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Abstract—Currently, deep learning-based instance segmenta-
tion for various applications (e.g., Agriculture) is predominantly
performed using a labor-intensive process involving extensive field
data collection using sophisticated sensors, followed by careful
manual annotation of images, presenting significant logistical and
financial challenges to researchers and organizations. The process
also slows down the model development and training process. In
this study, we presented a novel method for deep learning-based
instance segmentation of apples in commercial orchards that
eliminates the need for labor-intensive field data collection and
manual annotation. Utilizing a Large Language Model (LLM),
we synthetically generated orchard images and automatically
annotated them using the Segment Anything Model (SAM)
integrated with a YOLO11 base model. This method significantly
reduces reliance on physical sensors and manual data processing,
presenting a major advancement in ’Agricultural AI”. The
synthetic, auto-annotated dataset was used to train the YOLO11
model for Apple instance segmentation, which was then validated
on real orchard images. The results showed that the automatically
generated annotations achieved a Dice Coefficient of 0.9513 and
an IoU of 0.9303, validating the accuracy and overlap of the
mask annotations. All YOLO11 configurations, trained solely on
these synthetic datasets with automated annotations, accurately
recognized and delineated apples, highlighting the method’s
efficacy. Specifically, the YOLO11m-seg configuration achieved
a mask precision of 0.902 and a mask mAP@50 of 0.833 on
test images collected from a commercial orchard. Additionally,
the YOLOL11l-seg configuration outperformed other models in
validation on 40 LLM-generated images, achieving the highest
mask precision and mAP @50 metrics. In terms of computational
efficiency, the YOLO11n-seg model achieved the fastest inference
speed (compared to all tested configurations) at 3.8 ms among all
tested configurations. These results confirm the potential of using
synthetic datasets and zero-shot learning to train robust instance
segmentation models, enhancing AI deployments in agriculture
with improved scalability and efficiency. This method offers a vi-
able alternative to conventional instance segmentation techniques,
reducing the need for sensors, and extensive field image collection
and labor-intensive manual annotation efforts while maintaining
high accuracy in commercial orchard environments.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Instance segmentation, a crucial computer vision technique
that integrates object detection and semantic segmentation,
provides a foundation for various automated or robotic so-
lutions in a wide range of industries including Manufac-
turing, Transportation, Defense, Healthcare and Agriculture
[1]. For example, advancement in medical imaging analysis
[2], surgical planning with accurate organ mapping, disease
diagnostics through detailed examination of skin lesions, blood
cells, pathology samples, and dental X-ray analysis [3]]—[5]]
have been enabled by precise instance segmentation. In the
transportation systems, precise instance segmentation is a key
for smarter traffic management through vehicle and pedestrian
monitoring, which is a key for ensuring safety, and enhancing
efficiency [6]—[8]]. Other example applications in transporta-
tion include automating parking space allocations, improving
pedestrian safety [9], [10] and optimizing railway [11], [12],
and airport operations [13[]-[15].

Likewise, instance segmentation has been a key in advanc-
ing retail operations through enhanced customer engagement
and operational efficiency [[16]]. It enables real-time monitoring
of product placements and inventory [17]], [18]], optimizes store
layouts through customer interaction analysis [[19], [20]], and
improves theft detection [21]], [22]], thereby significantly en-
hancing both the shopping experience and store management.
Furthermore, instance segmentation techniques are crucial for
improving quality control and operational efficiency [23]], [24]]
in manufacturing. The techniques can be used to facilitate ver-
ification of component assembly [25]-[27]], ensure packaging
integrity [23]], [28], detect surface defects [29]-[31]], guide
robotic operations for better navigation and task execution
[32]], [33]], and refine precision machining practices [34],
[35], all of which contribute substantially to product quality
while minimizing waste and operational costs. In addition,
instance segmentation is instrumental in security surveillance,
as it facilitates the accurate identification and tracking of
individuals or objects over space and time [36], [37]]. Instance
Segmentation aids in the precise identification and tracking
of individuals in crowded environments [38]], [39] as well,
which helps detecting unauthorized activities through anomaly
detection [40]], and automating vehicle recognition for traffic
surveillance [11]], [41]].

In agriculture, precise instance segmentation techniques are



essential to advance automated and robotic operations for var-
ious field operations to achieve high productivity and produce
quality in a sustainable manner. Instance segmentation can
provide detailed and precise representation and localization
of plant structures, which facilitates the detailed analysis of
plant growth and health, impacting everything from yield
estimation to disease management to robotic crop management
[1]]. Zhang et al. 2020 ( [42], [43]]) highlight its utility in robust
crop monitoring, which is essential for developing targeted
interventions to control pests and manage water and nutrients.
Similarly, Champ et al. (2020) [44]] emphasized the importance
of precise instance segmentation to innovate robotic solutions
for various agricultural practices such as the thinning of
immature fruits, and pollinating crop flowers showcasing its
applicability in real-world agricultural operations. Likewise,
past studies such as [44] have shown how convolutional neural
networks (CNNs) can help reliably distinguish crops and
weeds, offering a viable alternative to traditional herbicide
broadcasting through targeted weed management.

In recent years, various instance segmentation techniques
have been used in developing novel solutions to address agri-
cultural challenges. [45] demonstrated the capability of deep
learning-based instance segmentation to manage high variabil-
ity in orchard images and to improve operational efficiencies
in orchard environments. [46] utilized instance segmentation
to enhance cucumber detection in greenhouses, while [47] and
[48] developed systems for real-time root crop yield estimation
and efficient strawberry picking, respectively. Additionally,
[49] and [50] improved weed management and center pivot
irrigation systems detection using instance segmentation in
remote sensing data. Furthermore, [51] introduced a model
called FoveaMask for robust green fruit segmentation in
instance segmentation. These studies demonstrate the broad
applicability and effectiveness of instance segmentation tech-
nologies in diverse agricultural settings. Concluding these
advancements, [52] reviewed deep learning approaches in
instance segmentation, emphasizing their accuracy and robust-
ness in crop stress and growth monitoring.

