in their latent space.

First proposed for training siamese networks for predicting the similarity
between embeddings (x1, x2) of two images, the contrastive loss function can
be formulated as follows:

LContrastive =
1− Y

2
d(x1, x2) +

Y

2
max(0, α− d(x1, x2))
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Where d(x1, x2) is the Euclidean distance, Y denotes the image similarity (if
x1 ∼ x2, Y → 0) or dissimilarity (Y = 1) [67]. The problem with contrastive loss
is that it cannot minimise the distance between similar embeddings while simul-
taneously maximising the distance between dissimilar embeddings. Schroff et al.
[68] overcame this limitation with triplet loss LTL which uses three embeddings
xp, xa, and xn for positive, anchor, and negative, respectively.

LTL = max(0, d(xa, xp)− d(xa, xn) + α)

The margin parameter α controls the minimum/maximum distance between
image pairs. The triplet loss allows the model to minimise the distance between
xp and xa while maximising the distance between xa and xn. The issue with
triplet loss is the maximum term, which makes the loss value zero when the
distance term becomes negative (i.e. d(xa, xn) > d(xa, xp) + α). The model will
not learn to minimise d(xa, xp) in such cases. Masullo et al. [69] proposed the
reciprocal triplet loss, which also eliminates the need for α:

LRTL = d(xa, xp) +
1

d(xa, xn)

Research has shown that including Softmax can boost the model’s accuracy
because of the term’s supervised nature [70]. As proposed by Andrew et al. [6],
the reciprocal triplet loss can be combined with Softmax as follows:

LSoftMax+RTL = LSoftMax + λ · LRTL · · · 1

where
LSoftMax = −log( e

xclass∑
i e

xi
)

Moreover, λ is a weighting hyperparameter, for the experiments, we used
λ = 0.01 as suggested by Andrew et al. [6].

In this study, we used the LSoftMax+RTL loss function (Eq. 1) to train the
PointNet model and used the following function (Eq. 2) with a similar combination
of Softmax and the original triplet loss function in the case of ResNet-50.

LSoftMax+TL = LSoftMax + λ · LTL · · · 2

Finally, after the models converge, we use the k-NN algorithm to fit the 128-
dimensional embeddings from the training split and produce the identification
labels for the test split. We discard the SoftMax output from the models after
the training process, and it is not used for identification later on. Therefore, all
the results in this study report the classification accuracy for the k-NN algorithm
and not for the models themselves.

Data augmentation. Data augmentation is a widely adopted technique
in image recognition systems for diversifying the training data by leveraging
image transformations such as rotations and zoom [71]. By diversifying the
training data, the model’s capacity to learn robust features that generalise well
to unseen testing data also increases. We used the Augmentor package to
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produce 60 new images for each cow from random rotation, translation, and
cropping of the original images [72]. To maintain the aspect ratio of the images,
they were padded on all sides in the case of rotation angles divisible by 90o.
The Augmentor package removes these borders by cropping the images to
retain the most significant region. This behaviour made the package suitable
since creating new artefacts in augmented images would be undesirable. After
generating 60 augmented images for each cow using this process, we produced
30 additional images by introducing varying degrees of Gaussian noise with
a fixed mean of µ = 0 and variance σ2 ranging from 10 to 80 [73]. For the
point clouds, we used the same augmentation procedures laid out by Qi et al.
[59]; Gaussian noise (µ = 0, σ = 0.02), along with random rotation along the
z-direction.

Equipment and Hyper-parameters. Given the large amount of data in-
volved in training paired with model complexity, it was imperative to perform
experiments on a GPU cluster with CUDA capabilities. All ResNet-50 exper-
iments were executed on the Nvidia Pascal P100 GPUs on the University of
Bristol’s supercomputer, Blue Crystal (Phase 4) [74]. The PointNet experiments
were conducted on a local machine with an Intel Xeon E5-1650 CPU and
NVIDIA GeForce RTX 2070 GPU. The hyper-parameters used in this study
follow the same values as justified in our previous work Andrew et al. [6] for
ResNet. Similarly, the parameters for PointNet follow the work by Qi et al. [59].
The models were set up to evaluate the validation set every other epoch, saving
model weights if the previous best k-NN accuracy was surpassed. See Table 2
for different hyper-parameter choices and their justification.

