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ABSTRACT

Meta AI Research has recently released SAM (Segment Anything Model) which is trained on a large
segmentation dataset of over 1 billion masks. As a foundation model in the field of computer vision,
SAM (Segment Anything Model) has gained attention for its impressive performance in generic
object segmentation. Despite its strong capability in a wide range of zero-shot transfer tasks, it
remains unknown whether SAM can detect things in challenging setups like transparent objects. In
this work, we perform an empirical evaluation of two glass-related challenging scenarios: mirror and
transparent objects. We found that SAM often fails to detect the glass in both scenarios, which raises
concern for deploying the SAM in safety-critical situations that have various forms of glass.

Keywords Segment Anhting Model · Glass ·Morror Object · Transparent Object

1 Introduction

In the past few years, generative AI Zhang et al. [2023a] has caught significant attention with interesting applications
like ChatGPT Zhang et al. [2023b], text-to-image Zhang et al. [2023c], text-to-speech Zhang et al. [2023d] and
graph generation Zhang et al. [2023e]. A key factor that drives the development of generative AI is foundation
model Bommasani et al. [2021] that at inference can generalize to tasks and data distributions different from training.
With the success of ChatGPT Zhang et al. [2023b], GPT-3 [Brown et al., 2020] has been widely recognized as one of
the most widely recognized foundation models for NLP.

Very recently, Meta AI research team has recent released a segment anything project Kirillov et al. [2023] that introduces
a promotable segmentation task for training a vision foundation model. The resulting segment anything model (SAM)
has been recognized as the GPT-3 moment for vision. The model was trained on over 1 billion masks on 11 million
licensed and privacy-respecting images. It represents a significant step towards achieving cognitive recognition for
all objects in the world, aiming to handle interactive segmentation tasks while addressing real-world constraints.
Segmentation tasks encompass a wide range of challenging areas, and the detection of transparent objects and mirror
regions constitutes one of the most representative and challenging tasks in this field. Given the ubiquitous appearance
of such glass objects in daily life and the unique challenges in detecting, localizing, and reconstructing them from color
images in computer vision[Lin et al., 2021]. This diccicult is due to the fact that most glass objects exhibit a visual
appearance that includes both the transmitted background scene and reflected objects[Maeno et al., 2013][He et al.,
2021], while the visual appearance observed from a mirror surface is entirely from reflected objects. These issues led to
many incidents, such as collisions of autonomous mobile robots with transparent front doors or mirror walls and robot
arms struggling to grip a transparent bottle.
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Segment Anything Model meets Glass

In this work, we examine the performance of the SAM foundation model in recognizing and segmenting transparent
objects and mirror surfaces and evaluate its segmentation results. We aim to explore the challenges that arise for
foundation models in computer vision tasks when dealing with the reflection and refraction phenomena that occur on
glass and mirror objects, as well as the faint object boundaries that result from these effects. After extensive testing on
large glass and mirror dataset benchmarks, we find that while SAM segments general objects well in natural images
well but often fail to detect mirror and transparent objects. Failing to recognize glass can cause serious issues when
deploying the vision foundation model in safety-critical setups.

2 Experimental Evaluations

Datasets: As the SAM model is designed to recognize and segment all objects in an image, we select benchmark
datasets where only one transparent or mirror object exists in a given scene. This allows us to evaluate the model’s
capability to identify and segment these specific objects accurately. We conduct experiments on two glass segmentation
datasets GDD [Mei et al., 2020], GSD [Lin et al., 2021] and two mirror segmentation datasets MSD [Yang et al., 2019],
PMD [Lin et al., 2020]. GDD contains 2980 training and 936 test images. GSD is transparent object dataset collected
and labeled through networking and photography, consisting of 4102 annotated glass images with close-up, medium,
and long shots from diverse scenes. MSD is a large mirror segmentation dataset with 4018 images. PMD is the latest
mirror segmentation dataset collected from both indoor and outdoor scenes.

In our final additional visualization experiment, we included a multi-class dataset of transparent objects called
Trans10k [Xie et al., 2020] in addition to the previous benchmark datasets. Trans10k is a dataset of transparent
objects categorized into two groups based on objects properties: movable small objects (things) and non-movable
objects (stuff).