Instance segmentation often faces significant challenges due
to the limited availability of labeled data, which typically
requires extensive and labor-intensive data preparation and
manual annotation. Addressing this challenge, few-shot learn-
ing has gained prominence as a method that trains models
to perform tasks with a minimal amount of labeled examples,
marking a shift from conventional methods. Few-shot learning
enables the model to learn from a small number of training
samples, reducing the dependency on extensive datasets and
mitigating the need for laborious manual annotation. [53]]
introduced the Fully Guided Network (FGN), a novel archi-
tecture that combines few-shot learning with Mask R-CNN.
FGN employs tailored guidance mechanisms within Mask
R-CNN to optimize inter-class generalization, significantly
outperforming previous state-of-the-art methods by leveraging
a support set. Additionally, [54] developed an incremental few-
shot instance segmentation model, iMTFA, which utilizes dis-
criminative embeddings to add new classes efficiently without
the need for retraining, while also minimizing memory utiliza-
tion by storing embeddings rather than images. This method

greatly enhances scalability and adaptability. Moreover, [55]]
proposed Reference Twice (RefT), a unified transformer-based
framework that prevents overfitting and boosts the few-shot
instance segmentation process through simple cross-attention
mechanisms that connect support and query features. Their ap-
proach achieved substantial performance improvement across
various settings, deminstrating the effectiveness of their class-
enhanced base knowledge distillation loss in bridging the
gap between resource-heavy traditional methods and more
efficient, scalable machine learning techniques.

Recent studies have demonstrated significant strides in
enhancing model adaptability with limited data through few-
shot learning which is a technique that trains models to
predict accurately with minimal labeled data, a shift from
traditional methods that need large datasets [S6], [S7]. This
technique uses only a few examples per class, making it ideal
where collecting extensive data is impractical [58]. It includes
approaches like Siamese networks for sample comparison,
meta-learning for quick task adaptation, and transfer learning
to fine-tune pre-trained models on small datasets. Recent
advancements have notably enhanced model adaptability with
limited data through these methods. [59] addressed automated
cellular instance segmentation by utilizing specialized con-
trastive losses that effectively leverage a minimal number of
annotations. This approach significantly mitigated covariate
shift effects, demonstrating that few-shot learning can produce
competitive results even with limited data, reducing the de-
pendence on extensive datasets and computational resources.
Similarly, [60] developed the Dynamic Transformer Network
(DTN), which uses Dynamic Queries conditioned on refer-
ence images to directly segment target instances, eliminating
the need for dense proposal generation and extensive post-
processing. This end-to-end method improves optimization
and generalization in few-shot instance segmentation, with a
Semantic-induced Transformer Decoder that effectively mini-
mizes background noise, leading to significant improvements
when tested on the COCO-20 dataset. Furthermore, [61]
extended the Mask-RCNN framework with iFS-RCNN for
incremental few-shot instance segmentation, introducing a
probit-based classifier and an uncertainty-guided bounding
box predictor. This novel approach uses Bayesian learning to
handle scarce data for new classes and incorporates advanced
loss functions.

Further advancing these models, various innovative method-
ologies have been developed in recent years for zero-shot
learning approach [62]-[64], which performs instance seg-
mentation without reliance on labeled data for unseen classes.
[65] proposed a comprehensive approach for Zero-Shot In-
stance Segmentation (ZSI), which is an emerging area in deep
learning that aims to segment and identify object instances in
images without having seen examples of those specific object
classes during training. Their approach integrates a Zero-
shot Detector, Semantic Mask Head, Background Aware RPN,
and a Synchronized Background Strategy, establishing a new
benchmark for ZSI on the MS-COCO dataset with promising
results. Meanwhile, [[66] introduced Zero-shot Unsupervised
Transfer Instance Segmentation (ZUTIS), a framework that
operates without instance-level annotations and achieves good
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Fig. 1: Showing a contrast in data collection methods for instance segmentation in agriculture. On the left, human workers use
sophisticated sensors to collect images from orchards and engage in manual labeling, illustrating the traditional, labor-intensive
process. On the right, the use of LLMs simplifies this process by generating and automatically annotating realistic images of

orchards, showcasing an efficient approach.

model performance on standard datasets. Additionally, [67]
tackled the challenge of scaling semantic segmentation to
a large number of object classes with their ZS3Net, which
leverages deep visual models and semantic word embeddings
to classify pixels for unseen categories during testing. This
method sets baselines on standard segmentation datasets like
Pascal-VOC and Pascal-Context. provided an overview of
visual semantic segmentation based on few/zero-shot learning,
describing the rapid innivation and advancement in this area.
They discussed the integration of few/zero-shot learning with
2D and 3D visual semantic segmentation, and highlighted
the potential and challenges in expanding these techniques to
practical applications.

Despite the advancements in few-shot and zero-shot learn-
ing techniques, deep learning-based instance segmentation in
numerous application areas still predominantly relies on a
labor-intensive process of data collection from actual field
environments and manual labeling (Figure [T). The current
approach incurs significant logistical and financial challenges
in field data collection, as well as in acquiring and/or de-
veloping sophisticated sensors, and in labor-intensive manual
annotation, which is substantial barrier to scalability and
practical implementation. Instance segmentation traditionally
incurs high costs due to the need for advanced sensors and
their maintenance, skilled operation, and extensive travel for
field data collection. Manual annotation of the collected data
is time-consuming, error-prone, and costly due to the exper-
tise required. The factors significantly increase logistical and
financial burdens, complicating the deployment and scalability
of deep learning applications not only in agriculture but across
various fields.

