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ABSTRACT
Many alternative approaches for 3D object detection using a singular camera have
been studied instead of leveraging high-precision 3D LiDAR sensors incurring a
prohibitive cost. Recently, we proposed a novel approach for 3D object detection by
employing a ground plane model that utilizes geometric constraints named GAC3D
to improve the results of the deep-based detector. GAC3D adopts an adaptive depth
convolution to replace the traditional 2D convolution to deal with the divergent
context of the image’s feature, leading to a significant improvement in both training
convergence and testing accuracy on the KITTI 3D object detection benchmark. This
article presents an alternative architecture named eGAC3D that adopts a revised
depth adaptive convolution with variant guidance to improve detection accuracy.
Additionally, eGAC3D utilizes the pixel adaptive convolution to leverage the depth
map to guide our model for detection heads instead of using an external depth
estimator like other methods leading to a significant reduction of time inference. The
experimental results on the KITTI benchmark show that our eGAC3D outperforms
not only our previous GAC3D but also many existing monocular methods in terms
of accuracy and inference time. Moreover, we deployed and optimized the proposed
eGAC3D framework on an embedded platform with a low-cost GPU. To the best of
the authors’ knowledge, we are the first to develop a monocular 3D detection
framework on embedded devices. The experimental results on Jetson Xavier NX
demonstrate that our proposed method can achieve nearly real-time performance
with appropriate accuracy even with the modest hardware resource.

Subjects Artificial Intelligence, Autonomous Systems, Computer Vision
Keywords 3D object pose detection, Adaptive convolution, Depth estimation

INTRODUCTION
Various methods based on human visual perception (Ren et al., 2015; He et al., 2017;
Redmon & Farhadi, 2018; Zhou, Wang & Krähenbühl, 2019; Tan, Pang & Le, 2020) have
been proposed to solve 2D object detection tasks and achieve exceptional performance by
utilizing the power of the deep neural network in computer vision (Krizhevsky, Sutskever &
Hinton, 2017;He et al., 2016; Brock et al., 2021). The requirement for scene understanding,
which includes detailed 3D poses, identities, and scene context, is still high in some
domains, such as autonomous driving or infrastructure-less robot navigation. As a result,
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3D object pose detection has recently received interest from academics and industries,
particularly in autonomous navigation applications.

Numerous LiDAR sensors are being used worldwide to create an accurate depth map of
the environment for 3D object detection purposes. LiDAR sensors are popular because
they produce a dependable 3D point cloud that is gathered using laser technology.
Although such LiDAR-based systems (Shi, Wang & Li, 2019; Lang et al., 2019; Shi et al.,
2020; He et al., 2020) have produced promising results, they also have significant
drawbacks, including expensive, difficult to mount on automotive vehicles, and sparse and
unstructured data. An alternative approach based on a single RGB camera is considered as
a result of this situation. Compared to LiDAR sensors, it is far more affordable, adaptable,
and universally available on modern automobiles. Due to the lack of depth information,
camera-based methods have worse performance in image-based 3D object detection than
LiDAR-based approaches. Though stereo cameras are available to produce high resolution,
we must calibrate the cameras with a high degree of precision. However, the quality of the
depth map obtained falls well short of the grade required for autonomous driving systems,
particularly in outdoor environments. The use of a single camera to estimate depth is a
considerable choice because humans can perceive depth from 2D images as well as 3D
images. The accuracy of monocular depth estimation, on the other hand, is not as good as
that of ToF cameras such as LiDAR. This makes 3D object detection on a single camera
more complicated, and it has attracted a great deal of attention from the scientific
community.

The monocular 3D object pose detection can be formulated as follows: given a single
RGB image I 2 RH�W�3, where H and W are the image sizes, and the camera parameters
such as focal length, principle center, relative translation and rotation, the target is for each
object of interest (car, cyclist, pedestrian), classify the category C and its 3D bounding box
B which is parameterized with nine variables: 3D center location (cx, cy, cz), dimension
(h, w, l) and orientation (hroll, hpitch, hyaw). In 3D detection task, the location and dimension
are measured by the absolute value (in meters), compared with the relative value (in pixels)
of the 2D object detection task. Typically, the roll and pitch angles are set to zero by
default. Figure 1 shows an example to describe the difference between 2D and 3D
detection.

Recently, we have proposed an improved monocular 3D object detection named
GAC3D (Bui et al., 2021), which leverages the assumption that most objects of interest
stand on a ground plane. This hint serves as a solid geometric prior to estimating the
object’s distance via 2D-3D re-projection. Moreover, we introduced the depth adaptive-
convolution that enhances the extracted features from the backbone network to
consolidate the performance of detection heads. The depth adaptive convolution takes an
extra input, a depth estimation map, to re-weight the parameters of convolution kernels.
The experimental results on the KITTI 3D Object Detection benchmark have shown that
GAC3D achieves better detection results than many existing methods at that time.
However, as GAC3D still depends on an external depth estimator to generate the depth
map, its architecture is split into two sub-models (one for depth estimation and one for 3D
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object detection) then it takes a long inference time and it is not fully end-to-end
optimized.

Another crucial metric to assess the performance of an embodied perception task is the
reaction time (Li, Wang & Ramanan, 2020). Practical applications, such as self-driving
vehicles, or augmented reality and virtual reality (AR/VR), may necessitate reaction times
that are on par with human capabilities. In such requirements, low-latency algorithms are
necessary to guarantee the safe operation, or to provide a truly immersive experience for
users. However, earlier works on 3D object detection have not particularly focused on
algorithmic latency, making them challenging for applying in real-world applications.
Some recent approaches have provided feasible solutions which can balance both accuracy
and efficiency. These methods can achieve ideal throughput for the real-time requirement
with sufficient computational resources. Nonetheless, robotics and autonomous driving
systems require multiple perception and navigation tasks on limited computing hardware
resources.

This article presents an alternative architecture inheriting the ideas from our previous
work GAC3D. We name this method eGAC3D (enhanced GAC3D) which has two main
contributions.

� The proposed eGAC3D is a multi-task learning model which simultaneously estimates
the depth prior and performs monocular 3D object detection. Accordingly, we can
reduce the framework’s complexity, make the model end-to-end optimized and
significantly reduce the inference time.

� We present the detailed deployment process of the proposed eGAC3D on a low-priced
and modest computational hardware platform such as the Jetson Xavier NX embedded
board. The experimental results show that our proposed eGAC3D can achieve real-time
performance while maintaining accuracy in the mainframe computer.

