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ABSTRACT

Accurate estimation of 3D human pose from a single image remains a challenging task despite many
recent advances. In this paper, we explore the hypothesis that strong prior information about scene
geometry can be used to improve pose estimation accuracy. To tackle this question empirically, we
have assembled a novel Geometric Pose Affordance dataset, consisting of multi-view imagery of
people interacting with a variety of rich 3D environments. We utilized a commercial motion capture
system to collect gold-standard estimates of pose and construct accurate geometric 3D models of the
scene geometry. To inject prior knowledge of scene constraints into existing frameworks for pose
estimation from images, we introduce a view-based representation of scene geometry, a multi-layer
depth map, which employs multi-hit ray tracing to concisely encode multiple surface entry and exit
points along each camera view ray direction. We propose two different mechanisms for integrating
multi-layer depth information into pose estimation: input as encoded ray features used in lifting
2D pose to full 3D, and secondly as a differentiable loss that encourages learned models to favor
geometrically consistent pose estimates. We show experimentally that these techniques can improve
the accuracy of 3D pose estimates, particularly in the presence of occlusion and complex scene

geometry.

1. Introduction

Accurate estimation of human pose in 3D from image data
would enable a wide range of interesting applications in emerg-
ing fields such as virtual and augmented reality, humanoid
robotics, workplace safety, and monitoring mobility and fall
prevention in aging populations. Interestingly, many such ap-
plications are set in relatively controlled environments (e.g., the
home) where large parts of the scene geometry are relatively
static (e.g., walls, doors, heavy furniture). We are interested in
the following question, “Can strong knowledge of scene geom-
etry improve our estimates of human pose from images?”.

Consider the images in Fig. [T] a. Intuitively, if we know

the 3D locations of surfaces in the scene, this should constrain

our estimates of pose. Hands and feet should not interpenetrate
scene surfaces, and if we see someone sitting on a surface of
known height we should have a good estimate of where their
hips are even if large parts of the body are occluded. This gen-
eral notion of scene affordanceﬂhas been explored as a tool for
understanding functional and geometric properties of a scene
(Gupta et al., 2011} [Fouhey et al., 2012 [Wang et al.l |2017; |Li
et al., 2019). However, the focus of such work has largely been
on using estimated human pose to infer scene geometry and

function.

Surprisingly, there has been little demonstration of how scene

'“The meaning or value of a thing consists of what it affords.” -JJ Gibson

(1979)



Fig. 1. a: Samples from our data set featuring scene constrained poses: stepping on the stairs, sitting on the tables and touching boxes. b: Sample frame

of a human interacting with scene geometry, and visualization of the corresponding 3D scene mesh with captured human pose. c: Motion capture setup.

We simultaneously captured 3 RGBD and 2 RGB video streams and ground-truth 3D pose from a VICON marker-based mocap system. Cameras are

calibrated with respect to a 3D mesh model of scene geometry.

knowledge can constrain pose estimation. Traditional 3D pose
estimation models have explored kinematic and dynamic con-
straints which are scene agnostic and have been tested on
datasets of people freely performing actions in large empty
spaces. We posit one reason that scene constraints have not
been utilized is lack of large-scale datasets of annotated 3D
pose in rich environments. Methods have been developed on
datasets like Human3.6M (Tonescu et al., [2014)) and MPI-INF-
3DHP (Mehta et al., 2017), which lack diverse scene geometry

(at most one chair or sofa) and are generally free from scene

occlusion. Recent efforts have allowed for more precise 3D

pose capture for in-the-wild environments (von Marcard et al.]

2018)) but lack ground-truth scene geometry, or provide scene
geometry but lack extensive ground-truth pose estimates

jsan et al.} 2019).

Instead of tackling human pose estimation in isolation, we
argue that systems should take into account available informa-
tion about constraints imposed by complex environments. A
complete solution must ultimately tackle two problems: (i) es-

timating the geometry and free space of the environment (even

when much of that free space is occluded from view), (ii) in-
tegrating this information into pose estimation process. Tools
for building 3D models of static environments are well devel-
oped and estimation of novel scene geometry from single-view
imagery has also shown rapid progress. Thus, we focus on the
second aspect under the assumption that high-quality geomet-
ric information is available as an input to the pose estimation

pipeline.

The question of how to represent geometry and incorpo-
rate the constraints it imposes with current learning-based
approaches to modeling human pose is an open problem.
There are several candidates for representing scene geometry:

voxel representations of occupancy (Pavlakos et all, [2017) are

straightforward but demand significant memory and computa-
tion to achieve reasonable resolution; Point cloud
2013) representations provide more compact representations of
surfaces by sampling but lack topological information about
which locations in a scene constitute free space. Instead, we

propose to utilize multi-layer depth maps (Shin et al., 2019)

which provide a compact and nearly complete representation of



scene geometry that can be readily queried to verify pose-scene
consistency.

We develop and evaluate several approaches to utilize in-
formation contained in the multi-layer depth map representa-
tion. Since multi-layer depth is a view-centered representation
of geometry, it can be readily incorporated as an additional
input feature channel. We leverage estimates of 2D pose ei-
ther as a heatmap or regressed coordinate and query the multi-
layer depth map directly to extract features encoding local con-
straints on the z-coordinates of joints that can be used to predict
geometry-aware 3D joint locations. Additionally, we introduce
a differentiable loss that encourages a model trained with such
features to respect hard constraints imposed by scene geom-
etry. We perform an extensive evaluation of our multi-layer
depth map models on a range of scenes of varying complex-
ity and occlusion. We provide both qualitative and quantitative
evaluation on real data demonstrating that these mechanisms
for incorporating geometric constraints improves upon scene-
agnostic state-of-the-art methods for 3D pose estimation.

To summarize our main contributions: 1. We collect and
curate a unique, large-scale 3D human pose estimation dataset
with rich ground-truth scene geometry and a wide variety of
pose-scene interactions (see e.g. Fig. [T)) 2. We propose a novel
representation of scene geometry constraints: multi-layer depth
map, and explore multiple ways to incorporate geometric con-
straints into contemporary learning-based methods for predict-
ing 3D human pose. 3. We experimentally demonstrate the ef-
fectiveness of integrating geometric constraints relative to two

state-of-the-art scene-agnostic pose estimation methods.