Parameter ResNet PointNet Remarks

Optimiser SGD Adam Andrew et al. [6], Qi et al. [59]
Learning Rate 1e-3 1e-3 Andrew et al. [6]
Batch Size 16 24 Qi et al. [59]
Iterations 50 50 From Andrew et al. [6]
Momentum 0.9 N/A -
Mining strategy Batch hard Batch hard From Andrew et al. [6]
Weight Decay 1e-4 1e-4 From Andrew et al. [6]
Loss function LS+TL LS+RTL -
Lambda N/A 0.01 From Andrew et al. [6]
Pre-training ImageNet Modelnet40 -

Table 2: Standard hyper parameters for ResNet and PointNet following Andrew
et al. [6] or Qi et al. [59]. All results quoted from experiments in this study were run with
these settings unless otherwise stated.

4. Results

Closed-set evaluation. Firstly, we compared the performance of the ResNet
and PointNet architecture on respective input types without temporal bias re-
moval. The CowDepth2023 dataset with 21,490 depth maps/point clouds of 99
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Holstein-Friesian cows was split randomly five times with a ratio of 7:3 such that
all cows occur in both train and test sets. The reasons for this preliminary exper-
iment are four-fold: 1) To establish a baseline for the two models keeping the
temporal bias intact as described in section 3.1, 2) Compare the performance
of ResNet, without the SCM by feed forwarding the output from the average
pooling layer directly to the embedding layer as shown in Fig. 6, 3) To evaluate
the robustness of PointNet to depth discrepancy, i.e. missing data in depth map,
by controlling the number of input points, and 4) To find the optimal number of
3D points for the best performing PointNet variant.

Model Mean and range Diff. from baseline

ResNet-50 (Colour) 99.88%, (−0.13,+0.08) -0.04%
ResNet-50-SCM (Colour) 99.91%, (−0.13,+0.06) 0.00%

ResNet-50 (Depth) 99.83%, (−0.17,+0.07) -0.08%
ResNet-50-SCM (Depth) 99.82%, (−0.19,+0.09) -0.09%

PointNet (2048 points) 99.09%, (−0.70,+0.19) -0.82%
PointNet (64 points) 87.58%, (−1.64,+0.62) -12.33%

Table 3: Model performance. We compare the mean and the range of k-NN test accuracies
for various models. We divided the dataset into train-test sets with a ratio of 7:3 and repeated
the experiment 5 times. For all the models arranged in rows, the third column reports the
difference in accuracy from the best-performing baseline model – ResNet-50-SCM (colour).

According to Table 3, the baseline ResNet-50 model achieves a k-NN mean
accuracy of 99.88% with RGB images of coat patterns. In comparison, our
ResNet-50 model with depth map as input performs similarly well on the test
data, with only 0.05% less accuracy. Furthermore, including the SCM layer does
not yield any significant improvement; in the case of RGB images, the accuracy
slightly increases by 0.03%, and decreases by 0.01% in the case of depth maps.
The performance of PointNet model is sensitive to the number of input 3D points.
Overall, both ResNet and PointNet models can generalise well on depth maps
and point clouds, respectively, and exhibit performance that is comparable to
models that use RGB images of coat patterns.