The remainder of this article is organized in the following manner. The next section
presents a brief survey of the state-of-the-art methods for monocular 3D object detection
in the last 3 years as our related work. Then, we describe our eGAC3D architecture
compared with previous work GAC3D. We demonstrate the implementation and

Figure 1 2D detection is to determine the bounding box in 2-dimension space (image) including: x,
y, width, and height (A). Meanwhile, 3D detection is to determine the bounding box in 3-dimension
space (real-world space) including: x, y, z, length, width, height, and orientation (B).

Full-size DOI: 10.7717/peerj-cs.1144/fig-1
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evaluation of eGAC3D performance on KITTI benchmark compared to the most recent
methods. The last section provides the final concluding remarks and future works.

RELATED WORK
We characterize state-of-the-art (SOTA) approaches to monocular 3D object detection in
the last 3 years into three main categories, including Data-lifting, Feature-lifting, and
Result-lifting approaches based on the position of the 2D-3D transformation in the
pipeline as illustrated in Fig. 2.

Figure 2 (A–C) Three common approaches of monocular 3D object detection. Full-size DOI: 10.7717/peerj-cs.1144/fig-2
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Data-lifting approaches
This line of works researches how to transform the monocular image to mimic the 3D
point cloud input of LiDAR-based detection methods. Common approaches usually
generate pseudo point clouds from the pixel-wise depth estimation of RGB images and
converting perspectives images to birds-eye-view (BEV) images. Then, a 3D object
detector is applied to perform the detection task from the pseudo point clouds like LiDAR-
based approaches. Representation transformation-based approaches significantly improve
the performance of monocular object detection results. However, these approaches require
many complex computing stages and take long inference time. Wang et al. (2019)
proposed a method using state-of-the-art depth estimation to generate pseudo point cloud
before directly applying LiDAR-based 3D object detection algorithms. By leveraging the
estimated depth map D as an additional signal along with the RGB image, the 3D location
(x, y, z) of each pixel (u, v) could be derived as follows:

x ¼ ðu� cUÞz
fU

(1)

y ¼ ðv � cVÞz
fV

(2)

z ¼ Dðu; vÞ (3)

where (cU ; cV ) is the pixel location corresponding to the camera center and fU ; fV are the
vertical and horizontal focal length.

You et al. (2020) offered Pseudo-LiDAR++ as an enhancement to their previous work
(Wang et al., 2019). They modified the stereo network architecture and loss function in
order to make them more aligned with a precise depth estimation of distant objects. Then,
they utilized highly sparse, but less expensive LiDAR sensors for debiasing depth
estimation and improving the correctness of point cloud representation.

Wang et al. (2020) introduced a noteworthy method called ForeSeE based on pseudo-
LiDAR approaches. According to the authors’ finding, foreground and background have
different depth distributions so their depth may be separately determined by using distinct
optimization objectives and decoders. This work significantly improves the depth
estimation performance on foreground objects.

Feature-lifting approaches
Roddick, Kendall & Cipolla (2019) proposed the orthographic feature transform (OFT),
which constructs an orthographic birds-eye-view from the corresponding monocular
pictorial cues. Specifically, each voxel of the 3D feature map is the average pooling of the
image-based features over the projected voxel area. Then, in order to preserve the
computational efficiency, they accumulate the 3D voxel along the vertical axis to create the
birds-eye-view orthographic features. Finally, the orthographic features are processed by
the topdown convolutional network to estimate the objects’ locations and poses directly.

Recently, Reading et al. (2021) have introduced a new method following the
representation transformation approach named CaDDN. The key idea is to project the
perspective image to BEV representation and then perform object detection. In this work,
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rich contextual feature information is projected to the appropriate depth interval in 3D
space based on a predicted categorical depth distribution for each pixel. However, instead
of separating depth estimation from 3D detection during the training phase like previous
methods, the authors performed end-to-end training to focus on generating an
interpretable depth representation for monocular 3D object detection.

Result-lifting approaches
Result-lifting methods leverage the existing 2D object detection frameworks to directly
estimate the object’s 2D location with its corresponding depth, dimension, and orientation
from 2D features. Liu, Wu & T’oth (2020) employed the CenterNet (Zhou, Wang &
Krähenbühl, 2019) architecture to predict object’s projected 3D center with its
corresponding depth, dimension and orientation. Then, they reconstructed the object’s 3D
location via 2D-3D projection. The authors also introduced a multi-step disentangling loss
to enhance the optimization robustness. Zhou et al. (2021) improved the above design by
incorporating object instance segmentation to collect the instance-aware 2D features
extracted from the backbone. Instead of directly predicting the projected 3D keypoints
from 2D features, Li et al. (2020) estimated the offset of the keypoints to the 2D object’s
center. They formalized a post-optimization process from the object’s keypoints,
dimensions, and orientation to retrieve the final object’s location in 3D space. To perform
an end-to-end training pipeline, Li & Zhao (2021) transformed the post-optimization step
to a differentiable loss and integrated it into the training phase.Ma et al. (2021) found that
far-away objects are almost impossible to localize accurately by using only monocular
image and adding the samples in the training phase make the model hard to be optimized.
They proposed the hard and soft codings to handle improper samples, where the hard
coding eliminates all the distant objects by a fixed threshold, and the soft coding re-weights
the impacts of training objects according to their ground-truth distance.

Brazil & Liu (2019) exploited the anchor-based object detection approach for
monocular 3D detection. The authors introduced a single-stage network with the concept
of a 2D-3D anchor box to predict 2D and 3D boxes simultaneously. Furthermore, they
introduced depth-aware convolution to improve the spatial awareness of high-level
features. Ding et al. (2020) also followed the 3D anchor-based design and utilized the
external depth maps guidance to learn the geometric-aware deep representation for the
detection network. Besides, Liu, Yixuan & Liu (2021) proposed another strategy to
minimize the gap between 2D and 3D representation by leveraging the fact that most
objects of interest should be on the ground plane. The authors accumulated the 2D center’s
feature with the corresponding contact point’s feature to gather the useful structural
information. Kumar, Brazil & Liu (2021) designed a differentiable non-maximum-
suppression (NMS) for monocular 3D object detection and directly calculate the loss on
the results after NMS step.

DISCUSSION
Monocular 3D object detection is an ill-posed problem due to the lack of depth
information. Therefore, directly regressing properties of 3D bounding boxes is such a
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challenge. Numerous approaches have been continuously proposed to improve
performance. The data-lifting methods adopt the existing LiDAR-based detector with
different representations of image input such as the pseudo-point cloud, BEV image, and
frustum. These methods heavily depend on the accuracy of the intermediate representation
of monocular image and they are hard to be optimized due to the complicated pipeline
process. The feature-lifting approaches apply the 2D-3D transformation in the feature
space, instead of the input space. Overall, feature-lifting and data-lifting approaches
consume the huge computational cost in both time and memory due to 3D convolution
and these methods only work well when the input data already contain geometrical cues.
Therefore, these methods are commonly applied in other tasks such as stereo 3D object
detection, stereo matching or multi-view-stereo (Chen et al., 2020; Guo et al., 2021; Gu
et al., 2020; Yao et al., 2018), but not in monocular 3D object detection.