2. Related Work

Motion capture for ground-truth 3D pose. The work of [Sigal
et al.| (2010) introduced one of the first large-scale 3D human
pose estimation datasets with synchronized images and ground-
truth 3D keypoint locations. [Ionescu et al.|(2014) scaled their
dataset up to 3.6 million images covering a range of subjects
and actions along with depth images and 3D body scans of the

human subjects. To overcome the limitations of marker-based
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data collection such as constrained clothing and capture envi-
ronment, several marker-less approaches have also been used.
Joo et al.| (2016) utilize an indoor “panoptic studio” to capture
poses from 10 calibrated RGBD cameras. [Mehta et al.| (2017)
utilized multi-view marker-less capture to collect pose data for
subjects wearing a variety of clothing against both indoor and
outdoor backgrounds. Rhodin et al.|(2018b) utilized calibrated
PTZ cameras and human annotators to triangulate joint loca-
tions skiers over a large area of a ski-slope. [Zhou et al.| (2018a)
also explores motion capture both indoor and outdoor using a
Drone. Synchronized inertial measurement sensor (IMU) data
can be used to further enhance marker-less capture. [Trumble
et al.| (2017) develop an approach to fusing inertial measure-
ment sensors with multi-view recording in a studio environ-
ment. Mehta et al.|(2017) use an IMU-based system along with
a single synchronized mobile camera video stream to capture
3D human pose “’in the wild”.

These data collection efforts have largely focused on cov-
ering a diverse range of poses and actions, but actions take
place in simple environments (i.e., an empty room) which mini-
mize occlusion and impose very few geometric affordance con-
straints on human pose. Recent ”in the wild” markerless cap-
ture data such as Mehta et al.| (2017) encompass much richer
environments, but the scene geometry is unknown. In contrast,
our dataset provides gold-standard, marker-based 3D pose of
subjects in richer environments with ground-truth scene geom-
etry, offering a controlled test-bed for research in 3D human
pose estimation with rich geometric affordance. Taheri et al.
(2020) collects a dataset for grasping, with the markers placed
both on hands and on bodies to capture whole-body pose during
grasping and object manipulation. This is complementary to
our dataset as it provides object geometry and grasping contacts
while our dataset samples whole-body affordance. We provide
a summary comparison of recent 3D human pose estimation

datasets in Table[l]

Modeling scene affordances. The term “affordance” was
coined by J Gibson (Gibson, [1979) to capture the notion that

the meaning and relevance of many objects in the environment



MPI-INF-3DHP (2017) 3k chairs, sofa

Dataset Frames Scenes Characteristics
HumanEva (2010) 80k ground plane marker-based pose and video
Human36M (2014) 3.6M chairs marker-based, human body scans

TotalCapture (2017) 1.9M ground plane
Surreal (2017) 6M ground plane
Ski-Pose (2018) 10k ski slope
3DPW (2018) 51k in the wild
GPA (2019) 0.7M boxes, chairs, stairs

marker-less, indoor and outdoor backgrounds
marker-based pose, IMU and video
synthetic renderings of CMU Mocap data
marker-less using multi-view 2D annotation
IMU-based capture with mobile camera

scene interaction, occlusion, geometry ground-truth

Table 1. Comparison of existing datasets commonly used for training and evaluating 3D human pose estimation methods. Previous datasets have primarily

focused on capturing a diverse range human motions, actions, abd subjects using optical markers and/or IMUs to establish ground-truth pose. Our

dataset focuses on interactions between humans and static scene geometry and includes both ground-truth 3D pose and a complete description of the scene

geometry.

are largely defined in relation to the ways in which an individ-
ual can functionally interact with them. For computer vision,
this suggests scenarios in which the natural labels for some
types of visual content may not be semantic categories or ge-
ometric data but rather functional labels, i.e., which human in-
teractions they afford. |Gupta et al| (2011) present a human-
centric paradigm for scene understanding by modeling physical
human-scene interactions. [Fouhey et al.| (2012) rely on pose
estimation methods to extract functional and geometric con-
straints about the scene and use those constraints to improve
estimates of 3D scene geometry. Wang et al.| (2017)) collects
a large-scale dataset of images from sitcoms which contains
multiple images of the same scene with and without humans
present. Leveraging state-of-the-art pose estimation and gen-
erative model to infer what kind of poses each sitcom scene
affords. |L1 et al.[(2019) build a fully automatic 3D pose syn-
thesizer to predict semantically plausible and physically feasi-
ble human poses within a given scene. Monszpart et al.|(2018))
applies an energy-based model on synthetic videos to improve
both scene and human motion mapping. (Cao et al.| (2020) con-
struct a synthetic dataset utilizing a game engine. They first
sample multiple human motion goals based on a single scene
image and 2D pose histories, plan 3D human paths towards
each goal, and finally predict 3D human pose sequences fol-

lowing each path. Rather than labeling image content based on

observed poses, our approach is focused on estimating scene af-
fordance directly from physical principles and geometric data,
and then subsequently leveraging affordance to constrain esti-
mates of human pose and interactions with the scene.

Our work is also closely related to earlier work on scene
context for object detection. |[Hoiem et al.[ (2005} 2006) used
estimates of ground-plane geometry to reason about location
and scales of objects in an image. More recent work such as
Wang et al.| (2015); |[Diaz et al.| (2016); Matzen and Snavely
(2013) use more extensive 3D models of scenes as context to
improve object detection performance. Geometric context for
human pose estimation differs from generic object detection in
that humans are highly articulated. This makes incorporating
such constraints more complicated as the resulting predictions
should simultaneously satisfy both scene-geometric and kine-

matic constraints.

Constraints in 3D human pose estimation. Estimating 3D hu-
man pose from monocular image or video is an ill-posed prob-
lem that can benefit from prior constraints. Recent examples in-
clude [Fang et al.| (2018)) who model kinematics, symmetry and
motor control using an RNN when predicting 3D human joints
directly from 2D key points. Yang et al.[|(2018)) propose an ad-
versarial network as an anthropometric regularizer. Wang et al.
(2018));/Zhou et al.|(2018b) construct a graphical model encod-

ing priors to fit 3D pose reconstruction. [Rogez et al.| (2019);



Chen and Ramanan| (2017) first build a large set of valid 3D
human poses and treat estimation as a matching or classifica-
tion problem. |Akhter and Black! (2015); |Rhodin et al.| (2018al)
explore joint constraints in 3D and geometric consistency from
multi-view images. [Zhou et al.|(2017) improve joint estimation
by adding bone-length ratio constraints.