While investigating the impact of varying point cloud resolutions on the Point-
Net model’s accuracy, we observed a gradual decrease in k-NN accuracy as
we decreased the number of points uniformly, using the farthest point sampling
algorithm [58] as discussed in section 3. As shown in Fig. 8a, when using
50% of the total 2048 points, the accuracy dropped by approximately 0.17%.
When the number of input points is just 64, the accuracy only drops by ≈ 13%,
demonstrating the robustness of the PointNet architecture to missing data and
outliers. The phenomenon called “depth discrepancies" naturally occurs in the
wild due to the sensitivity of depth cameras to lighting conditions, as shown in
Fig. 8b. This aspect is worth noting because point clouds are much sparser
than depth maps. In this study, we process the depth maps at a raster resolution
of (244x244) or 50,176 (u, v, z) points, compared to just 2048 (x, y, z) points,
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Figure 8: Robustness of PointNet to missing data. Depth cameras produce areas of
missing measurements as illustrated in the depth map of b). In a), we quantify that PointNet
is robust to a significant amount of missing depth data. Representing individuals by 64 3D
data points still leads to ≈ 86% accuracy. Although accuracy marginally further increases with
8192 points, we limited the number of points to 2048 in favour of computational efficiency.

allowing faster inferencing with the PointNet architecture. Although the accuracy
increases with 8192 points, the increment is marginal. Therefore, we limited the
number of input points to 2048, favouring the computation efficiency.

Failure cases. Although RGB models give the best k-NN accuracy, the differ-
ence compared to the depth counterparts is negligible. As such, the ResNet-50
(Depth) and PointNet provide state-of-the-art identification performance using
depth data, which means that, in principle, they should work on other breeds
that do not have coat patterns.

Fig. 9 illustrates the failure cases for the three input modalities, RGB images,

Figure 9: Identification failure cases. a) The failure cases for ResNet-50 with and without
the SCM model are shown together. The models that correctly identified the failure cases are
indicated by the coloured rectangles. b) The RGB failures are either corrupted or do not have
a distinctive coat pattern. Other models failed due to noisy depth maps or point clouds.
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depth maps and point clouds. We observe that the ResNet-50 colour models
with and without SCM fail when the input images do not have a distinctive coat
pattern, such as primarily black or white cows. It is worth noting that when the
colour models fail due to the lack of coat patterns, the ResNet-50, depth, and
the PointNet models are successful. The primary failure mode of the ResNet-50
(depth, w/o SCM) and PointNet is noise.

Open-set evaluation. The high accuracies of the models in Table 3 can be
attributed to the sequential nature of the dataset. Therefore, it is essential to
study the performance of the models without temporal bias. As mentioned in
the section 3.1, we randomly split the dataset at a ratio of 7:3, five times and
then removed n samples from the train set adjacent to the test data. Conse-
quently, the process eliminates all training samples of some animals, which
are considered ‘unknowns’ and part of the open-set. The distinction between
close and open-set training is twofold: 1) We train the models only on the known
animals, and 2) For evaluation, we first generate embeddings for all knowns
and unknowns and fit the k-NN classifier with the corresponding labels in the
training set. Since we do not have any occurrences of unknowns, the training
data, prior to temporal bias removal, is utilised. Therefore, the classifier can
predict known individuals and enrol new individuals who were unknown during
the training of the models. Finally, as shown in Fig. 10, we report the accuracy
of the classifier on the test set comprised of knowns and unknowns, averaged
over the five random splits.

As can be observed in Fig. 10, the performance difference between ResNet-
50 w/o the SCM layer using RGB coat patterns is negligible (M = 0.03, SD =
0.15), regardless of the number n. As expected, a gradual decrease in perfor-
mance is seen as n increases, indicating that the raw training set covers most of
the variance in the test set, allowing the model to achieve high accuracy in the
previous experiment (see Table 3). Similarly, the depth-based ResNet variants
(w/o SCM) also show a decreasing trend with n, although the performance is
slightly worse than the models trained on coat pattern images.

Of all models, the PointNet consistently performed worst (min: 86.1%; n=10,
max: 99.36%; n=0). There are two reasons that influence the performance of

Figure 10: Open-set testing by leave-out sequence training. n is the number of adjacent
images to each test image removed from the training dataset. As n increases, the number of
unknowns increases due to the lack of training data.
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PointNet: 1) As seen in Fig. 8, the accuracy depends on the density of the
input point cloud, in-fact when we increased the number of input points to 8192
and retrained the PointNet model for n=10, the minimum accuracy increased
to 89.72% from 86.1%, and 2) For all ResNet experiments, we followed the
standard practice of using the publically available weights, which were trained
for a thousand classes of the ImageNet dataset. In contrast, due to the lack of
large point cloud datasets, we pre-trained our PointNet models on Modelnet40,
which has just 40 classes. Therefore, the two different architectures can not be
compared solely based on the open-set accuracy.