Implementation Details: We conduct the test using the SAM best pre-trained model VIT-H, which was pre-trained on
a large segmentation dataset (SA-1B) and generously provided as open source by Meta AI Research. As SAM does not
specify the object categories for segmentation, it outputs all possible objects in the image. To test SAM’s capability to
recognize glass and mirror objects, we calculated the Intersection over Union (IoU) between the predicted results and
the ground truth for each object outputted by SAM. We then selected the result with the highest IoU with the ground
truth for glass objects and used it as the detection result for SAM. We conducted different evaluations based on this
result.

Evaluation Metrics: We employed five commonly used evaluation metrics in semantic and glass surface segmentation
tasks: Intersection over Union (IoU), pixel accuracy (ACC), weighted F-measure (Fβ) Margolin et al. [2014], mean
absolute error (MAE), and balance error rate (BER). Fβ is a harmonic mean of average precision and average recall
defined as follows.

Fβ =
(1 + β2)(Precision×Recall)

β2Precision+Recall
, (1)

where β2 is set to 0.3 as suggested in Achanta et al. [2009]. Mean absolute error (MAE) is widely used in foreground-
background segmentation tasks where average pixel-wise error between predicted mask P and ground truth mask G are
calculated.

MAE =
1

H ×W

H∑
i=1

W∑
j=1

| P (i, j)−G(i, j) |, (2)

where P(i, j) indicates predicted probability at location (i, j). We employ the balance error rate (BER) as an evaluation
metric, which takes into account the imbalanced regions in glass and mirror object segmentation tasks. This metric
provides a quantitative measure for evaluating the performance of glass surface segmentation.

BER = (1− 1

2
(
TP

Np
+
TN

Nn
))× 100, (3)

where TP, TN, Np, and Nn represent the numbers of true positives, true negatives, glass pixels, and non-glass pixels.

2.1 Experiment on glass objects

We compare SAM with the state-of-the-art semantic segmentation, shadow detection, saliency object detection, and
glass segmentation methods such as MirrorNet, Translab, GDNet, EBLNet as shown in Table 1, 2.

As shown in Table 1 and 2, We observed that the segmentation results of glass objects in two benchmarks were poor for
the SAM model.
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Segment Anything Model meets Glass

Method IoU ↑ Acc ↑ Fβ ↑ mAE ↓ BER ↓
PSPNet Zhao et al. [2017] 84.06 0.916 0.906 0.084 8.79
PointRend Kirillov et al. [2020] 86.51 0.933 0.928 0.067 6.50
PiCANet Liu et al. [2018] 83.73 0.916 0.909 0.093 8.26
DSC Hu et al. [2018] 83.56 0.914 0.911 0.090 7.97
BDRAR Zhu et al. [2018] 80.01 0.902 0.902 0.098 9.87
MirrorNet Yang et al. [2019] 85.07 0.918 0.903 0.083 7.67
GDNet Mei et al. [2020] 87.63 0.939 0.937 0.063 5.62
EBLNet He et al. [2021] 88.16 0.941 0.939 0.059 5.58

SAM 48.47 0.732 0.798 0.268 26.08
Table 1: Experimental Comparison on GDD

Method IoU ↑ Fβ ↑ mAE ↓ BER ↓
BASNetQin et al. [2019] 69.79 0.808 0.106 13.54
MINet Pang et al. [2020] 77.29 0.879 0.077 9.54
BDRARPang et al. [2020] 75.92 0.860 0.081 8.61
PSPNetPang et al. [2020] 7.30 0.834 0.110 10.66
MirrorNet Yang et al. [2019] 74.20 0.828 0.090 10.76
SINet Fan et al. [2020] 77.04 0.875 0.077 9.25
GDNet Mei et al. [2020] 79.01 0.869 0.069 7.72
TransLabXie et al. [2020] 74.05 0.837 0.088 11.35
GlassNet Lin et al. [2021] 83.64 0.903 0.055 6.12
GlassSemNetLin et al. 85.60 0.920 0.044 5.60

SAM 50.60 0.799 0.213 23.91
Table 2: Experimental Comparison on GSD.

As shown in Figure 1 and 4, We find that the SAM model struggle to recognize and segment the boundary regions,
particularly when the boundaries of glass objects are distorte by light. These challenges in glass objects segmentation
are caused by the fact that transparent surfaces exhibit a visual appearance that includes both the transmitted back-
ground scene and any objects behind them, making it difficult to distinguish and accurately segment them from their
surroundings. The phenomenon of transmission tends to cause SAM to detect objects behind glass objects, rather than
the glass objects themselves.