To our knowledge, there is relatively little work on utilizing
scene constraints for 3D human pose. [Zanfir et al.|(2018) utilize
an energy-based optimization model for pose refinement which
penalizes ankle joint estimates that are far above or below an es-
timated ground-plane. The recent work of Hassan et al.[{(2019)
introduces scene geometry penetration and contact constraints
in an energy-based framework for fitting parameters of a kine-
matic body model to estimate pose. In our work, we explore
a complementary approach which uses CNN-based regression
models that are trained to directly predict valid pose estimates

given image and scene geometry as input.

3. Geometric Pose Affordance Dataset (GPA)

To collect a rich dataset for studying interaction of scene ge-
ometry and human pose, we designed a set of action scripts
performed by 13 subjects, each of which takes place in one of
6 scene arrangements. In this section, we describe the dataset

components and the collection process.

3.1. Human Poses and Subjects

We designed three action scripts that place emphasis on se-
mantic actions, mechanical dynamics of skeletons, and pose-
scene interactions. We refer to them as Action, Motion, and In-
teraction Sets respectively. The semantic actions of Action Set
are constructed from a subset of Human3.6M (lonescu et al.,
2014)), namely, Direction, Discussion, Writing, Greeting, Phon-
ing, Photo, Posing and Walk Dog to provide a connection for
comparisons between our dataset and the de facto standard
benchmark. Motion Set includes poses with more dynamic
range of motion, such as running, side-to-side jumping, rotat-
ing, jumping over obstacles, and improvised poses from sub-
jects. Interaction Set mainly consists of close interactions be-

tween body parts and surfaces in the scene to support modeling
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geometric affordance in 3D. There are three main poses in this
group: Sitting, Touching, Standing on, corresponding to typi-
cal affordance relations Sittable, Walkable, Reachable (Fouhey
et al 2012; (Gupta et al} 2011). The 13 subjects included 9
males and 4 female with roughly the same age and medium
variations in heights approximately from 155cm to 190cm, giv-

ing comparable subject diversity to Human3.6M.

3.2. Image Recording and Motion Capture

This motion capture studio layout is also illustrated in Fig. [I]
c. We utilized two types of camera, RGBD and RGB, placed
at 5 distinct locations in the capture studio. All 5 cameras
have a steady 30fps frame rate but their time stamps are only
partially synchronized, requiring additional post-processing de-
scribed below. The color sensors of the 5 cameras have the
same 1920x1080 resolution and the depth sensor of the Kinect
v2 cameras has a resolution at 640x480. The motion capture
system was a standard VICON system with 28 pre-calibrated
cameras covering the capture space which are used to estimate

the 3D coordinates of IR-reflective tracking markers attached to

the surface of subjects and objects.

3.3. Scene Layouts

Unlike previous efforts that focus primarily on human poses
without other objects present (e.g. (Ionescu et al., |2014; Mehta
et al., 2017)), we introduced a variety of scene geometries with
arrangements of 9 cuboid boxes in the scene. The RGB images
captured from 5 distinct viewpoints exhibit substantially more
occlusion of subjects than existing datasets (as illustrated in Fig
[[]and Fig [2)) and constrain the set of possible poses. We cap-
tured 1 or 2 subjects interacting with each scene and configured
a total of 6 distinct scene geometries.

To record static scene geometry, we measured physical di-
mension of all the objects (cuboids) as well as scanning the
scene with a mobile Kinect sensor. We utilized additional
motion-capture markers attached to the corners and center face
of each object surface so that we could easily align geometric

models of the cuboids with the global coordinate system of the



Fig. 2. The 5 camera views from the same scene with the first 3 layers of corresponding multi-layer depth map (for visualization clarity, we plot inverse

depth). 2nd column corresponds to a traditional depth map, recording the depth of the first visible surface in the scene from the camera viewpoint of 1st

column. 3rd column is when the multi-hit ray leaves the first layer of objects (e.g. the backside of the boxes). 4th column is when the multi-hit ray hits

another object.

motion capture system. We also use the location of these mark-
ers, when visible in the RGB capture cameras, in order to esti-
mate extrinsic camera parameters in the same global coordinate
system. This allows us to quickly create geometric models of
the scene which are well aligned to all calibrated camera views

and the motion capture data.

3.4. Scene Geometry Representation

Mesh models of each scene were initially constructed in
global coordinates using modeling software (Maya) with as-
sistance from physical measurements and reflective markers
attached to scene objects. To compactly represent the scene
geometry from the perspective of a given camera viewpoint,
we utilize a multi-layer depth map. Multi-layer depth maps

are defined as a map of camera ray entry and exit depths for

all surfaces in a scene from a given camera viewpoint (illus-
trated in Fig ). Unlike standard depth-maps which only en-
code the geometry of visible surfaces in a scene (sometimes
referred to as 2.5D), multi-layer depth provides a nearlyEl com-
plete, viewer-centered description of scene geometry which in-
cludes occluded surfaces.

The multi-layer depth representation can be computed from
the scene mesh model by performing multi-hit ray tracing from
a specified camera viewpoint. Specifically, the multi-hit ray
tracing sends a ray from the camera center towards a point on
the image plane that corresponds to the pixel at (x, y) and out-
, Iy} where k is the total number

puts distance values {t;, 5, s, ...

of polygon intersections along the ray. Given a unit ray direc-

2Surfaces tangent to a camera view ray are not represented
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Fig. 3. Overview of model architecture: we use ResNet-50 as our backbone to extract features from a human centered cropped image. The feature map

is used to predict 2D joint location heatmaps and is also concatenated with encoded multi-layer depth map. The concatenated feature is used to regress

the depth (z-coordinate) of each joint. The model is trained with a loss on joint location (joint regression loss) and scene affordance (geometric consistency

loss). The 2d joint heatmaps are decoded to x,y joint locations using an argmax. The geometric consistency loss is described in more detail in Fig(a) and

Section 4.2.