Recently, few-shot learning has emerged as a promising ap-
proach, reducing the dependency on extensive labeled datasets
by training models to perform with limited data exposure.
However, the transition to zero-shot learning, where models
recognize and segment objects without prior specific training

examples, could further reduce the reliance on these extensive
and costly data collection and annotation processes. This
approach could be especially impactful where data scarcity
and rapid adaptability are crucial (e.g., Agriculture). These
technologies have the potential to eliminate the need for any
dataset during training, allowing for robust model deployment
in variable environments (e.g., orchards) without prior expo-
sure to target data.

Additionally, recent advancements in language models have
revolutionized synthetic data generation, demonstrating sig-
nificant potential across various application areas, including
agriculture, healthcare, and digital art [69]-[73]]. The ability
of LLMs to generate photorealistic images from textual de-
scriptions has been harnessed to create training datasets where
acquiring real-world data is impractical due to high costs or
logistical challenges [69]l. In our recent study, we utilized Ope-
nAI’'s DALL-E to generate and automatically annotate images
of orchards, streamlining the training of machine vision mod-
els like YOLOv10 and YOLOL11 for apple detection in agri-
culture [[69]. This approach not only reduced the need for field
data collection but also achieved high accuracy when validated
against real orchard images, highlighting the efficacy of LLM-
generated datasets in practical settings. explored the use
of LLMs in converting abstract concepts into tangible visual
representations through a Text-to-Image generation framework
for Abstract Concepts (TIAC). This method clarified abstract
concepts into detailed visual forms, enabling the creation of
images that effectively communicate complex ideas without
physical examples. introduced TWIGMA, a dataset of
generative Al images, to analyze the distinct characteristics
and public engagement with Al-generated content. This study
provided insights into the evolving preferences and acceptance
of synthetic images among users, indicating a growing reliance
on generative models for creating diverse visual content.
assessed the capabilities and biases of text-to-image mod-
els, revealing limitations in visual reasoning and social bias



concerns that suggest areas for future improvement. Despite
generating high-quality images, these models often struggled
with accurately depicting object relationships and maintaining
fairness across different demographics. [[73]] developed a web
application utilizing DALL-E to generate images based on
user descriptions, demonstrating the model’s practical utility
in interactive digital environments. This application enabled
users to create custom visuals effortlessly, showcasing the
model’s adaptability and user-friendly nature. Despite these
advancements, a significant gap remains in the field of deep
learning-based instance segmentation, where the process still
heavily relies on labor-intensive data collection and manual an-
notation. The use of LLMs to generate fully annotated datasets
presents a promising avenue to mitigate these challenges. By
automating both the generation and annotation of images,
LLMs could reduce the cost and time required for developing
and training deep learning models in many fields (such as
agriculture) where variability and data accessibility are major
hurdles.

In this study, we address the typical challenges of deep
learning-based instance segmentation techiques by eliminating
the need for physical sensor-based data collection and manual
annotation. We introduce a workflow that leverages large
language models (LLMs) to generate synthetic imagery, accu-
rately replicating real-world conditions in commercial apple
orchards (Figure |1| ). This approach reduces logistical and fi-
nancial constraints, improving the scalability and applicability
of instance segmentation across various domains. By adopting
a fully automated process that includes zero-shot detection and
mask segmentation, our method offers a robust solution that
can be replicated for different objects of interest in numerous
applications, marking a significant advancement in automated
image processing. Specific objectives of the study are:

o Utilize LLM-generated images to develop a custom deep-
learning model without the need for physical data collec-
tion.

o Apply zero-shot detection using a YOLO11 model cou-
pled with the Segment Anything Model (SAMv2) to
perform automatic mask segmentation and annotation of
apples.

e Train a custom YOLOI1 instance segmentation model
using an automatically annotated, synthetic dataset (obj2)
and assess its precision and accuracy in detecting apples.

o Validate the trained model against in-field images col-
lected from a commercial orchard using a machine vi-
sion sensor to demonstrate the model’s effectiveness and
practical applicability.

II. METHODS

The proposed method of developing and evaluating an
instance segmentation method in commercial apple orchards
utilizing synthetically generated and automatically labeled im-
ages is depicted in Figure [Zp. The method began with utilizing
the realistic apple orchard images generated by the LLM
(DALL.E), a multi-modal LLM, recognized for producing
high-fidelity visual content. Subsequently, these images un-
derwent a zero-shot learning with a YOLO11 object detection

model trained only on COCO benchmark dataset that identified
apples by creating bounding boxes around them. An image
processing technique was then developed to estimate apple
boundaries using the Segment Anything model [74f] for seman-
tic segmentation within the bounding boxes created by zero-
shot YOLO11 model. Apple boundary annotations generated
in this process were automatically saved in .txt format, forming
a foundational dataset for further model training. This dataset
was then used to train the YOLOI! instance segmentation
model, specifically tailored to improve the accuracy of apple
segmentation. To validate the model’s performance in practical
orchard environments, it was tested against real-world images
from commercial orchards, captured using a machine vision
system. Furthermore, for a comprehensive comparison of auto-
matically generated masks against manually annotated ground
truths, the LLM-generated images were subjected to both
manual and automatic annotation using the proposed method.
An additional dataset collected by a machine vision sensor
from a commercial apple orchard was similarly annotated
using both manual and automated processes and compared to
assess the performance of the proposed method.

In summary, the methodology employed in this research
included five sequential stages: 1) Generation of Synthetic
Images Using Large Language Models (LLMs), 2) Zero-Shot
Detection using YOLOL11, 3) Automated Mask Annotation
Generation using SAMv2, 4) Training YOLOI11 Instance
Segmentation Models, and 5) Performance Evaluation and
Validation in a Commercial Apple Orchard.