Among various results-lifting approaches, several studies are to utilize virtual keypoints
based on 2D bounding boxes and leverage geometric constraints on 2D-3D relationship to
optimize the predictions. While other methods use monocular depth estimation to
generate additional input depth maps to narrow the representation gap between 3D point
clouds and 2D images. Most of the recent methods are extending either anchor-based
detector or center-based detector methods that have consistently shown improved
performance. Compared to the anchor-based approach, the center-based one is currently
more popular due to its flexibility and computational efficiency. Our proposed GAC3D
and eGAC3D are also center-based methods.

THE PROPOSED APPROACH
As illustrated in Fig. 3, the detection network in eGAC3D architecture inherits the idea of
our previous GAC3D architecture, which consists of a backbone for feature extraction
followed by multiple detection heads. The detection network takes a monocular RGB
image I 2 RH�W�3 where H and W is the image height and width to produce the
intermediate prediction of the object’s location, dimension, orientation, and a set of
projected object’s keypoints. Every detection head shares a mutual backbone network. The
extracted features from the backbone network are sequentially passed through a
convolution layer with 3� 3 filters, a ReLU activation and a 1� 1 convolution layer. Each

head produces a tensor having a resolution of
H
R
;
W
R

� �
with C channels, where R is the

output stride and C is distinct for each head.
In both eGAC3D and GAC3D, the backbone network encodes the input into a high-

dimensional feature representation to perform prediction tasks. We apply the deep layer
aggregation backbone by adding more skip connections to the original DLA-34 network
(Yu et al., 2018) and replacing the standard convolution layers in the upsampling nodes
with deformable convolution layers proposed in (Dai et al., 2017). Finally, the backbone

generates the feature maps of size
H
4
�W

4
� 512.

Typically, vehicles obstruct others in traffic scenes. We observe that irrelevant features,
such as those belonging to adjacent or background objects, should not influence the
detection result of a specific object. Instead of using instance segmentation as a guide for
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the detection network, we use the 3D surface of the object taken from the depth map to
select valuable features from pixels inside the object that should contribute more to 3D
detection. By probing the depth map, we can always determine the discontinuity between
objects. To deal with the divergent context of the image’s feature, we design a Depth
Adaptive Convolution layer to replace the traditional 2D convolution in detection heads.
Figure 4 shows an example to demonstrate the correlation between the depth map and the
instance segmentation of objects. If we look closer at the discontinuity in the depth map,
we can figure the boundary of each object.

Depth adaptive convolution with variant guidance
The depth adaptive convolution layer proposed in our previous work GAC3D (Bui et al.,
2021) injects information from depth predictions using pixel-adaptive convolution from
Su et al. (2019). We design the detection head with a sequence of a depth adaptive
convolution layer with 3� 3 filters, a ReLU activation, and a 1� 1 standard convolution
layer. The depth maps generated from pre-trained models are scaled down by the bilinear
interpolation with the factor of 14. The scaled depth estimations are then directly used as the
guidance for depth adaptive convolution. The kernel’s parameters, such as padding values,

Figure 3 The proposed eGAC3D’s overview architecture is a multi-task learning model which simultaneously estimates the depth prior by the
Depth Self-Estimation and performs monocular 3D object detection. Additionally, eGAC3D adopts a revised depth adaptive convolution with
Variant Guidance to predict the object center, pseudo-contact point offset, keypoints offset, observation angle, and dimension.

Full-size DOI: 10.7717/peerj-cs.1144/fig-3
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strides remain unchanged. Hence, each depth adaptive detection head has the exact size of
input and output.

On account of the 2D-3D projection properties, the monocular pixels of far distance
objects would critically scale in terms of depth value. Hence, treating every pixel-wise
depth with the exact guidance is not sufficient enough. We improve the depth adaptive
convolution by introducing a learnable guiding kernel called variant guidance in
eGAC3D. This innovative guidance allows the network to learn the scale sensitivity of
monocular depth estimation implicitly and smoothly adapt the guidance weights basing on
both the local object features and global structure information. Figure 5 illustrates the
proposed Depth Adaptive Convolution with Variant Guidance in eGAC3D while its
formulation is adjusted by (4).

Figure 4 The relative correlation between the depth surface (A) and the objects in the image (B).
Full-size DOI: 10.7717/peerj-cs.1144/fig-4

Figure 5 Depth adaptive convolution detection head with variant guidance in eGAC3D. The variant
guidance function transforms the pixel-wised depth estimation before using it in the depth adaptive
convolution operation. Full-size DOI: 10.7717/peerj-cs.1144/fig-5
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d� ¼ GðdÞ
vi0 ¼

P
j2�ðiÞ Kðd�i ; d�j ÞW½pi � pj�vj þ b

�
(4)

where G is the variant guidance function to compute a variant vector d� of the depth
estimation value d. We implement G by applying a sequence of standard convolution
layers and ReLU activations. G comprises two consecutive block of 3� 3 convolution with
the stride of two followed by ReLU activation and a 1� 1 convolution layer.

Depth self-estimation
The investigation by Wang et al. (2020) showed that foreground depth and background
depth of traffic scenes show different data distributions. As our foremost task is 3D object
detection, the precision of the foreground depth plays a crucial role in object localization.
However, pre-trained depth estimators typically penalize errors across all pixels equally.
Hence, using pre-trained depth estimators would lead to over-emphasizing non-object
pixels problems and consequently decrease the object detection performance. Moreover,
employing a separate depth estimator requires redundant computation cost and critically
increases the framework’s inference time. To overcome the above issues, we design an end-
to-end training strategy for depth guided detection network. In eGAC3D, we create a new
head in the detection network to estimate depth values itself as shown in Fig. 3 instead of
leveraging an external depth estimator trained on a generic depth estimation image corpus
as our previous work GAC3D.

The depth branch processes the feature maps with a 3� 3 convolution with ReLU
activation followed a 1� 1 convolution with Sigmoid activation to produce a low

resolution of depth estimation 2 R
H
4�W

4�1. Then, it is interpolated with the nearest

neighbor mode to produce the final depth estimation with full resolution 2 H �W � 1.

Geometric ground-guide module
In eGAC3D, we adopt this Geometric Ground-Guide Module (GGGM) proposed in
GAC3D to leverage the output from the detection network, including orientation,
dimension, keypoints’ position, and pseudo-contact point’s position for reconstructing the
3D bounding box. GGGM begins by estimating a pseudo-position for each detected object.
The detection network outputs including the 2D center, dimension, orientation, nine
predicted keypoints, and the pseudo-position are then used to generate a system of
geometric equations to compute the position of the 3D bounding box center. Figure 6
depicts an example of how GGGM works, while the details of its computation were
presented in GAC3D.