Fig. 4. Illustration of multi-layer depth map. For each image pixel we
record the depth of all surface intersections along the view ray (e.g.,

Dy, D3, D3, Dy, Ds ).

tion r and camera viewing direction v, the depth value at layer
iis Di(x,y) = tir-vifi <=k and D;(x,y) = @ ifi > k. In our
scenes, the number of multi-layer depth maps is set to 15 which
suffices to cover all scene surfaces in our dataset. We visualize

5 camera viewpoints together with first 3 layers of depth map

in the same scene in Fig[2]

3.5. Data Processing Pipeline

The whole data processing pipeline includes validating mo-
tion capture pose estimates, camera calibration, joint temporal
alignment of all data sources, and camera calibration. Unlike
previous marker-based mocap datasets which have few occlu-
sions, many markers attached to the human body are occluded

in the scene during our capture sessions due to scene geometry.

We spent 4 months on pre-processing with help of 6 annota-
tors in total. There are three stages of generating ground truth
joints from recorded VICON sessions: (a) recognizing and la-
beling recorded markers in each frame to 53 candidate labels
which included three passes to minimize errors; (b) applying
selective temporal interpolation for missing markers based on
annotators’ judgement. (c¢) removing clips with too few tracked
markers. After the annotation pipeline, we compiled record-
ings and annotations into 61 sessions captured at 120fps by the
VICON software. To temporally align these compiled ground-
truth pose streams to image capture streams, we first had an-
notators to manually correspond 10-20 pose frames to image
frames. Then we estimated temporal scaling and offset parame-

ters using RANSAC [Fischler and Bolles|(1981), and regress all

timestamps to a single global timeline.

The RGB camera calibration was performed by having anno-
tators mark corresponding image coordinates of visible markers
(whose global 3D coordinates are known) and estimating ex-
trinsic camera parameters from those correspondences. We per-
formed visual inspection on all clips to check that the estimated
camera parameters yield correct projections of 3D markers to
their corresponding locations in the image. With estimated
camera distortion parameters, we correct the radial and lens dis-
tortions of the image so that they can be treated as projections

from ideal pinhole cameras in later steps. Finally, the scene



geometry model was rendered into multi-layer depth maps for
each calibrated camera viewpoint. We performed visual inspec-
tion to verify that the depth edges in renderings were precisely
aligned with object boundaries in the RGB images.

After temporal and geometric calibration, we generated a
unified dataset by using an adaptive sampling approach to select
non-redundant frames. We consider frames with sufficiently
different poses from adjacent ones as “interesting”. Here, the
measure of difference between two skeleton poses is defined
as the 75th percentile of L2 distances between corresponding
joints (34 pairs per skeleton pair). This allows us to retain
frames where only a few body parts moved significantly while
being robust to inter-frame differences due to noise or missing
markers. With the measure of difference defined, we select the
frames by choosing the change threshold as the 55th percentile,
retaining 45% of total frames from the original sequences. This
final dataset, which we call Geometric Pose Affordance (GPA)
contains 304.9k images, each with corresponding ground-truth

3D pose and scene geometryf’|

3.6. Dataset Visualization and Statistics

A video demonstrating the output of this pipeline is avail-
able online ﬂ The video shows the full frame and a crop with
ground-truth joints/markers overlayed, for 10 sample clips from
the *Action’ and "Motion’ sets. The video also indicates vari-
ous diagnostic metadata including the video and mocap time
stamps, joint velocities, and number of valid markers (there are
53 markers and 34 joints for VICON system). Since we have
an accurate model of the scene geometry, we can also automati-
cally determine which joints and markers are occluded from the
camera viewpoint.

Fig. [5|summarizes statistics on the number of occluded joints
as well as the distribution of which multi-depth layer is closest
to a joint. While the complete scene geometry requires 15 depth

layers, as the figure shows only the first 5 layers are involved in

3The dataset is available online: https://wangzheallen.github.io/

GPA
*Video Link: https://youtu.be/ZRnCBySt2fk
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Fig. 5. Top: Distribution of the number of joints occluded in training and
testing frames. Bottom: Distribution of the index of the depth layer closest
to each pose. High index layers, which often correspond to hidden surfaces

such as the bottom side of platforms, seldom constrain pose.

90% of the interaction between body joints and scene geom-
etry. The remaining layers often represent surfaces which are

inaccessible (e.g., bottoms of cuboids).

4. Geometry-aware Pose Estimation

We now introduce two approaches for incorporating geomet-
ric affordance in CNN-based pose regression, building on the
baseline architecture of Zhou et al.|(2017)). Given an image [ of
a human subject, we aim to estimate the 3D human pose repre-
sented by a set of 3D joint coordinates of the human skeleton,
P € RS where J is the number of joints. We follow the con-
vention of representing each 3D coordinate in the local camera
coordinate system associated with /. The first two coordinates
are given by image pixel coordinates and the third coordinate
is the joint depth in metric coordinates (e.g., millimeters) rela-
tive to the depth of a specified root joint. We use Pxy and Pz

respectively as short-hand notations for the components of P.

4.1. Pose Estimation Baseline Model

We adopt one popular ResNet-based network described by
Xi1ao et al.|(2018)) as our 2D pose estimation module. The net-

work output is a set of low-resolution heat-maps § € RO*+/,


https://wangzheallen.github.io/GPA
https://wangzheallen.github.io/GPA
https://youtu.be/ZRnCBySt2fk

where each map S[:, :, j] can be interpreted as a probability dis-
tribution over the j-th joint location. At test time, the 2D pre-
diction Pyy is given by the most probable (arg max) locations in
S. This heat-map representation is convenient as it can be eas-
ily combined (e.g., concatenated) with the other spatial feature

maps. To train this module, we utilize squared error loss
6p@S1P) =118 = G(Pxy)IP (1)

where G(:) is a target distribution created from ground-truth P
by placing a Gaussian with o~ = 3 at each joint location.