A. Study Site and Data Acquisition

The study site for the validation of the deep learning
model developed for instance segmentation of apples was
a commercial ’Scifresh’ apple orchard located in Prosser,
Washington State, USA. The data acquisition occurred in
October 2024, during the peak harvest season, as depicted
in Figure [2b. This orchard was characterized by tree rows
spacing of 10 feet and individual tree spacing of 3 feet (Figure
2b). Although no imaging was utilized during the development
phase of the model, validation was conducted on-site as shown
in Figure 2b. Images were captured using a machine vision
camera (Microsoft Azure Kinect DK [2d), which was mounted
on a robotic platform, detailed in Figure [Zt. The robotic
platform comprised a Universal Robotic arm Ur5e affixed
to a ground robot Warthog, provided by Clearpath Robotics
of Ontario, Canada. The study site for the validation of the
deep learning model developed for instance segmentation of
apples was a commercial ’Scifresh’ apple orchard located in
Prosser, Washington State, USA. The data acquisition occurred
in October 2024, during the peak harvest season, as depicted in
Figure 2. This orchard was characterized by tree rows spacing
of 10 feet(3 meters approx) and individual tree spacing of 3
feet (Figure 2b). Although no imaging was utilized during the
development phase of the model, validation was conducted
on-site as shown in Figure 2b. Images were captured using
a machine vision camera (Microsoft Azure Kinect DK [21),
which was mounted on a robotic platform, detailed in Figure
2k comprised of a Robotic arm (Ur5e, Universal Robotics)
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Fig. 2: a) Process diagram illustrating the development of a deep learning model for generation and automated annotation of
synthetic apple tree images without the use of physical sensors, field data collection, or manual annotations; b) A sample image
of the commercial “Scifresh” apple orchard in Prosser, Washington State, USA, where the developed model was validated,
demonstrating the practical application of the synthetic image generation and automated annotation methods; c¢) A sensing
system (including a ground robot) used as the platform for image collection in the orchard; d) Microsoft Azure Kinect DK
machine vision camera used for model validation using real-world images, demonstrating the model’s applicability in sensor-

based, real-world systems.

installed on a ground platform (Warthog, Clearpath Robotics
of Ontario, Canada).

B. Generation of Synthetic Images Using Large Language
Model

In this study, the synthetic image generation process utilized
the DALLE model to create realistic orchard scenarios with
text prompts without physical data collection, as detailed
in our previous study [69]. A total of 524 images from
our previous study (as shown in right side of Figure
[[) depicting various states and formations of apples were
generated based on succinct, precise textual prompts, and

each image measured 1024 by 1024 pixels. These prompts
efficiently guided the DALL.E model to produce visually
accurate orchard scenes, and the images generated were rigor-
ously reviewed to ensure realism and relevance for subsequent
analysis. The LLM-generated dataset can be found in github
link : https://github.com/ranzosap/Synthetic-Meets-Authentic.

C. Zero-Shot Detection using YOLOI1

The model was applied to detect apples without prior expo-
sure to a specific apple dataset, employing a method known as
zero-shot detection [[75]], [[76]]. This machine learning approach
enables a model to recognize and categorize objects that it
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Fig. 3: Overview of the automatic annotation process using YOLO11 and SAM models: a) Zero-shot detection using YOLO11
applied to synthetic orchard images, illustrating the model’s capability to identify apple instances; and b) Subsequent automatic

mask annotation using SAM

has not explicitly been trained on. Conventionally, machine
learning models require extensively annotated datasets to learn
object features for effective detection. Zero-shot learning, how-
ever, leverages the model’s ability to generalize from known
categories to novel ones without direct training examples [77]]-
[79].

The YOLOI11 base model (zero-shot) identified the apples
as region of interest in bounding box within LLM-generated
images, as shown in Figurd3h. This process involved no man-
ual annotations, demonstrating the model’s ability to leverage
learned detection principles from previously trained categories
and apply them to new objects like apples, highlighting
its advanced feature extraction capabilities. The model was
executed using an Intel Xeon® W-2155 CPU at 3.30 GHz,
NVIDIA TITAN Xp Collector’s Edition graphics card, and
31.1 GiB of memory on an Ubuntu 16.04 LTS 64-bit system.
This zero-shot detection model generated bounding boxes of
apples to localize them in images (Figure3p). The bounding
box for each detected object is defined as:

B = (z,y,w,h), 6]

where (z,y) represents the center of the box and (w,h)
denotes its dimensions. YOLO11 calculates these parameters
using feature maps derived from the images, scaled by factors
learned during training on diverse object sets. The bounding
boxes, autonomously generated by YOLO11, encapsulated the
detected apples, showcasing the model’s capacity in executing
zero-shot detection of apples in commercial orchard environ-
ment.

D. Automatic Generation of Mask Annotation using Segment
Anything Model (SAMv2)

As a foundational model, SAM uses masked autoen-
coders for robust image encoding, coupled with a versatile

prompt encoder that handles various input types such as points,
boxes, masks, and text [80], [81]]. This model is distinctive for
its ability to generate precise segmentation masks based on
minimal input, demonstrating a powerful zero-shot capability
that requires no prior training on specific objects [82]], [83].
SAM’s architecture is built around several core components: a
high-capacity image encoder that uses a vision transformer to
process images into dense embeddings, and a prompt encoder
that interprets sparse and dense prompts [74]. The image
encoder is particularly notable for its use of a ViT-H/16 vision
transformer, which manages to efficiently downscale images
to a more manageable size while retaining critical visual
information. The prompt encoder handles a range of input
types, converting them into formats that can be effectively
used to modify image embeddings. The mask decoder is
where SAM’s innovative segmentation capabilities are real-
ized [82], [84]. This component integrates image and prompt
embeddings to produce final segmentation masks. It utilizes
a Transformer-based decoder architecture that includes self-
attention and cross-attention mechanisms, allowing it to refine
the segmentation output in response to the input prompts. To
train such a sophisticated model, the creation of a suitable
dataset was a considerable challenge. The development team
employed a novel model-in-the-loop annotation system that
evolved from assisted-manual annotations to fully automated
mask generation. This approach not only streamlined the
dataset creation process but also ensured that SAM could be
trained on a vast array of images with corresponding high-
quality masks, facilitating its zero-shot transfer capabilities.
In this study SAMv2 was used to generate precise mask
annotations for instance segmentation of apples using the apple
bounding boxes identified by zero shot YOLO11 (Figure [3h)
(Figure 3p).