Confidence score
The confidence score directly affects the evaluation of detection results. In the 2D object
detection scope, the confidence score denotes the probability that a bounding box
containing an object. A high-confidence object also indicates that it could be easily
discriminated from the 2D image. However, because of the occlusion, truncation, and
distance variance of objects in 3D space, objects assigned with a high 2D confidence score
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could not be located easily in 3D space. Thus, it is inadequate to naively employ original
2D object detection confidence as a 3D confidence score. Moreover, due to the lack of label
information, we could not train our model to directly regress the confidence of a 3D
detection. To resolve the current problem, we follow the object confidence decomposition
proposed in Li & Zhao (2021). This 3D object confidence score estimation combines both
2D and 3D perspective detection mechanism by computing a prior distribution as follows:

con f ¼ con f2D � con f3D (5)

where con f is the object’s confidence score, con f2D is the 2D confidence score and
extracted from the output heatmap of center head. The 3D confidence head predicts the

3D bounding box confidence Con f3D 2 R
H
4�W

4�1 by the IoU between estimation and

groundtruth. Figure 7 gives an example of the correlation between 3D confidence scores
estimated from our detection network and the quality of the predicted bounding boxes.

IMPLEMENTATION AND EVALUATION
Implementation
Similar to our previous work GAC3D, we implement and train eGAC3D on a machine
equipped with an Intel Core i7-9700K CPU, a single RTX-2080ti GPU 12 GB, and 32 GB
main memory. For DLA-34 backbone network, we first load the ImageNet pre-trained

Figure 6 An illustration of the geometric ground-guide module.
Full-size DOI: 10.7717/peerj-cs.1144/fig-6
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weights which are provided in the Pytorch framework by default. The other weights of our
framework are trained from scratch. Our DLA-34 backbone networks contain 16.85
million parameters.

Evaluation
We conduct experiments to evaluate our eGAC3D performance on the official KITTI
object detection benchmark (Geiger, Lenz & Urtasun, 2012) that consists of four different
benchmarks, including 2D detection, orientation similarity, 3D detection, and BEV
detection on three classes (Car, Pedestrian, and Cyclist). These benchmarks are separated
into three difficulty levels Easy, Moderate, and Hard according to the bounding box’s
height, occlusion and truncation level (Geiger, Lenz & Urtasun, 2012). All benchmarks are
ranked by the precision-recall curves given the IoU threshold or rotation threshold. From
October 2019, following Chen et al. (2015), the evaluation metrics are changed from
11-point Interpolated Average Precision (AP) metric APjR11 to 40 recall positions-based
metric APjR40. For evaluating 3D detection performance, we mainly focus on the 3D
detection, and BEV detection metrics, especially for the Car category. For Car objects, it
requires an 3D bounding box overlap of 70% and for Cyclist and Pedestrian is 50%. Table 1
shows the detailed evaluation results of eGAC3D performance. We also highlight the 3D
detection and BEV detection on the Car category that is the main consideration in our
study.

Comparative results
We conduct a comprehensive performance comparison between our eGAC3D with the
most recent methods, including our previous work GAC3D based on the KITTI 3D object
detection benchmark. Table 2 shows comparative results of 13 recent methods, which are
ordered by the APj3DR40 of the Moderate difficulty level of the Car category. It can be
observed that our eGAC3D achieves state-of-the-art results on KITTI benchmark for Car

Figure 7 Illustration of 3D confidence outputs. Green: prediction, red: ground truth. The further car
with less accurate 3D pose estimation yields a lower 3D confidence score.

Full-size DOI: 10.7717/peerj-cs.1144/fig-7
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category in comparison to contemporary monocular 3D object detection frameworks.
Comparing with the second best competitor, we achieve 19.73 (" 0.56) for Easy, 13.97
(" 0.56) forModerate and 11.82 (" 0.36) for Hard while our method run much faster than
many other competitors.

As summarised in Table 3, it is notable that our proposed approach also outperforms all
existing monocular approaches in the Cyclist detection task. Additionally, eGAC3D
significantly improves the performance compared to our previous GAC3D in all metrics.

Table 1 KITTI object detection benchmark on test set of the proposed eGAC3D. The top 2 highest
results are bold highlighted.

Benchmark APjR40
Easy Mod Hard

Car (2D det.) 92.12 79.40 69.52

Car (orientation) 92.09 79.33 69.45

Car (3D det.) 19.73 13.97 11.82

Car (BEV det.) 27.41 19.03 16.46

Cyclist (2D det.) 39.34 24.46 19.59

Cyclist (orientation) 34.09 20.74 16.83

Cyclist (3D det.) 7.36 4.42 3.34

Cyclist (BEV det.) 8.31 4.99 4.08

Pedestrian (2D det.) 29.93 19.96 17.46

Pedestrian (orientation) 29.09 19.40 16.95

Pedestrian (3D det.) 8.79 5.95 5.72

Pedestrian (BEV det.) 10.33 6.15 5.99

Table 2 Comparative results on the KITTI 3D object detection test set of the Car category. The top 2 highest results are bold highlighted.

Method Backbone APj3DR40 (IoU = 0.7) APjBEVR40 (IoU = 0.7) Runtime (ms)

Easy Mod Hard Easy Mod Hard

Brazil & Liu (2019) DenseNet-121 14.76 9.71 7.42 21.02 13.67 10.23 160

Liu, Wu & T’oth (2020) DLA-34 14.03 9.76 7.84 20.83 14.49 12.75 30

Li et al. (2020) DLA-34 14.41 10.34 8.77 19.17 14.20 11.99 55

Li & Zhao (2021) DLA-34 16.73 11.45 9.92 23.44 16.20 14.47 40

Ding et al. (2020) ResNet-50 16.65 11.72 9.51 22.51 16.02 12.55 200

GAC3D (Bui et al., 2021) DLA-34 17.75 12.00 9.15 25.80 16.93 12.50 250

Zhou et al. (2021) DLA-34 17.81 12.01 10.61 25.88 17.88 15.35 34

Ma et al. (2021) DLA-34 17.23 12.26 10.29 24.79 18.89 16.00 40

Chen et al. (2021) ResNet-101 19.65 12.30 10.58 27.94 17.34 15.24 70

Kumar, Brazil & Liu (2021) ResNet-101 18.10 12.32 9.65 26.19 18.27 14.05 120

Liu, Yixuan & Liu (2021) ResNet-101 21.65 13.25 9.91 29.81 17.98 13.08 50

Reading et al. (2021) ResNet-101 19.17 13.41 11.46 27.94 18.91 17.19 630

eGAC3D DLA-34 19.73 13.97 11.82 27.41 19.03 16.46 38
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Accumulated impact of our proposed methods
We also conducted experiments to measure the impact of each component on our
proposed designs to investigate the efficient contribution of each proposed component on
the overall performance of the monocular 3D object detection task. These experimental
results shows new valuable contribution of revised modules in eGAC3D when compared
to our previous work GAC3D. In these experiments, we follow the default setup of Li &
Zhao (2021) to train the baseline model.