2.2 Experiment on mirror objects

We compare SAM with the state-of-the-art semantic segmentation, shadow detection, saliency objects detection, and
mirror objects segmentation methods such as BDRAR, MirrorNet, EBLNet, PMD-Net, LSA as shown in Table 3, 4.

Figure 1: Sample qualitative comparison results on GDD and GSD.
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Figure 2: Sample qualitative comparison results on MSD and PMD.

Method IoU ↑ Acc ↑ Fβ ↑ mAE ↓ BER ↓
ICNet Zhao et al. [2018] 57.25 0.694 0.710 0.124 18.75
DSSHou et al. [2017] 59.11 0.665 0.743 0.125 18.81
RASChen et al. [2018] 60.48 0.845 0.758 0.111 17.60
BDRARZhu et al. [2018] 67.43 0.821 0.792 0.093 12.41
DSCHu et al. [2018] 69.71 0.816 0.812 0.087 11.77
PSPNet Zhao et al. [2017] 68.01 0.922 0.846 0.079 12.08
MirrorNetYang et al. [2019] 78.95 0.935 0.857 0.065 6.39
LSA Guan et al. [2022] 79.85 0.946 0.889 0.055 7.12
EBLNet He et al. [2021] 80.33 0.951 0.883 0.049 8.63

SAM 51.57 0.876 0.817 0.124 23.17
Table 3: Experimental Comparison on MSD

Segmenting mirror objects is a challenging task in semantic segmentation due to their strong reflective properties, which
cause them to have a variable appearance. To evaluate the performance of SAM model, we conducted tests on the MSD
and PMD benchmark datasets, [Lin et al., 2020].

Through our experiments, we found that the PMD benchmark, with more images of mirrors captured from a distance,
offers a clearer view of the boundaries of mirror regions compared to the MSD benchmark, which has more images
captured from close range. As shown in Table 4, SAM performs comparably to state-of-the-art methods on the PMD
benchmark benchmark. However, as shown in Table3 and Figure2, SAM’s performance on the MSD benchmark is
somewhat unsatisfactory, as it tends to segment objects inside the mirror rather than recognizing the mirror itself.

2.3 Additional visualization results

We conducted additional visualization experiments on the glass and mirror object benchmarks to facilitate observation
of the results.

Method IoU ↑ Fβ ↑ mAE ↓ Acc ↑
CPNET Yu et al. [2020] 56.36 0.734 0.051 94.85
GloRe Chen et al. [2019] 61.25 0.774 0.044 95.61
BDRARZhu et al. [2018] 58.43 0.7433 0.043 95.66
PSPNet Zhao et al. [2017] 60.44 0.806 0.039 96.13
MirrorNet Yang et al. [2019] 62.50 0.778 0.041 96.27
PMD-Net Lin et al. [2020] 62.40 0.827 0.055 96.80
LSA Guan et al. [2022] 66.84 0.844 0.049 96.82

SAM 64.75 0.861 0.0525 94.75
Table 4: Experimental Comparison on PMD
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Figure 3: Some challenging scenarios involving objects categorized as glass "things" and "stuff" in the Trans10k test
sets resulted in poor testing results. Please zoom in to see the details.

Figure 4: Some bad testing results obtain from challenging scenarios that involve glass objects.

In contrast to the previous visualizations, we present the detection results of all objects in the predicted images of glass
and mirror objects. To enhance the visibility of the results obtained from the demonstration, we applied a pseudo-binary
technique to improve the clarity of the output results. Our output images are generated as pseudo-binary images, where
the predicted regions of objects are represented in shades of gray, and the non-object regions are displayed as black.
Furthermore, if overlapping objects are detected, the corresponding overlapping regions will be entirely displayed as
white.

As shown in Figures 3 and 4, when recognizing glass objects, the SAM model successfully identified objects behind
the transparent ones, but failed to recognize the glass objects themselves. And many regions inside the glass were not
segmented as any object, resulting in these regions being unlabeled and displayed as black areas. In Figure 5 the model
correctly identified most objects reflected in the mirror, but neglected to recognize the mirror itself.

3 Conclusion

This work is the first of its kind to perform a comprehensive study on whether SAM can segment glass-related objects.
We find that SAM often fails to detect transparent objects. On two benchmark datasets, the performance of SAM is
significantly worse than those models that are specifically trained to detect transparent objects.
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