Following the zero-shot detection by the YOLO11 model,
the methodology for automatic annotation of apples was
executed using the SAMv2. Initially, the YOLO11 model,



equipped with pre-trained weights from a prior training ses-
sion, was used to detect objects within the LLM-generated
orchard images. Subsequently, the SAMv2 model, loaded
with its specific pre-trained weights, was applied to generate
segmentation masks (Figure [2h). The integration of these
two models achieved the automatic creation of segmentation
masks, delineating each apple within the images without the
need for manual annotation.

This step begins by retrieving LLM-generated images of
apple orchards from a designated directory followed by indi-
vidually processing them with YOLOI11 for object detection
(apples in this case), applying a confidence threshold (0.3) to
ensure the precision of detected objects. Detected apples were
enclosed within bounding boxes, whose coordinates were pro-
vided as inputs to the SAM model for generating the detailed
segmentation masks for each identified apple. The detected
objects were enclosed within bounding boxes, which served
as input for the SAMV2 model to generate semantic masks.
These masks were normalized relative to image dimensions,
saved in label files following the YOLOI11 format, and used
for consistent annotation and training in the dataset as depicted
in Figure [3p. This step was performed on a workstation with
an Intel Xeon® W-2155 CPU @ 3.30 GHz x20 processor,
NVIDIA TITAN Xp Collector’s Edition/PCIe/SSE2 graphics
card, 31.1 GiB memory, and Ubuntu 16.04 LTS 64-bit oper-
ating system.

E. Evaluation of Automatic Annotation Method

As discussed before, the mask annotation method was
developed using YOLO and SAM models. Each image was
first subjected to object detection via the YOLO model, which
identified potential apple regions (bounding boxes) with a
minimum confidence threshold of 0.3. These bounding boxes
served as inputs for the SAM2 model, which then estimated
segmentation masks within the defined regions. The taken for
each step of the preprocessing, inference, and postprocessing
steps were recorded for assessing the computational efficiency
of the model.

1) Metrics and Statistical Evaluation: The quantitative
evaluation involved computing specific metrics across the
dataset to gauge the model’s performance. These metrics
included were the average number of detections per image
and the mean confidence of detections, defined as:

1 n )
Ny = - Z count(detections;) )

i=1
n

1
ch = - mean Confidencedetectionsi 3
g n;; ( )

where n is the total number of images processed,
detections; denotes the detections in the " image, and
con fidencegetections; 1 the confidence level associated with
each detection. These metrics provide insight into the model’s
detection and segmentation capabilities within LLM-generated
orchard environments. A high average confidence indicates
robust detection capabilities, while the number of detections

reflects the model’s precision and effectiveness in segmenting
apple instances.

Additionally, the performance of the automatic annotation
technique was conducted on a set of test images which were
both manually and automatically annotated for comparing
those masks.

Initially, a random selection of 40 images from a set of
501 LLM-generated images was annotated manually. This
annotation process involved delineating the mask for each
apple using a manual annotation tool available in Roboflow
(Roboflow, IOWA, USA). Concurrently, the same images were
subjected to the proposed automatic annotation process and
compared with the manual annotation. Based on the manual
and automatic mask annotations, Average Precision, Average
Recall, Average F1-Score, Average Dice Coefficient, and Av-
erage loU were calculated as follows.

o Average Precision, Average Recall, and Average F1-
Score were derived from the counts of True Positives
(TP), False Positives (FP), and False Negatives (FN)
across all images, calculated by:

N
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where IV is the total number of images in the dataset.

o Average Dice Coefficient and Average IoU were calcu-
lated by averaging the respective metrics for each pair of
predicted and ground truth masks across all images:
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where A; and B; represent the automatic and manual
mask areas for the i*" image, respectively.

These metrics together provided a comprehensive assess-
ment of the model’s ability to perform instance segmentation
without manual intervention, emphasizing the reduction in
time and labor typically required for dataset collection and

preparation in deep learning applications.

F. Training the YOLOI1 Instance Segmentation Model

Once mask annotations were created automatically as dis-
cussed above, various configurations of YOLOI11 instance
segmentation models (Models used in recent studies [45]], [|69]],
[85]], [86]) were fine-tuned for apple instance segmentation
using the automatically generated annotations as shown in
Figure[d The five model configurations used were: YOLO11n,
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Fig. 4: YOLO11 model architecture used for detection and segmentation of apples in commercial orchards using LLM-generated

and automatically annotated dataset for training

YOLOI11s, YOLO11m, YOLO11l, and YOLO11x, which were
trained under identical hyperparameter settings to ensure con-
sistency and comparability across different model scales. The
models were trained using a uniform batch size of 8 and an
image resolution of 640x640 pixels. This standardization was
crucial for maintaining consistency in how each model learned
from the synthetic image dataset. The training employed an
automatic optimizer (adam) and was conducted over 300
epochs while patience was set to 100 to avoid overfitting..

Key hyperparameters were carefully selected to optimize
the training outcomes. The initial learning rate was set at
0.01, with momentum at 0.937 and weight decay at 0.0005,
which are parameters that influence the speed and stability
of the learning process. Additionally, a warmup phase of 3
epochs was included to stabilize the learning parameters before
entering the main training phase. Specific loss settings were
also applied, including a box loss of 7.5 and a class loss
of 0.5, which helped fine-tune the precision of the models
in identifying and classifying objects within images. Image
augmentation techniques such as flipping, translation, and a
mosaic were utilized to enhance the robustness of the models
against variations in real-world scenarios. These techniques
simulate different imaging perspectives and fruit occlusions,
providing the models with a broader range of data to learn
from. As discussed before, the models were trained exclu-
sively on synthetic images generated by a Large Language
Model (LLM) and annotated automatically using a zero-shot
YOLOI11 and SAMv2 models. This approach leverages a pre-
trained base model for initial detections without further train-
ing on our dataset, emphasizing the experiment’s innovative
use of synthesized data and zero-shot learning techniques.