To predict the depth of each joint, we follow the approach of
Zhou et al.| (2017, which combines the 2D joint heatmap and
the intermediate feature representations in the 2D pose module
as input to a joint depth regression module (denoted ResNet in
the experiments). These shared visual features provide addi-
tional cues for recovering full 3D pose. We train with a smooth

£1 lossRen et al.|(2015) given by:

. Pz =P 1Pz-Pll<1
ti5(PIP) = (2)

1Pz - Pzll-% ow.
Alternate baseline:. We also evaluated two alternative baseline
architectures. First, we used the model of Martinez et al.|(2017)
which detects 2D joint locations and then trains a multi-layer
perceptron to regress the 3D coordinates P from the vector of
2D coordinates Pyy. We denote this simple lifting model as
SIM in the experiments. To detect the 2D locations we utilized
the ResNet model of |X1ao et al.| (2018)) and also considered an
upper-bound based on lifting the ground-truth 2D joint loca-
tions to 3D. Second, we trained the PoseNet model proposed in
Moon et al.| (2019) which uses integral regression (Sun et al.,

2018) in order to regress pose from the heat map directly.

4.2. Geometric Consistency Loss and Encoding

To inject knowledge of scene geometry we consider two ap-
proaches, geometric consistency loss which incorporates scene
geometry during training, and geometric encoding which as-
sumes scene geometry is also available as an input feature at

test time.
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Geometric consistency loss:. We design a geometric consis-
tency loss (GCL) that specifically penalizes errors in pose esti-
mation which violate scene geometry constraints. The intuition
is illustrated in Fig. @ For a joint at 2D location (x, y), the esti-
mated depth z should lie within one of a disjoint set of intervals
defined by the multi-depth values at that location.
To penalize a joint prediction P/ = (x,y,z) that falls inside
a region bounded by front-back surfaces with depths D;(x,y)
and D;,1(x,y) we define a loss that increases linearly with the
penetration distance inside the surface:
6 (P\D) = min(max(0, P, — Di(P},)),
. , 3)
max(0, Diy1(Pyy) — P)))
Our complete geometric consistency loss penalizes predictions

which place any joint inside the occupied scene geometry
p = (PJ
la(PID)= ) max o (PID) 4)
J

Assuming {D;} is piece-wise smooth, this loss is differentiable
almost everywhere and hence amenable to optimization with
stochastic gradient descent. The gradient of the loss “pushes”
joint location predictions for a given example to the surface of

occupied volumes in the scene.

Encoding local scene geometry:. When scene geometry is
available at test time (e.g., fixed cameras pointed at a known
scene), it is reasonable to provide the model with an encoding
of the scene geometry as input. Our view-centered multi-depth
representation of scene geometry can be naturally included as
an additional feature channel in a CNN since it is the same di-
mensions as the input image. We considered two different en-
codings of multi-layer depth. (1) We crop the multi-layer depth
map to the input frame, re-sample to the same resolution as the
2D heatmap using nearest-neighbor interpolation, and offset by
the depth of the skeleton root joint. (2) Alternately, we con-
sider a volumetric encoding of the scene geometry by sampling
64 depths centered around the root joint using a range based on
the largest residual depth between the root and any other joint
seen during training (approx. +/ — 1m). For each (x, y) location

and depth, we evaluate the geometric consistency loss ¢ at that
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Fig. 6. (a) is the illustration of the geometry consistency loss as a function
of depth along a specific camera ray corresponding to a predicted 2D joint
location. In (b) the green line indicates the ray corresponding to the 2D
location of the right foot. Our multi-depth encoding of the scene geometry
stores the depth to each surface intersection along this ray (i.e., the depth
values Zy,Z,7Z,,73,Z4). Valid poses must satisfy the constraint that the
joint depth falls in one of the intervals: Z; < Zy or Z, < Z; < Z; or
Z3 < Zj < Z4. The geometric consistency loss pushes the prediction Z;

towards the closest valid configuration along the ray, Z; = 7, .

point. This resulting encoding is of size H X Wx 64 and encodes
the local volume occupancy around the pose estimate.

For the joint depth regression-based models (ResNet-*) we
simply concatenated the encoded multi-depth as additional fea-
ture channels. For the lifting-based models (SIM-*), we query
the multi-depth values at the predicted 2D joint locations and
use the results as additional inputs to the lifting network.

In our experiments we found that the simple and memory ef-
ficient multi-layer depth encoding (1) performed the same or
better than volumetric encoding with ground-truth root joint
offset. However, the volumetric encoding (2) was more robust

when there was noise in the root joint depth estimate.

4.3. Overall Training
Combining the losses in Eq. and [] the total loss for

each training example is

€, S|P, D) = trp(SIP) + 15(PIP) + (6(PIP, D)
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Set Number of Images
Full Test Set 82,378
Action 44,102
Motion 22,916
Interaction 15,360
Cross Subject (CS) 58,882
Cross Action (CA) 23,496
Occlusion 7,707
Close-to-Geometry (C2G) 1,727

Table 2. Numbers of frames in each test subset. We evaluate performance
on different subsets of the test data split by the scripted behavior (Ac-
tion/Motion/Interaction), subjects that were excluded from the training
data (cross-subject) and novel actions (cross-action). Finally, we evaluate
on a subset with significant occlusion (Occlusion) and a subset where many

joints were near scene geometry (Close-to-Geometry).

We follow [Zhou et al.| (2017) and adopt a stage-wise training
approach: Stage 1 initializes the 2D pose module using 2D
annotated images (i.e., MPII dataset); Stage 2 trains the 3D
pose estimation module, jointly optimizing the depth regression
module as well as the 2D pose estimation module; Stage 3 of
training adds the geometry-aware components (encoding input,

geometric consistency loss) to the modules trained in stage 2.

5. Experiments

Training data:. Our Geometric Pose Affordance (GPA) dataset
has 304.8k images of which 82k images are used for held-out
test evaluation. In addition, we use the MPII dataset (Andriluka
et al., [2014), a large scale in-the-wild human pose dataset for
training the 2D pose module. It contains 25k training images
and 2,957 validation images. For the alternative baseline model
(SIM), we use the MPII pre-trained ResNet Xiao et al.| (2018))
to detect the 2D key points. We also evaluate performance
when using the ground truth 2D human pose, which serves
as an upper-bound for the lifting-based method Martinez et al.

(2017).

Implementation details:. We take a crop around the skeleton

from the original 1920 x 1080 image and isotropically resize to



Fig. 7. We adopt Grabcut (2004) and utilize the ground truth

(joints, multi-layer depth, and markers) we have to segment subjects from
background. If the joints and markers are occluded by the first-layer of
multi-layer depth, we set them as background, otherwise they are set as

foreground in grabcut algorithm.