Embedding visualisations using t-distributed Stochastic Neighbour
Embedding (t-SNE). Figure 11 depicts the training and testing embeddings

Figure 11: t-SNE visualisation of ResNet-50 depth embeddings for CowDepth2023.
The high-dimensional latent space is projected down to 2-D space. We cluster the training
embeddings into ID groups as shown in colour and overlay the test embeddings on top. Testing
and training examples are coincident due to classification success. The ResNet model consumes
a depth map, not a colour image of the coat patterns. The coat patterns next to the cluster
labels have been swapped randomly with the input depth maps with a probability of 0.7 for
visualisation only.
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projected onto a two-dimensional space for all the examples in the dataset,
respectively. The top performing depth-based ResNet-50 exhibits the desired
property of having a discriminative embedding space.

To visualise the k-NN decision boundaries and create a consistent latent
space, we reduced dimensionality on the 128-dimensional embeddings obtained
from the test-train split using t-SNE. Subsequently, a k-NN classifier was ap-
plied to the reduced training embeddings. The k-NN classifier applied to the
reduced 2D t-SNE output was solely utilised for visualisation purposes, while the
actual labelling was conducted independently on the complete 128-dimensional
embeddings.

Figure 12: t-SNE visualisation for PointNet Shows t-SNE reduced embeddings of indi-
vidual cows (C0 · · ·C99). To visualise the k-NN decision boundaries (in dashed black), the
128-component embeddings for the test and train set were simultaneously reduced to two
components for a consistent latent space. A k-NN was then fitted on the reduced embeddings
for the training set.
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In Fig. 12, we present the kNN decision boundaries in conjunction with
the t-SNE-reduced PointNet embeddings. Some embeddings form compact,
well-separated, but densely populated clusters (see Fig. 12, top-left, highlighted
in blue). In such clusters, the apparent decision boundaries suggest that
the PointNet model is sufficient in learning some subtle, distinctive patterns.
Furthermore, cows such as C48, C61, and C71 form well-separated but spread
out clusters, which seems to indicate high intra-class variance in the latent
space (see Fig. 12, highlighted in red). However, the minority of such clusters
(7 out of 100) implies the model’s efficacy for the identification task. Lastly,
it is important to note that both phenomena are also present in the case of
ResNet-50 depth, see C48, C71 for large clusters and C83 for compact clusters
in Fig. 11 (highlighted in light blue).

To further understand the efficacy of our models on the variety of input
modalities, we utilised two visualisation techniques, Gradient-weighted Class
Activation Mapping (Grad-CAM) and Point Cloud Saliency Mapping (PC-SM),
that rely on the outputs from intermediate layers of the networks to spatially
rank the importance of the regions in the input data for ResNet and PointNet
architectures, respectively.

Grad-CAMs and PC-SMs. We modified the ResNets to output the network
gradients during a backward pass. Then, using a randomly chosen depth map
or colour image from the CowDepth2023 dataset, we performed a forward pass
through the network. Since the networks require three images, we passed
the same image duplicated three times into the network. Unlike prior work,
such as Chen et al. [75], where the class probabilities are calculated from the
embeddings, we found that utilising the softmax layer output from the network to
calculate the loss (i.e. LSoftMax) was sufficient. After the back-propagation, the
importance of spatial locations, wc, can be obtained by analysing the gradients
for neurons yc that contributed most in predicting the probability of a class c with
respect to the activations of the final convolutional layer A [76].

wc = AvgPool(
δyc

δA
)

The heatmap H depicting the spatial importance can be obtained by linearly
combining average-pooled gradients wc with the activations A, passed through
a ReLU function. Finally, The resulting heatmap H was superimposed onto the
original depth image to produce the visualisations.