The model was trained using an Intel Xeon(R) W-2155 CPU
with a base clock speed of 3.30 GHz and 20 cores, alongside
NVIDIA Corporation GP102 [TITAN Xp] graphics cards. The
system also featured 7.0 TB of storage and operated on Ubuntu

20.04.6 LTS with a GNOME version 3.36.8 graphical interface
and X11 windowing system.

G. Performance Evaluation of YOLOII Instance Segmenta-
tion

The efficacy of instance segmentation was assessed by cal-
culating Mask Precision, Recall, and mean Average Precision
(mAP) at a 50% Intersection over Union (IoU) threshold
(mAP@50). These metrics were derived based on the overlap
between the predicted masks and the ground truth annotations.
Mask Precision, which quantifies the proportion of correctly
identified positive predictions, is defined as:

TP

Mask Precision = ———
TP + FP

©))
Mask Recall measures the ability to detect all relevant
instances:

TP
TP + FN

mAP@50 represents the mean AP at the 50% IoU threshold,
providing a balanced view of precision and recall across
different decision thresholds.

Additional performance metrics assessed included image
processing speeds for preprocessing, inference, and post-
processing stages, as well as training time. The architectural
complexity of each model was also assessed in terms pf the
number of convolutional layers, the total number of parame-
ters, and the computational load in gigaflops (Giga Floating
Point Operations per Second or GFLOPs). The architectural
complexity and computational efficiency of the YOLOI11 was
assessed by examining three critical aspects: the number of
parameters, GFLOPs , and the count of convolutional layers
utilized in each configuration. These factors are essential

Mask Recall = (10)



indicators of a model’s potential performance and operational
demands.

Parameters, representing the total count of trainable ele-
ments within the model, were evaluated to understand the
models’ complexity and memory requirements:

The model parameters are defined as:

Parametersyioge) = Trainable weights + biases

1D
GFLOPs, representing the computational load during the
inference phase, are calculated to provide insights into the
model’s efficiency and speed:
Total floating-point ops.
10°
The architectural depth, indicated by the number of convo-
lutional layers which influences feature extraction capabilities,
is given by:

GFLOPs = (12)

per image

Layers,,, = Total conv. layers (13)

III. RESULTS

The result of the automatic mask annotation method is
presented in Figure [5] where panel Figure [5(a) shows an
example apple orchard image generated by the LLM. Panel
[Blb) illustrates the effectiveness of automated mask annotation
following the integration of zero-shot YOLOI11l model and
SAMv2. The LLM-generated images show a high degree of
realism, underlining the potential of our method for generating
training dataset for instance segmentation models in agricul-
tural settings. The fusion of YOLOI11’s zero-shot detection
capabilities with SAM’s precise mask-generation techniques
led to promising outcomes in automated image annotation.
Qualitatively, our approach successfully identified and anno-
tated both fully and partially visible apples within the complex
orchard scene, a task that would otherwise demand substantial
manual labor.

As mentioned in the methods section, the quantitative
performance of the automatic mask annotation method was
evaluated using manual annotations of apples in 40 synthetic
and 42 real orchard images. Figure [5(c) highlighted the effec-
tiveness of our approach for training deep learning models for
instance segmentation. With the synthetic (LLM Generated)
Dataset, the proposed method achieved high Dice Coefficients
and IoU values of 0.88 and 0.86, respectively, demonstrating
strong overlap and accuracy of mask annotations. For orchard
images (Real Field Images) collected with a Microsoft Azure
Kinect camera, the method reached an even higher precision
of 0.91, although the recall was lower at 0.61. These met-
rics demonstrated the potential of our automatic annotation
approach, across both synthetic (LLM-generated Images) and
complex real-world environments.

Qualitatively, the automated mask annotation process de-
tected and masked most of the apples as shown in Figure [3]
(b). On average, the model successfully detected and masked
8 objects (apples) per image with a high average confidence
of 0.80. The computational time (particularly the inference
time) per image increased with the increasing number of target
objects in those images. On average, the model took 4.5 ms,
1,986.4 ms (1.9 seconds), and 1.1 ms per image respectively
for pre-processing, inference, and post-processing respectively.

A. Performance of YOLOII Instance Segmentation Model
against Automatic Annotation

Figure [6] shows the precision-recall curves of the five
configurations of the YOLOI1 instance segmentation models
over the LLM-generated synthetic dataset. Each sub-figure
from (a) to (e) corresponds to different model configurations
(YOLOl1n-seg, YOLOI1l1s-seg, YOLOI1m-seg, YOLOI11I-
seg, and YOLO11x-seg), showcasing mean Average Precision
(mAP@0.5) values close to 0.92 across all classes. Table [l
shows the detailed evaluation of box and mask metrics for the
detection and instance segmentation of apples in the LLM-
generated dataset. Among the trained models, the YOLO11I-
seg model achieved the highest performance (See table [I) on
the synthetic test dataset (40 LLM-generated images), with a
mask precision of 0.93 and overall mask mAP@50 of 0.92.

These results illustrate the efficacy of each YOLO11 config-
uration in handling instance segmentation on synthetic datasets
of apple orchards. The YOLO11l-seg configuration stands out
with the highest performance, but the other models also show
commendable capabilities, each achieving a mean Average
Precision (mAP@0.5) close to 0.92. This indicates a robust
ability to accurately detect and segment apples across various
model complexities. The nearly uniform high performance
across these configurations underscores their practical applica-
bility in agricultural settings, offering effective solutions even
with limited computational resources. These results underscore
the potential for deploying these models in real agricultural
operations to facilitate tasks like fruit counting and disease
identification without the need for extensive manual inter-
vention. By leveraging synthetic datasets of apple orchards,
agricultural producers can reduce both costs and complexity,
making advanced Al technologies more accessible and feasi-
ble for widespread use in challenging and resource-sensitive
environments.