256 x 256, so that projected skeletons have roughly the same
size. Ground-truth target 2D joint location are adjusted accord-

ingly. For ResNet-based method, following (2017),

the ground truth depth coordinates are normalized to [0, 1]. The
backbone for all models is ResNet-50 [2016). The 2D
heat map/depth map spatial resolution is 64 x64 with one output
channel per joint. For test time evaluation, we scale each model
prediction to match the average skeleton bone length observed
in the training.

Models are implemented in PyTorch with Adam as the opti-
mizer. For the lifting-based method we use the same process as
above to detect 2D joint locations and train the lifting network
using normalized inputs and outputs by subtracting mean and

dividing the variance for both 2D input and 3D ground-truth

following Martinez et al.|(2017).

Evaluation metrics:. Following standard protocols defined in

(Mehta et al.l 2017} Tonescu et al.l 2014), we consider two eval-

uation metrics for experiments: MPJPE (mean per-joint posi-

tion error) and the 3DPCK (percent correctly localized key-
points) with a distance threshold of 150 mm. In computing the
evaluation metrics, root-joint-relative joint locations are eval-
uated according to the each method original paper evaluation

protocol.
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Evaluation subsets:. In addition to the three subsets — Action,
Motion, and Interaction — that are inherited from the global split
of the dataset based on script contents, we also report test per-
formance on 4 other subsets of the test data: cross-subject (CS),
cross-action (CA), occlusion, and close-to-geometry (C2G).
These are non-orthogonal splits of the test data which allow
for finer characterizations of model performance and general-
ization in various scenarios: (1) CS subset includes clips from
held-out subjects to evaluate generalization ability on unseen
subjects and scenes; (2) CA subset includes clips of held-out
actions from same subjects from the training set; (3) Occlusion
subset includes frames with significant occlusions (at least 10
out of 34 joints are occluded by objects); (4) Close-to-geometry
subset includes frames where subjects are close to objects (i.e.
at least 8 joints have distance less than 175 mm to the nearest
surface).

Statistics of these testing subsets are summarized in Table[2]

Ablative study:. To demonstrate the contribution of each com-
ponent, we evaluate four variants of each model: the baseline
models ResNet / SIM-P / SIM-G where G stands for ground-
truth 2D joint input while P stands for predicted 2D joint input;
ResNet-E / SIM-P-E / SIM-G-E / PoseNet-E, models with
encoded scene geometry input; ResNet-C / SIM-P-C / SIM-
G-C / PoseNet-C, the models with geometric consistency loss
(GCL); ResNet-F / SIM-P-F / SIM-G-F /PoseNet-F, our full
model with both encoded geometry priors and GCL.

5.1. Baselines

To evaluate the difficulty of the GPA and provide context,

we trained and evaluated a variety of recently proposed ar-

chitectures for pose estimation including: DOPE
(2020), Simple baseline Martinez et al.| (2017), ResNet-

Baseline [Zhou et al.| (2017), PoseNet Moon et al. (2019), and
I2L.Moon and Lee|(2020). As data and code for training DOPE

was not available, we evaluated their released model. To ac-
count for systematic differences in the body joint definitions,
we utilized the average of hip joints as the DOPE coordinate

origin (H36M-based models typically use the pelvis root joint
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Fig. 8. Distribution of prediction error (MPJPE) for ResNet-F and the baseline on the close-to-geometry test set. Examples are sorted in increasing order

of baseline MPJPE (red) with corresponding ResNet-F performances (GCL + encoding, in blue). We also highlight 3 qualitative results, from left to right:

(a) case shows ResNet-F improve over the baseline with respect to the depth prediction. (b,c) cases show ResNet-F improves over the baseline in all x, y, z

axes. Furthermore, (b) demonstrates ResNet-F can even resolve ambiguity under heavy occlusions with the aid of geometry information. We show the

image with the estimated 2D pose (after cropping), 1st layer of multi-layer depth map and whether the joint is occluded or not. Legend: hollow circles:

occluded joints; solid dots: non-occluded joints; dotted lines: partially/completely occluded body parts; solid lines: non-occluded body parts.

MPIJPE Baseline | ResNet-E | ResNet-C | ResNet-F
Full 96.6 94.6 954 94.1
Action 97.2 95.8 96.6 95.1
Motion 99.6 97.0 97.9 96.5
Interaction 89.7 87.5 88.3 87.4
CS 99.4 98.1 98.8 97.8
CA 89.2 85.8 86.7 85.6
Occlusion 120.5 116.1 117.9 115.1
C2G 118.1 113.2 116.3 111.5

Table 3. Prediction error (MPJPE) for ResNet-based models over the full
test set as well as different test subsets. Our proposed geometric encod-
ing (ResNet-E) and geometric consistency loss (ResNet-C) each contribute
to the performance of the full model (ResNet-F). Most significant reduc-
tions in error are for subsets involving significant interactions with scene

geometry (Occlusion,C2G)

as the origin). For the other architectures, we train and test on
the GPA dataset following the original authors’ hyperparame-
ter settings. The results are illustrated in Table [5] We can see
a range of performance across different architectures, ranging

from 62.8 to 91.2 mm in MPJPE metric. Our full model built

MPIJPE | Baseline | PoseNet-E | PoseNet-C | PoseNet-F
Full 62.8 62.3 62.5 62.0
C2G 69.8 69.1 69.0 68.5
Full 78.8 78.5 78.2 78.1
C2G 91.9 914 91.6 89.4

Table 4. Prediction error (MPJPE) for ResNet-based models over the full
test set as well as different test subsets. Our proposed geometric encoding
(PoseNet-E) and geometric consistency loss (PoseNet-C) each contribute to

(PoseNet-F).

on the PoseNet architecture achieves the lowest estimation er-
TOr.

We break down the performance of the ResNet-based joint
regression baseline on different subsets of data in Table[3] We
also list the corresponding PCK3D in Table [7] which follows a
similar pattern. The motion, occlusion and close-to-geometry
subsets prove to be the most challenging as they involve large
numbers of frames where subjects interact with the scene ge-

ometry.