Table 4 expresses the detailed evaluation results of our methods on the KITTI val set. As
proved in GAC3D, the depth adaptive convolution (+DA) and the pseudo-position
refinement (+P) show significant improvements in both the 3D object detection task and
birds-eye view detection task. In particular, the +P method increase the baseline model’s
performance by nearly 28% in terms of 3D object detection with the moderate setting.
Moreover, the incorporation of both +DA and +P has a relative improvement against the
baseline model by 43%. We then critically improve our model by applying the depth
adaptive convolution with variant guidance (+VDA) as proposed in eGAC3D. The
combination of +P and +VDA archives 16.17 (" 1.38) comparing with the association of
+P and +DA in GAC3D. Finally, we introduce the depth self-estimation strategy (+DSE) to

Table 3 Comparative results of the Pedestrian and Cyclist on the KITTI test set. We use bold to
indicate the highest result.

Method APj3DR40 (IoU = 0.5) Runtime (ms)

Cyclist Pedestrian

Easy Mod Hard Easy Mod Hard

Brazil & Liu (2019) 0.94 0.65 0.47 4.92 3.48 2.94 160

Ding et al. (2020) 2.45 1.67 1.36 4.55 3.42 2.83 200

Chen et al. (2021) 1.01 0.61 0.48 10.88 6.78 5.83 70

Reading et al. (2021) 7.00 3.41 3.30 12.87 8.14 6.76 630

eGAC3D 7.36 4.42 3.34 8.79 5.95 5.72 38

Table 4 Evaluation on accumulated improvement of our proposed methods on the KITTI val set.
“P.” denotes Pseudo-position, “DA.” denotes Depth Adaptive Convolution, “VDA.” denotes Depth
Adaptive Convolution with Variant Guidance, “DSE.” denotes Depth Self-Estimation. We use bold to
indicate the highest result.

Method APj3DR40 (IoU = 0.7) APjBEVR40 (IoU = 0.7)

Easy Mod Hard Easy Mod Hard

Baseline 11.56 10.31 8.94 19.86 16.33 14.56

+P. 16.15 13.17 11.48 25.17 19.91 17.63

+P. +DA. (GAC3D) 17.59 14.79 13.10 25.01 20.56 18.20

+P. +VDA. (eGAC3D) 21.15 16.17 14.10 30.93 23.33 20.59

+P. +VDA. +DSE. (eGAC3D) 21.02 16.34 14.08 31.29 22.91 19.92

Ngo et al. (2022), PeerJ Comput. Sci., DOI 10.7717/peerj-cs.1144 14/23

http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj-cs.1144
https://peerj.com/computer-science/


bypass the requirement of pre-trained depth models and still remain the same
performance while eGAC3D can significantly shorten the runtime as shown in Table 2.

Impact of depth self-estimation quality on adaptive convolution
In this experiment, we analyze the performance of the depth adaptive convolution with
different pre-trained depth models. To study the impact of depth estimation quality on our
3D detection results, we generate different depth maps from three recent supervised
monocular depth estimation methods: DORN (Fu et al., 2018), BTS (Lee et al., 2020),
AdaBins (Bhat, Alhashim & Wonka, 2021), and our proposed Depth Self-Estimation. The
generated depth maps are then applied as the guidances for the depth adaptive convolution
layers. Finally, we evaluate the results on KITTI val set. As shown in Table 5, it is not
surprising that the version using AdaBins depth estimator proposed by Bhat, Alhashim &
Wonka (2021), the current state of the art for monocular depth estimation, obtains higher
performance than other pre-trained depth models. Notably, our depth estimation strategy
provides the similar accuracy compared to using the AdaBins depth estimator, while our
strategy uses a very simple network architecture for depth estimation. This justifies our
claims that our end-to-end training strategy can provide a depth estimator which is well-
optimized for the 3D detection task.

DEPLOYMENT ON AN EMBEDDED SYSTEM PLATFORM
Deployment process
Figure 8 illustrates the deployment cycle of our eGAC3D on an embedded platform, Jetson
Xavier NX. As above presented, the model was trained and tested on a mainframe
computer with GPU supported. When the model was properly tested and achieve
appropriate results, we bring the model weight to the Jetson board by using ONNX parser
to convert model’s weights from Pytorch format (.pth) to ONNX format (.onnx).

With TensorRT, models can be imported from frameworks like TensorFlow and
PyTorch via the ONNX format (.onnx) to the Jetson platform. They may also be created
from scratch by instantiating individual layers and setting parameters and weights directly.
In the proposed eGAC3D, we adopt a Deformable Convolution Network (DCN) in
Detection Heads that is not natively supported in TensorRT. Therefore, we need to
perform the model optimization to convert the model to TensorRT before building the

Table 5 Comparisons of different depth estimation quality for 3D object detection on the KITTI val
set. We use (*) to indicate using standard convolution operation. Bold is used to indicate the highest
result.

Depth estimator APj3DR40 (IoU = 0.7) APjBEVR40 (IoU = 0.7)

Easy Mod Hard Easy Mod Hard

None* 16.15 13.17 11.48 25.17 19.91 17.63

Dorn (Fu et al., 2018) 19.00 14.93 13.65 27.61 21.75 19.25

BTS (Lee et al., 2020) 19.43 15.75 13.63 30.35 22.33 19.43

AdaBins (Bhat, Alhashim & Wonka, 2021) 21.15 16.17 14.10 30.93 23.33 20.59

DSE in eGAC3D 21.02 16.34 14.08 31.29 22.91 19.92
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TensorRT Engine. Since TensorRT already provides the interface class IPluginV2Ext for
users to extend and implement the custom layer, we create a network plugin to implement
our custom layer and add it to the engine in build time.