Figure [/| provides an example of qualitative performance
of YOLOlIn-seg instance segmentation on highly realistic
images generated by the DALL.E model. The top section of
the figure displays LLM-generated images depicting varying
orchard scenarios, while the bottom section shows the out-
comes of YOLOI1 instance segmentation applied to these
images. The qualitative successes demonstrated in Figure
highlight the YOLO11n-seg model’s robust capacity to accu-
rately identify and segment apples within complex and varied
orchard scenarios. For instance, as seen in [7h, the model
proficiently detected and segmented apples positioned in the
background, confirming its effectiveness in handling distant
objects. Moreover, Figure /b showcases the model’s capability
to consistently detect and segment nearly all visible apples,
even amidst the challenging conditions of a densely populated
orchard scene. Figure [7(a) (highlighted in red dotted line), an
apple-like region in a sample LL.M-generated image was not
accurately identified by the YOLO11 model, though the model
successfully identified and segmented other apples in the
background. This example illustrates both the capabilities and
limitations of applying advanced instance segmentation tech-
niques based on automatically annotated synthetic datasets.

Also, Figure [7]b demonstrates a challenging scenario where
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Fig. 5: Demonstrating effective mask annotations for deep learning-based instance segmentation model training : (a) Showing
LLM-generated image of an apple orchard. (b) Showing automatic labeling post-YOLO11 base model zero-shot detection
using SAM : (c)Showing the comparative performance metrics between LLLM Generated Datasets and Real Field Images for
instance segmentation. Metrics such as Precision, Recall, F1-Score, Dice Coefficient, and IoU.

a shadowy branch region on the top right corner, was erro-
neously segmented as an apple due to its similar appearance.
This misidentification underscores need for model improve-
ment in distinguishing between actual fruit and similar-looking
background elements. Conversely, an example of successful
segmentation in a challenging situation is depicted by the
yellow dotted region on the same figure [7] b. Here, despite
the apple being partially obscured by foliage, the YOLO11
model accurately recognized and segmented the fruit. How-
ever, it is noted that the segmentation was incomplete as some
portions of the apple remained to be unsegmented, another

area for potential improvement in the future to achieve robust
detection in challenging orchard environments. Figure [7] c
highlights another challenging situation where apples were
illuminated brightly and were partially occluded. These apples,
visible only in segments, were not detected by the model
(red dotted circles). Similarly, Figure [7d, marked by a yellow
circle, shows another instance where an apple was missed by
the YOLOI1 instance segmentation model. These detection
challenges could potentially be mitigated by expanding the
training dataset. The study, conducted with only 501 synthetic
images generated via text prompts to a LLM, suggests that



TABLE I: Evaluation of instance segmentation metrics for various configurations of YOLO11 model on LLM-generated dataset.

Model Box Metrics Mask Metrics

P R mAP50 mAP50:95 P R mAP50 mAP50:95
YOLOl1ln-seg 0905 0.872 0.935 0.884 0916  0.855 0.923 0.846
YOLO11s-seg 0.900 0.868 0.926 0.887 0.893 0.862 0.914 0.853
YOLOIlIlm-seg 0.928  0.858 0.932 0.890 0.925  0.855 0.921 0.855
YOLOI1l-seg 0.932  0.859 0.935 0.890 0.931 0.856 0.921 0.852
YOLO11x-seg 0908 0.868 0.932 0.891 0.909 0.862 0.920 0.851

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

(e)

Fig. 6: Precision-Recall Curves of YOLOIIn-seg,s-seg,m-
seg,l-seg, and x-seg models on instance segmentation of apples
in LLM generated and automatic annotated datasets

enlarging the dataset would be essential to potentially enhance
model performance, leveraging the capability to generate huge
volumes of data quickly and at low cost using LLMs.

As illustrated in Figure B}a, the various YOLOI11 model
configurations displayed differential computational speeds dur-
ing their training and evaluation on LLM-generated datasets.
Pre-processing time consistently remained at 0.2 seconds
across all configurations, underscoring uniform -efficiency.
Notably, inference speeds exhibited significant variation, with
the YOLO1 In-seg configuration achieving the fastest inference
at 4.4 seconds per image, while the YOLO11x-seg was the
slowest at 45.3 seconds, highlighting a clear trade-off between
model complexity and processing speed. Post-processing times
improved as model size increased, scaling from 1.8 seconds
in the smallest YOLO11n-seg model to 0.7 seconds in the
largest YOLOI11x-seg model. Figure [8p and [B¢ further de-
tail the computational complexity and training efficiency of
these configurations. The number of convolution layers and
GFLOPs correlated directly with model size and complexity,

with the YOLOIl1x-seg showing the highest GFLOPs and
convolution layers, indicative of its substantial computational
requirements. Conversely, training times varied considerably,
with YOLO1 1n-seg requiring only about 1.6 hours to complete
300 epochs, significantly less than the 9.9 hours required by
the larger YOLOI11x-seg model. This variation underscores
the direct relationship between model size, parameter count,
and the resources needed for training, where the smallest
YOLOI11n-seg model at 6.1 MB and the largest YOLO11x-
seg at 124.8 MB demonstrate the spectrum of computational
demand across the configurations.

Another set of parameters (e.g., convolutional layers,
GFLOPs) used to assess the varying complexity of YOLOI11
configurations for instance segmentation are as shown by
Figure [§] b. The YOLO!11x-seg configuration demonstrated a
substantial increase in complexity and processing capability,
featuring 491 convolutional layers and the highest GFLOPs
at 318.5. However the computational time and cost to this
configuration is much higher as this model also possessed the
largest number of parameters (62 Million) as shown in Figure
[8 c. which correlates with its higher computational demands.
Notably, the YOLOI1x-seg model’s expansive architecture
contributed to its superior performance in handling more com-
plex image segmentation tasks, likely due to its greater depth
and capacity to process detailed features. This configuration,
although resource-intensive, exemplifies the trade-offs between
computational efficiency and model accuracy.