Cross-dataset Generalization. We find that pose estimators

show a clear degree of over-fitting to the specific datasets on



Method Full set | C2G

Lifting|Martinez et al.|(2017) 91.2 112.8

ResNet-Baseline [Zhou et al.|(2017) 96.6 118.1

PoseNetMoon et al.|(2019) 62.8 70.7
I2L Moon and Lee| (2020) 68.1 80.4
DOPE Weinzaepfel et al.|(2020) 126.0 150.2
PoseNet (masked backgr;und) 64.4 78.7
Ours (PoseNet-F) 62.0 68.9

Table 5. We evaluated MPJPE (mm) for several recently proposed state-of-
the-art architectures on our dataset. All models except DOPE were tuned
on GPA training data. We also trained and evaluated PoseNet on masked

data (see Fig. 7) to limit implicit learning of scene constraints.

Dataset tested on / trained on GPA | H36M
H36M |lonescu et al.[(2014) 118.8 61.4

GPA 62.8 110.9
SURREAL |Varol et al.{(2017) 1262 | 1424
3DPW |von Marcard et al.[(2018) | 125.5 | 132.5
3DHP |Mehta et al.|(2017) 150.9 | 154.0

Table 6. PoseNet models trained on our GPA dataset generalize well to
other test datasets, outperforming models trained on H36M despite ~ 30%
fewer training examples (Wang et al., 2020). We attribute this to the
greater diversity of poses, occlusions and scene interactions present in

GPA.

which they are trained on (Wang et all 2020). To directly
verify whether the model trained on GPA generalizes to other
datasets, we trained the high-performing PoseNet architecture
using GPA and MPII|Andriluka et al.|(2014) data, and tested on
several popular benchmarks: SURREAL |Varol et al.[ (2017),
3DHP Mehta et al. (2017), and 3DPW |von Marcard et al.
(2018). To evaluate consistently across test datasets, we only
consider error on a subset of 14 joints which are common to
all. The MPJPE (mm) is illustrated in Table[f] We can see the
model trained on GPA generalizes to other datasets with simi-
lar or better generalization performance compared to the H36M
trained variant. This is surprising since H36M train is roughly
30% larger. We attribute this to the greater diversity of scene in-

teractions, poses and occlusion patterns available in GPA train.

13

PCK3D Baseline | ResNet-E | ResNet-C | ResNet-F
Full 81.9 82.5 82.3 82.9
Action 81.4 81.8 81.6 82.0
Motion 80.7 81.5 81.6 82.0
Interaction 85.2 86.0 85.7 86.1
CS 81.3 81.7 81.5 82.0
CA 83.6 84.7 84.5 84.8
Occlusion 722 73.9 73.7 74.2
C2G 714 73.7 72.1 74.7

Table 7. Localization accuracy (PCK3D) follows similar trends to the mean

errors reported in TableE}

5.2. Effectiveness of geometric affordance

From Table 3| we observe that incorporating geometric as an
input (ResNet-E) and penalizing predictions that violate con-
straints during training (ResNet-C) both yield improved per-
formance across all test subsets. Not surprisingly, the full
model (ResNet-F) which is trained to respect geometric con-
text provided as an input achieves the best performance. We
can see from Table |3| that the full model, ResNet-F decreases
the MPJPE by 2.1mm over the whole test set. Among 4 sub-
sets, the most significant improvement comes on the occlusion
and close-to-geometry subsets. Our geometry-aware method
decreases MPJPE in occlusion and C2G set by 5.4mm / 6.6mm
and increase the PCK3D about 2% / 3%. Similar results hold
for the SIM model. The MPJPE is reduced when using ei-
ther the predicted (SIM-P-F) or ground-truth 2D joint locations
(SIM-P-F) by 3mm and 3.6mm respectively (PCK3D improves
1.2% and 1.1%). The improvement from SIM-G model is over-
all larger than SIM-P model due to the more accurate 2D loca-

tion and better geometry information provided to the network.

Controlling for Visual Context. One confounding factor in in-
terpreting the power of geometric affordance for the ResNet-
based model is that while the baseline model doesn’t use ex-
plicit geometric input, there is a high degree of visual consis-
tency between the RGB image and the underlying scene geom-
etry (e.g., floor is green, boxes are brighter white on top than

on vertical surfaces). As a result, the baseline model may well



be implicitly learning some of the scene geometric constraints
from images alone and consequently decreasing the apparent
size of the performance gap.

To further understand whether the background pixels are use-
ful or not for 3d pose estimation, we utilize Grabcut Rother
et al.| (2004)) to mask out background pixels. Specifically, we la-
bel the pixel belonging to markers, joints that are not occluded
by the first-layer of multi-layer depth map as foreground, and
occluded ones as background. Additionally, we dilate the skele-
ton constructed by all the joints and markers, use the inverse
area as background area. We send these labels together with
the image to OpenCV implementation Grabcut and get the fore-
ground mask. We set the background color as green for better
visualization as shown in Fig[/| We use the model Moon et al.
(2019), and train and test on the masked background images.
We observe increased error on C2G from 70.7 mm to 78.7 mm
MPJPE, which suggests that baseline models do take significant

advantage of visual context in estimating pose.

Errors by joint type:. We partition the 16 human joints into the
limb joints which are more likely to be interacting with scene
geometry (out group) and the torso and hips (in group). The
performance on these two subsets of joints as well as individual
joints is illustrated for the SIM model in Table 9] This verifies
our assumption that limb joint estimation (wrist, elbow, knees,
ankles) benefits more from incorporating geometric scene af-

fordance.

Error in predicted root joint:. Since our models predict joint
depths relative to the root joint, it is necessary to offset the
multi-layer depth map values when encoding them as input. To
make our evaluation more realistic, we also evaluated models
using predicted root joint locations instead of using the ground-
truth. To estimate the (absolute) root joint depth, we utilize the
model and training procedure from Moon et al.| (2019) which
estimates root joint depth based on the person bounding-box
size and image features. This yields a mean root position er-
ror (MRPE) of 136.6mm with a mean z-coordinate (depth) er-

ror of 116.8mm and x- and y-coordinate errors of 41.6mm and
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MPJPE (mm) | Predicted Root Ground Truth Root
C2G ‘ Full ‘ C2G ‘ Full

ResNet 118.1 | 96.5

ResNet-E 116.0 | 954 | 113.2 94.6

ResNet-F 1151 | 94.7 | 111.5 9.1

SIM-P-B 112.8 | 91.2

SIM-P-E 1069 | 89.2 | 105.2 89.1

SIM-P-F 105.1 | 88.9 | 104.2 88.2

SIM-G-B 79.8 68.2

SIM-G-E 76.3 65.3 74.2 64.8

SIM-G-F 74.9 65.0 72.8 64.6

Table 8. The root joint depth is needed to offset the multi-layer depth map
when encoding the scene geometry for relative pose estimation. Inaccu-
rate root joint prediction limits but does not eliminate the benefits of the

geometric encoding.