In the context of the PointNet architecture, the max-pooling layer contributes
towards the embedding by filtering out the least essential points in the point cloud
across all the channels of output from the previous Multi-Layered Perceptron
(MLP) layer. Although the output from the max-pooling layer can be directly
utilised to retrieve the indices of the points that are critical to a successful
identification, we used a gradient-based technique as described by Zheng
et al. [77]. First, the input 3D points xi ∈ X are converted from the cartesian
coordinates (x, y, z) to spherical coordinates xc, (r, ψ, ϕ) in order to make the
gradient calculations invariant to orientation. Next, a certain amount of points
(ten, in our case) are dropped randomly from the point cloud until the model
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wrongly classifies the point cloud. Similar to the Grad-CAM, the importance of
points is measured by computing the gradient of the softmax loss LSoftMax w.r.t.
r as follows:

∂LSoftMax

∂ri
=

3∑
j=1

∂LSoftMax

∂xij

xij − xcj
ri

Then, the saliency score for all the points can be calculated as:

si = −∂LSoftMax

∂ri
ri

Fig. 13 shows the Grad-CAM and PC-SM visualisations for the top perform-
ing models on the open-set experiments. We observe that for both cows C61

Figure 13: Region importance visualisation. Lighter colours correspond to regions that
the PointNet and ResNet models (left to right) deem most important for the two individuals. It
is important to note that we colour-coded the point clouds by the normalised rank of saliency
scores si. Furthermore, the point clouds appear sparse compared to the depth maps because
they only consist of 2048 points.
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and C44, which correspond to highly spread out clusters in Fig. 12 and Fig. 11.
Despite the sizeable intra-class variance in the two clusters, the ResNet-50
(depth) and PointNet architectures both rely on bone structures such as the
dorsal vertebra and the thurl-hook-pin region. At the same time, the neck region
is of the least spatial importance. Furthermore, we observe that the ResNet-50
(Colour) model tends to focus more on the white markings, as evidenced by
the fact that black regions appear dark blue (see Fig. 13, C61). Interestingly,
both PointNet and ResNet models focus on similar areas, indicating a certain
level of consistency in their decision-making process. A shared agreement
between the models suggests that these regions are universally crucial for the
classification task regardless of the architecture. Furthermore, the lack of focus
on the neck indicates that it is challenging to extract discriminative features,
possibly because of significant noise in the 3D data (see section 3.1, discussion
on median filter and depth discrepancies). The other potential cause could be
the physical movement of the neck, which forces the model to focus on more
stable regions. It is essential to highlight that the above findings hold despite
the augmentations we used during the ResNet training. Finally, Grad-CAM
heatmaps of colour-based ResNet architecture suggest that the model would
fail when the coat patterns primarily consist of black or white regions, as we
highlighted during the discussion about failure cases (see Fig. 9b).

5. Conclusion

Our primary objective throughout project execution has been to extend our
previous work on identifying individual cows using RGB imagery to produce
DNNs and MLPs capable of identifying cattle through depth imagery. Our
motivation behind the depth map and point cloud approach was to enable the
identification of individuals who were primarily black or white for whom the coat
pattern-based approach fell short (as shown in Fig. 9). Furthermore, through
the process of open-set evaluation, we demonstrated that our methodology does
not rely on network retraining for enrolment or removal of individuals. Finally,
we qualitatively assessed the efficacy of depth maps and point clouds for cattle
identification by visualising the gradients of ResNet and PointNet architectures
through Grad-CAM and PC-SM, respectively.

To our knowledge, depth as a modality for cattle identification has yet to be
studied. Therefore, we presented a new dataset, CowDepth2023, to facilitate
experiments with the two architectures and allow detailed discussion on their
efficacy.