Regarding data calibration, TensorRT supports three types of parameter precision
including 32-bit floating point (FP32), 16-bit floating point (FP16), and 8-bit integer
(INT8) as described in Table 6. During the training process, parameters and activation are
represented in FP32 because FP32’s high precision fares well for every training step that

Figure 8 Deployment process of eGAC3D on the Jetson embedded board. Full-size DOI: 10.7717/peerj-cs.1144/fig-8
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usually corrects the parameters by a small amount. However, in the inference phase, 16-bit
or 8-bit representation of parameters and activation is preferred as lesser bit representation
would need a lesser cycle for memory fetching and faster computation. Therefore, we need
to perform a quantization process to re-encode the information to reduce the
representation from 32 bits to 8 bits. The simplest method is the min-max quantization,
where the min/max values of FP32 are mapped to min/max values of INT8, respectively.
However, the min/max method leads to a significant accuracy loss. Therefore, instead of
choosing the min/max value of FP32, they suggest to choose an appropriate threshold T to
map from �T to T in FP32 to �128 to 127 in INT8. Figure 9 shows the difference
between min/max quantization and threshold quantization. The intuition to choose the
value T which minimizes the loss of information between FP32 and INT8. The
information loss can be considered as the “Relative Entropy” of two encodings and
measured by Kullback-Leibler divergence (KL-divergence). To minimize the loss, they
provide the calibration step to interpret a subset of the dataset to find the configuration.

After building the TensorRT engine for an optimized model, we execute the engine
using Python APIs. The engine supports synchronous and asynchronous execution,
profiling, enumeration, and querying of the bindings for inputs and outputs.

Performance evaluation
We evaluate the performance of the models which are optimized with TensorRT on the
Jetson board under various optimzation profiles. Table 7 reports the performance of the
eGAC3D model which uses DLA-34 architecture (Yu et al., 2018) as the backbone feature
extractor. Additionally, we also develop a lightweight version of eGAC3D named
eGAC3D-Lite that adopts ResNet-18 backbone (He et al., 2016). Table 8 summarises the
performance of eGAC3D-Lite version. The comparison metrics include model size,
inference time (not include pre/postprocessing time), the accuracy of 3D detection

Table 6 Supported precision types of TensorRT.

Dynamic range Min positive value Note

FP32 �3:4� 1038 to 3:4� 1038 1:4� 10�45 Training precision

FP16 �65;504 to 65;504 5:96� 10�8 No calibration required

INT8 �128 to 127 1 Require calibration

Figure 9 Comparison between the min/max quantization (A) and the threshold quantization (B).
Full-size DOI: 10.7717/peerj-cs.1144/fig-9
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APj3DR40
� �

, and Bird-Eye-View APjBEVR40

� �
. The first two rows show the original Pytorch

model’s performance when running on the mainframe computer with RTX-2080ti and the
Jetson Xavier NX, respectively. The other three rows present the performance of the
optimized models with TensorRT in three different precision modes.

It can be seen from Tables 7 and 8 that there is a severe gap in the latency when
deploying the original Pytorch model on the Jetson board. The inference time escalates
from 34 to 491.6 ms (for DLA-34 backbone) and from 14 to 209 ms (for ResNet-18
backbone). Although running with Jetson’s GPU, the latency is still tremendous, and it is
hard to apply it to real-time applications.

On the other hand, with the support of TensorRT, the inference time is significantly
reduced. For the DLA-34 model, with the FP32 precision, the same precision when
training the model, the TensorRT engine can run in just 245 ms, speeds up 2� times. If we
quantize the precision to FP16 mode, the latency can reduce more than 3� times to
161 ms. For the ResNet-18 lightweight model, the efficiency of TensorRT optimization is
more significant. The inference time can decrease up to 10� times, from 209 ms to 88.8
(FP32 mode) and 22.65 (FP16 mode), achieving real-time inference. INT8 mode gives the
fastest results, but they are not noticeably improved when compared with FP16. The
model’s size can also be reduced with FP16 and INT8 mode. Figure 10 exhibits the
throughput (in FPS) based on run-time results of the eGAC3D and eGAC3D-Lite models
using Pytorch and TensorRT inference on Jetson Xavier NX.

Table 8 Comparison of performance of eGAC3D-Lite model (using ResNet-18 backbone) with different optimization profiles.We use bold to
indicate the best result.

Model GPU Mode Size (MB) Time (ms) Accuracy APj3DR40 Accuracy APjBEVR40

Easy Mod Hard Easy Mod Hard

Pytorch RTX 2080ti FP32 63.2 14 12.94 10.21 8.48 21.23 15.37 12.96

Pytorch Xavier NX FP32 63.2 198 12.94 10.21 8.48 21.23 15.37 12.96

TensorRT-FP32 Xavier NX FP32 134.9 88.8 13.00 10.20 8.46 21.33 15.38 12.90

TensorRT-FP16 Xavier NX FP16 34 23.5 12.88 10.14 8.39 21.62 15.41 12.94

TensorRT-INT8 Xavier NX INT8 34.1 18.4 11.17 8.30 6.84 18.47 13.20 11.70

Table 7 Comparison of performance of eGAC3D (using DLA-34 backbone) with different optimization profiles. We use bold to indicate the
best result.

Model GPU Mode Size (MB) Time (ms) Accuracy APj3DR40 Accuracy APjBEVR40

Easy Mod Hard Easy Mod Hard

Pytorch RTX 2080ti FP32 82.1 34 21.02 16.34 14.08 31.29 22.91 19.92

Pytorch Xavier NX FP32 82.1 491.6 21.02 16.34 14.08 31.29 22.91 19.92

TensorRT-FP32 Xavier NX FP32 183.9 245 20.99 16.34 14.04 32.16 23.06 20.82

TensorRT-FP16 Xavier NX FP16 55.4 161 20.82 16.29 13.97 31.99 23.70 20.74

TensorRT-INT8 Xavier NX INT8 58 145 20.34 14.97 13.36 29.97 21.99 18.97
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The FP32 and FP16 engines almost achieve the same performance as the original model
in terms of accuracy. In INT8 precision mode, due to the information loss when quantizing
the activation outputs of the model’s layers, the model’s accuracy is lower than the original
model. As our model is used for detection task, the activation outputs of its layers,
especially the final layers in the regression heads, are variant and sensitive. Therefore,
quantizing from FP32 to INT8 leads to a significant gap in the model’s final outputs then
affects the accuracy.

CONCLUSION
We presented an enhanced approach eGAC3D for monocular 3D object pose detection
based on our previous work. By adopting a revised depth adaptive convolution with
variant guidance formulated by Eq. (4), the detection accuracy has been improved.
Additionally, by redesigning the architecture for jointly training the 3D detection and
depth self-estimation to eliminate the external depth estimator, eGAC3D can significantly
shorten inference time, which makes eGAC3D real-time inference. The experimental
results have shown that eGAC3D outperforms many existing methods on the KITTI
benchmark in terms of accuracy and time inference. Additionally, the experimental results
in Table 5 also indicated that our proposed depth self-estimation quality can achieve better
performance compared to other pre-trained depth models.