35.2mm respectively. Table[8|shows the result of using this pre-
dicted root joint depth during encoding to offset the multi-depth
map. Using predicted depth results in a loss of performance of
about 1% over the three methods (with the largest effect for
ResNet) but does not eliminate the benefits of geometric con-

text.

Computational Cost:. We report the average runtime over 10
randomly sampled images on a single 1080Ti in Table[I0} Tim-
ings for SIM do not include 2D keypoint detection. For compar-
ison, we also include the run time for the PROX model of |Has-
san et al.|(2019) which uses an optimization-based approach to

perform geometry-aware pose estimation.

Qualitative results:. We show qualitative examples that high-
light interaction with geometry in Fig[8along with the distribu-
tions of the mean prediction error for the baseline and ResNet-
F model over the close2geometry subset. The geometry aware
model is able to show most improvement for hard examples
where the baseline error is large. Further visualization of model
predictions along with scene geometry encodings are shown in
Fig[0] These examples demonstrate that ResNet-F has better
accuracy in both xy localization and depth prediction and is of-

ten able to resolve ambiguity under heavy occlusion where the



MPJPE (mm) | SIM-G | SIM-G-F || SIM-P | SIM-P-F
righthip 17.1 15.5 22.5 20.7
lefthip 17.3 15.8 229 214
spinel 483 449 63.5 62.4
head 55.1 51.7 70.4 69.0
rightshoulder 58.5 54.1 75.9 74.2
leftshoulder 61.0 56.7 78.7 75.4
leftknee 64.1 60.6 88.9 84.9
rightknee 64.6 61.3 91.8 87.2
rightelbow 81.4 75.1 108.5 103.6
leftforeelbow 84.5 81.8 104.1 102.9
neck 86.1 81.3 102.0 98.8
rightankle 86.6 83.2 127.5 122.1
leftankle 88.9 86.2 131.0 125.8
rightwrist 102.5 96.1 140.1 135.7
leftwrist 107.1 104.8 138.5 138.3
in-group 49.1 45.7 62.4 60.3
out-group 85.0 81.1 116.3 112.6
all joints ‘ 68.2 ‘ 64.6 H 91.2 ‘ 88.2

Table 9. Performance of the lifting network-based model (Martinez et al.},
2017) broken down by individual joints and joint subsets. Baseline pre-
diction error is higher for extremities (e.g., wrists and ankles) which are
inherently more difficult to localize. These same joints typically show the

largest reduction in error from introducing geometric context.

baseline fails.

6. Discussion and Conclusion

In this work, we introduce a large-scale dataset for explor-
ing geometric pose affordance constraints. The dataset pro-
vides multi-view imagery with gold-standard 3D human pose
and scene geometry, and features a rich variety of human-scene
interactions. We propose using multi-layer depth as a con-
cise camera-relative representation for encoding scene geom-
etry, and explore two effective ways to incorporate geometric
constraints into training in an end-to-end fashion. There are, of
course, many alternatives for representing geometric scene con-

straints which we have not yet explored. We hope the availabil-

ity of this dataset will inspire future work on geometry-aware
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Method Average Run Time
SIM Martinez et al.[(2017) 0.57 ms
SilM-F ) 0.64 ms
ResNet|[Zhou et al.;2017) 0.29s
ResNet-F i 0.36s
PROX |Hassan et al.7(2019) 47.64 s

Table 10. We compare the running time for our baseline backbone, our
method, and another geometry-aware 3d pose estimation method PROX

Hassan et al.| (2019) averaged over 10 samples evaluated on a single GPU.

feature design and affordance learning for 3D human pose esti-
mation.

Broadly speaking, our techniques for encoding geometry
yielded only modest reductions joint localization error (~ 2 —
6% depending on the base model). We might have hoped for
greater gains, but we expect that even the baseline models are
implicitly learning something about scene constraints that are
common across our dataset. Indeed, masking out the back-
ground yielded an ~ 11% increase in baseline error. There has
been substantial success in training models that predict scene
depth (2.5D) from monocular RGB inputs (Eigen et al., 2014;
Chen et al.,[2016) as well as full 3D representations such as vox-
els (Song et al., 2017 |Tulsiani et al., 2018)) or multilayer depth
(Shin et al., 2019). This suggests that when geometric super-
vision is available, it may be useful to explore training systems
that jointly estimate scene structure and 3D human pose in a
multi-task setup.

In our experiments we focused on a setting where the scene
geometric constraints were available as input and highly accu-
rate. While such prior knowledge is not available in general
(e.g., for a random photo on the web), we believe such data
is readily accessible in many practical scenarios. The success-
ful development of robust structure from motion, SLAM, and
specialized stereo or time-of-flight depth sensors makes geo-
metric scene information increasingly prevalent and easy to ac-
quire. Assuming known camera and scene geometry as input
appears practical in commercial applications where, e.g. robots
navigate a well-mapped environment interacting with people or

fixed cameras monitor human activity in a static workspace.
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Fig. 9. Visualization of the input images with the ground truth pose overlaid in the same view (blue and red indicate right and left sides respectively).

Columns 2-4 depict the first 3 layers of multi-layer depth map. Column 5 is the baseline model prediction overlaid on the 1st layer multi-layer depth map.

Column 6 is the ResNet-F model prediction. The red rectangles highlight locations where the baseline model generates pose predictions that violate scene

geometry or are otherwise improved by incorporating geometric input.

We expect finding better techniques to incorporate such “side
information” will offer a way to improve cross-scene/cross-
dataset generalization and avoid some of the common over-
fitting we currently observe when training and testing on in-

dividual datasets.
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