We compared the performance of the PointNet and ResNet architectures.
Notably, both the PointNet and the ResNet (depth, w/o SCM) models performed
on par with the colour baselines. Adding a spatial context module before the
fully connected layers in ResNet yielded mixed results. In the case of coat
patterns, the SCM layer improved the accuracy, whereas ResNet without the
SCM performed better. We assessed the robustness of the PointNet architecture
by varying the point cloud resolution, i.e. the number of points. Despite uniform
resampling and a gradual decrease in points, the PointNet model exhibited
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robustness to missing data and outliers. The accuracy dropped only by 13%
when there were just 64 points.

We visualised the embeddings of the models using t-SNE, revealing inter-
esting cluster patterns. Some clusters showed compactness and separation,
while others were spread out, indicating intra-class variance. Both PointNet
and ResNet models exhibited similar cluster patterns, suggesting a consistent
latent space. To understand the factors influencing the cluster patterns, we
employed Grad-CAM and PC-SM techniques to rank the importance of regions
in the input data. Both methods revealed the significance of bony regions and
the relative lack of importance given to the neck region. The consistency in
region importance between the two architectures adds evidence that these are
universally critical features for classification.

Overall, this study provides valuable insights into effective cattle identification
using depth data via deep metric learning and opens up avenues for further
research in this domain.

6. Future work

The results from this research have demonstrated that there is scope for
deep learning applications to use depth imagery alone to classify individual
cattle in a herd. The accuracy achieved by the proposed network suggests
that it could be a viable solution for improving efficiency in the cattle farming
industry. However, further research is needed to fully evaluate the practicalities
and extensibility of the approach to real-world applications.

Variation of input imagery. Extending the technique to handle footage
from any angle would be necessary for our methodology to be scalable in large
farming operations. It is also not clear from our experiments how well the system
would hold up to variation in input depth imagery over time. For example, an
interesting avenue would be to train a model using data containing images of
cows in different situations, orientations, and locations rather than from a single
sequential image stream.

Additionally, in this study, we focused on the Holstein Friesian breed specifi-
cally because we wanted to compare the depth map based approach with RGB.
Therefore, a natural extension would be to test our system on truly patternless
breeds. Furthermore, our work can also be translated to other livestock species,
such as sheep, goats and pigs.

As evident from the depth maps in Fig. 13, the Kinect V2 camera struggles
to measure distances in black portions of the coat pattern. The noise occurs
for multiple reasons, such as specular highlights. However, the most likely
cause is the black surfaces, which absorb the near-infrared spectrum that the
time-of-flight cameras such as the Kinect V2 rely on for deriving accurate mea-
surements [78]. Despite the measurement noise, both models (ResNet (depth)
and PointNet) achieve high levels of accuracy by focusing on regions where the
phenomenon is less apparent. The future extension to our methodology could
be to study the noise characteristics of other 3D camera technologies, such as
stereo depth and structured light.
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The new data collection process would also allow us to study how identifi-
cation accuracy drifts over time as body condition changes due to exogenous
factors. As our study highlights the consistency of particular regions that the
models choose to focus on, the new data collection would also allow us to con-
sider factors such as age, breed variations, health conditions, and environmental
factors such as diet or living conditions, potentially providing simultaneous pre-
diction for key production and welfare indicators.

Combining data sources. It could also be beneficial to explore whether
adding other forms of input data would benefit the system. For example, while
discussing the failure cases, we observed that depth-based networks failed due
to noise, while RGB failed on predominantly black or white cows. Developing a
network where predictions are made by combining RGB and depth map/point
cloud inputs could result in a more robust design.

In a highly instrumented farm setting, it could even be helpful to explore
whether additional remote sensors, such as thermography, could provide more
contextual information about the cows and their environment, allowing further
insights into the well-being and body condition of each cow (see review by
McManus et al. [79]). Extending the identification system in such ways would
represent a significant advancement towards automating each animal’s welfare
assessments.

Detecting new clusters. Currently, our approach requires prior knowledge
of the number of individuals for fitting the k-NN algorithm. As proposed by Gao
et al. [38], a scalable labelling system to annotate new individuals can serve
as a practical approach. However, the problem of detecting clusters of new
individuals from a static embedding space presents an interesting avenue for
fundamental research.
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