We were also the first to successfully deploy a monocular 3D detection framework on an
embedded platform with the modest hardware resource, Jetson Javier NX embedded
board. The experimental results have indicated that our proposed eGAC3D with
TensorRT optimizer can significantly reduce both the model’s size and latency to achieve
real-time requirements while maintaining accuracy.

In future work, we will conduct more experiments on the embedded platform to finalize
stable parameters for an optimization profile. Then, we will evaluate it on the data from the
actual traffic scenarios and different datasets such asWaymo and CityScapes. Additionally,

Figure 10 Throughput (FPS) of our eGAC3D and eGAC3D-Lite models on Jetson Xavier NX with
different optimization profiles. Full-size DOI: 10.7717/peerj-cs.1144/fig-10
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the evolution of the deep neural network in computer vision also helps researchers
improve backbone network architecture, which will be investigated to improve
performance in 3D object detection tasks.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
We acknowledge Ho Chi Minh City University of Technology (HCMUT), VNU-HCM for
supporting this study.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION AND DECLARATIONS

Funding
This research is funded by the Vietnam National University Ho Chi Minh City (VNU-
HCM) under grant number NCM2021-20-02. The funders had no role in study design,
data collection and analysis, decision to publish, or preparation of the manuscript.

Grant Disclosures
The following grant information was disclosed by the authors:
Vietnam National University Ho Chi Minh City (VNU-HCM): NCM2021-20-02.

Competing Interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Author Contributions
� Duc Tuan Ngo conceived and designed the experiments, performed the experiments,
analyzed the data, performed the computation work, prepared figures and/or tables, and
approved the final draft.

� Minh-Quan Viet Bui conceived and designed the experiments, performed the
experiments, analyzed the data, performed the computation work, prepared figures
and/or tables, and approved the final draft.

� Duc Dung Nguyen conceived and designed the experiments, performed the
experiments, authored or reviewed drafts of the article, and approved the final draft.

� Hoang-Anh Pham conceived and designed the experiments, analyzed the data, authored
or reviewed drafts of the article, and approved the final draft.

Data Availability
The following information was supplied regarding data availability:

The data are available at Zenodo: Hoang-Anh Pham. (2022). KITTI 3D Object
Detection [Data set]. Zenodo. https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.7046095.

Supplemental Information
Supplemental information for this article can be found online at http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/
peerj-cs.1144#supplemental-information.

Ngo et al. (2022), PeerJ Comput. Sci., DOI 10.7717/peerj-cs.1144 20/23

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.7046095
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj-cs.1144#supplemental-information
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj-cs.1144#supplemental-information
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj-cs.1144
https://peerj.com/computer-science/


REFERENCES
Bhat SF, Alhashim I, Wonka P. 2021. AdaBins: depth estimation using adaptive bins. In:

Proceedings of IEEE/CVF on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR). Piscataway:
IEEE, 4008–4017.

Brazil G, Liu X. 2019.M3D-RPN: monocular 3D region proposal network for object detection. In:
Proceedings of IEEE/CVF International Conference on Computer Vision (ICCV). Piscataway:
IEEE, 9286–9295.

Brock A, De S, Smith SL, Simonyan K. 2021. High-performance large-scale image recognition
without normalization. In: Proceedings of the 38th International Conference on Machine
Learning. Vol. 139. New York: PMLR, 1059–1071.

Bui M-QV, Ngo DT, Pham H-A, Nguyen DD. 2021. GAC3D: improving monocular 3D object
detection with ground-guide model and adaptive convolution. PeerJ Computer Science 7(2):e686
DOI 10.7717/peerj-cs.686.

Chen H, Huang Y, Tian W, Gao Z, Xiong L. 2021.MonoRUn: monocular 3D object detection by
reconstruction and uncertainty propagation. In: Proceedings of IEEE/CVF Conference on
Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR). Piscataway: IEEE, 10379–10388.

Chen X, Kundu K, Zhu Y, Berneshawi AG, Ma H, Fidler S, Urtasun R. 2015. 3D object proposals
for accurate object class detection. In: Proceedings of the 28th International Conference on Neural
Information Processing Systems (NIPS). Vol. 1, 424–432.

Chen Y, Liu S, Shen X, Jia J. 2020. DSGN: deep stereo geometry network for 3D object detection.
In: Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition
(CVPR). 12536–12545.

Dai J, Qi H, Xiong Y, Li Y, Zhang G, Hu H, Wei Y. 2017.Deformable convolutional networks. In:
Proceedings of IEEE International Conference on Computer Vision (ICCV). Piscataway: IEEE,
764–773.

Ding M, Huo Y, Yi H, Wang Z, Shi J, Lu Z, Luo P. 2020. Learning depth-guided convolutions for
monocular 3D object detection. In: Proceedings of IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision
and Pattern Recognition Workshops (CVPRW). Piscataway: IEEE, 4306–4315.

Fu H, Gong M, Wang C, Batmanghelich K, Tao D. 2018. Deep ordinal regression network for
monocular depth estimation. In: Proceedings of IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and
Pattern Recognition (CVPR). Piscataway: IEEE, 2002–2011.

Geiger A, Lenz P, Urtasun R. 2012. Are we ready for autonomous driving? The KITTI vision
benchmark suite. In: IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR).
Piscataway: IEEE, 3354–3361.

Gu X, Fan Z, Zhu S, Dai Z, Tan F, Tan P. 2020. Cascade cost volume for high-resolution multi-
view stereo and stereo matching. In: Proceedings of IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision
and Pattern Recognition (CVPR). Piscataway: IEEE, 2495–2504.

Guo X, Shi S, Wang X, Li H. 2021. LIGA-stereo: learning LiDAR geometry aware representations
for stereo-based 3D detector. In: Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF International Conference on
Computer Vision (ICCV). Piscataway: IEEE, 3153–3163.

He K, Gkioxari G, Dollár P, Girshick R. 2017.Mask R-CNN. In: Proceedings of IEEE International
Conference on Computer Vision (ICCV). Piscataway: IEEE, 2980–2988.

He C, Zeng H, Huang J, Hua X-S, Zhang L. 2020. Structure aware single-stage 3D object detection
from point cloud. In: Proceedings of IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition (CVPR). Piscataway: IEEE, 11870–11879.

Ngo et al. (2022), PeerJ Comput. Sci., DOI 10.7717/peerj-cs.1144 21/23

http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj-cs.686
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj-cs.1144
https://peerj.com/computer-science/


He K, Zhang X, Ren S, Sun J. 2016. Deep residual learning for image recognition. In: Proceedings
of IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR). Piscataway: IEEE,
770–778.

Krizhevsky A, Sutskever I, Hinton GE. 2017. ImageNet classification with deep convolutional
neural networks. Communications of the ACM 60(6):84–90 DOI 10.1145/3065386.

Kumar A, Brazil G, Liu X. 2021. GrooMeD-NMS: grouped mathematically differentiable NMS for
monocular 3D object detection. In: Proceedings of IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision
and Pattern Recognition (CVPR). Piscataway: IEEE, 8973–8983.

Lang AH, Vora S, Caesar H, Zhou L, Yang J, Beijbom O. 2019. PointPillars: fast encoders for
object detection from point clouds. In: Proceedings of IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision
and Pattern Recognition (CVPR). Piscataway: IEEE, 12689–12697.

Lee JH, Han M-K, Ko DW, Suh IH. 2020. From big to small: multi-scale local planar guidance for
monocular depth estimation. ArXiv 1–11 DOI 10.48550/arXiv.1907.10326.

Li M, Wang Y-X, Ramanan D. 2020. Towards streaming perception. In: Vedaldi A, Bischof H,
Brox T, Frahm J-M, eds. Proceedings of the European Conference on Computer Vision (ECCV).
Berlin: Springer International Publishing, 473–488.

Li P, Zhao H. 2021. Monocular 3D detection with geometric constraint embedding and semi-
supervised training. IEEE Robotics and Automation Letters 6(3):5565–5572
DOI 10.1109/LRA.2021.3061343.

Li P, Zhao H, Liu P, Cao F. 2020. RTM3D: real-time monocular 3D-detection from object
keypoints for autonomous driving. In: Vedaldi A, Bischof H, Brox T, Frahm J-M, eds.
Proceedings of the European Conference on Computer Vision (ECCV). Berlin: Springer
International Publishing, 644–660.

Liu Z, Wu Z, T’oth R. 2020. SMOKE: single-stage monocular 3D object detection via keypoint
estimation. In: Proceedings of IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition Workshops (CVPRW). Piscataway: IEEE, 996–997.

Liu Y, Yixuan Y, Liu M. 2021. Ground-aware monocular 3D object detection for autonomous
driving. IEEE Robotics and Automation Letters 6(2):919–926 DOI 10.1109/LRA.2021.3052442.

Ma X, Zhang Y, Xu D, Zhou D, Yi S, Li H, Ouyang W. 2021. Delving into localization errors for
monocular 3D object detection. In: Proceedings of IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision
and Pattern Recognition (CVPR). Piscataway: IEEE, 4721–4730.

Reading C, Harakeh A, Chae J, Waslander SL. 2021. Categorical depth distribution network for
monocular 3D object detection. In: Proceedings of IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision
and Pattern Recognition (CVPR). Piscataway: IEEE, 8555–8564.

Redmon J, Farhadi A. 2018. YOLOv3: an incremental improvement. ArXiv 1–6
DOI 10.48550/arXiv.1804.02767.

Ren S, He K, Girshick RB, Sun J. 2015. Faster R-CNN: towards real-time object detection with
region proposal networks. IEEE Transactions. on Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelligence
39(6):1137–1149 DOI 10.1109/TPAMI.2016.2577031.

Roddick T, Kendall A, Cipolla R. 2019. Orthographic feature transform for monocular 3D object
detection. In: Proceedings of The British Machine Vision Conference (BMVC). 1–13.

Shi S, Guo C, Jiang L, Wang Z, Shi J, Wang X, Li H. 2020. PV-RCNN: point-voxel feature set
abstraction for 3D object detection. In: Proceedings of IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision
and Pattern Recognition (CVPR). Piscataway: IEEE, 10526–10535.

Shi S, Wang X, Li H. 2019. PointRCNN: 3D object proposal generation and detection from point
cloud. In: Proceedings of IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition
(CVPR). Piscataway: IEEE, 770–779.

Ngo et al. (2022), PeerJ Comput. Sci., DOI 10.7717/peerj-cs.1144 22/23

http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3065386
http://dx.doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1907.10326
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/LRA.2021.3061343
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/LRA.2021.3052442
http://dx.doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1804.02767
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TPAMI.2016.2577031
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj-cs.1144
https://peerj.com/computer-science/


Su H, Jampani V, Sun D, Gallo O, Learned-Miller E, Kautz J. 2019. Pixel-adaptive convolutional
neural networks. In: Proceedings of IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition (CVPR). Piscataway: IEEE, 11158–11167.

TanM, Pang R, Le QV. 2020. EfficientDet: scalable and efficient object detection. In: Proceedings of
IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR). Piscataway: IEEE,
10778–10787.

Wang Y, Chao W, Garg D, Hariharan B, Campbell M, Weinberger KQ. 2019. Pseudo-LiDAR
from visual depth estimation: bridging the gap in 3D object detection for autonomous driving.
In: Proceedings of IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR).
Piscataway: IEEE, 8437–8445.

Wang X, YinW, Kong T, Jiang Y, Li L, Shen C. 2020. Task-aware monocular depth estimation for
3d object detection. In: AAAI/IAAI/EAAI. Palo Alto: AAAI Press, 12257–12264.

Yao Y, Luo Z, Li S, Fang T, Quan L. 2018. MVSNet: depth inference for unstructured multi-view
stereo. In: Ferrari V, Hebert M, Sminchisescu C, Weiss Y, eds. Computer Vision – ECCV 2018.
Berlin: Springer International Publishing, 785–801.

You Y,Wang Y, ChaoW-L, Garg D, Pleiss G, Hariharan B, Campbell M, Weinberger KQ. 2020.
Pseudo-LiDAR++: accurate depth for 3D object detection in autonomous driving. In:
Proceedings of International Conference on Learning Representations (ICLR). 1–22.

Yu F, Wang D, Shelhamer E, Darrell T. 2018. Deep layer aggregation. In: Proceedings of IEEE/
CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR). Piscataway: IEEE, 2403–
2412.

Zhou D, Song X, Dai Y, Yin J, Lu F, Liao M, Fang J, Zhang L. 2021. IAFA: instance-aware feature
aggregation for 3D object detection from a single image. In: Ishikawa H, Liu C-L, Pajdla T, Shi J,
eds. Proceedings of 2020 Asian Conference on Computer Vision (ACCV). Berlin: Springer
International Publishing, 417–435.

Zhou X, Wang D, Krähenbühl P. Objects as points. ArXiv 1–12 DOI 10.48550/arXiv.1904.07850.

Ngo et al. (2022), PeerJ Comput. Sci., DOI 10.7717/peerj-cs.1144 23/23

http://dx.doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1904.07850
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj-cs.1144
https://peerj.com/computer-science/

	eGAC3D: enhancing depth adaptive convolution and depth estimation for monocular 3D object pose detection
	Introduction
	Related work
	Discussion
	The proposed approach
	Implementation and evaluation
	Deployment on an embedded system platform
	Conclusion
	flink8
	References



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile (None)
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth 8
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth 8
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