B. Performance of YOLOII Instance Segmentation Model
against Manual Annotation

In further assessing the model performance on the LLM-
generated dataset, the YOLOI1 configurations were tested
against 40 such images annotated manually. Table [[I} shows
the detailed performance measures (both box and mask metics)
on the LLM-generated images against the manual annotation.
The table shows that the YOLO1 1x-seg configuration achieved
the highest performance among the tested configurations with
a precision of 0.92, recall of 0.851, and mask mAP@50 of
0.92.

The results show robust instance segmentation capabili-
ties on synthetically generated datasets as the YOLOI11l-seg
model, in particular, exhibited superior performance with a
mask precision of 0.93 and mAP@50 of 0.92. Further evalua-
tion against 40 manually annotated LLM-generated images,
as shown in Table [l allows for a direct assessment of
model performance under conditions that simulate manual



12

Fig. 7: Example output of YOLO1In-seg instance segmentation model on DALL.E-generated images with manual annotation;
(a) A missed detection of an apple-like region (red dotted circle), though other apples are accurately segmented; (b) A false
segmentation of a branch as an apple (red circle) and partial segmentation of an occluded apple (yellow dotted circle), reflecting
challenges with similar color and texture; (c) and (d) Undetected apples in complex, occluded scenarios (red and yellow dotted
circles), emphasizing the model’s limitations and need for larger, more varied training datasets to improve detection.

annotation processes. The metrics from this manual annota-
tion comparison closely align with those derived from the
automated annotations. The YOLO11x-seg model particularly
stands out, consistently achieving high metrics in both auto-
mated and manual annotation settings, with a mask precision
and mAP@50 both at 0.92. This consistency across different
annotation methods underlines the models’ adaptability and
accuracy in real-world agricultural settings, suggesting that
these configurations are not only theoretically sound but also
practically effective. Such findings underscore the potential of
using automatically generated and annotated datasets to train
instance segmentation models, reducing reliance on labor-
intensive manual annotation while maintaining high accuracy.

C. Field Validation of YOLOI1 Instance Segmentation Model
using Azure Camera Images

To assess the model’s capability to be applied to actual
orchard environments, a field evaluation was performed in
a commercial apple orchard using an Azure machine vision
camera as shown in Figure[9] A dataset of 42 test images was
collected using the camera installed on a robotic platform as
discussed in methods. These images were manually annotated
to delineate all the apples, and were compared against the
apple masks segmented by the models trained exclusively on
LLM-generated, automatically annotated dataset. The detailed
metrics calculation based on the field validation experiment are
presented in Table[[TT, Among the five YOLO11 configurations
tested, YOLOI1m-seg demonstrated superior performance,
particularly in mask metrics, where it achieved a mask preci-
sion of 0.902 and a mask mAP@50 of 0.833 (Table [[TI). This

model configuration (as well as other configurations) showed
good adaptability to real orchard environments, effectively
delineating apple instances in images collected by a ma-
chine vision camera despite the inherent challenges posed by
natural orchard environments. The reasonable high precision
and recall demonsrated the potential of YOLOI11m-seg for
practical agricultural applications, confirming its efficacy in
handling complex visual data enabling automated agricultural
monitoring and interventions.

Figure [9| presents the sample results of the YOLOI1 in-
stance segmentation models on orchard images acquired using
a Microsoft Azure camera. Figure Q]is composed of four layers
to provide a comprehensive view of the model’s application
in real-world settings. The topmost layer captures the original
orchard imagery, succeeded by the YOLO11n model’s detec-
tion and segmentation outcomes, visually demonstrated using
automatically generated images and annotations. Subsequent
layers include a heatmap depicting segmentation intensity
and a binary image that delineates the segmented apples,
illustrating the model’s effectiveness in complex environments.
This structured display highlights the model’s proficiency in
identifying distant apples despite their size or relative distance.
Yet, challenges persist, as indicated by the misidentification of
shadow-cast foliage as apples in red-circled areas, suggesting
areas for future refinement to improve accuracy under varied
orchard conditions.

Figure Pp vividly demonstrates the YOLO11 instance seg-
mentation model’s effectiveness within a commercial orchard
setting. In the yellow dotted regions, the model excelled by
accurately detecting and segmenting apples that were only
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Fig. 8: Performance metrics of various YOLOI11 configurations on LLM-generated dataset: (a) image processing speed,

highlighting efficient pre-processing and varied inference; (b)

Comparison of the number of convolution layers and GFLOPs,

indicating the computational complexity; and (c) Comparison of training time taken by individual models (for the same 300

epochs) and the number of model parameters, reflecting their

capacity and computational demand.

TABLE II: Evaluation of YOLO11 models on segmenting apples on LLM-generated images compared against the

manual annotation of apples on those images. As discussed

above, the models were trained using a dataset automatically

annotated by an integrated approach using zero-shot YOLO11 and SAMVv2.

Model Box Metrics Mask Metrics

P R mAP50 mAP50:95 P R mAP50 mAP50:95
YOLOI11n-seg 0.928 0.826 0.916 0.854 0.914 0.848 0.922 0.841
YOLOI1s-seg 0914  0.825 0.893 0.845 0.939 0.819 0.899 0.825
YOLOIllm-seg 0916 0.851 0.923 0.855 0916 0.851 0.92 0.839
YOLO11l-seg 0.907  0.837 0.915 0.845 0.904 0.838 0911 0.83
YOLOI1 1x-seg 0.93 0.837 0.916 0.849 0.92 0.851 0.92 0.835

5-8% (approx) visible, showcasing its exceptional ability to
recognize and delineate apples even when minimally exposed.
This performance highlights the success of the model in
navigating and processing complex agricultural scenes, re-
inforcing the robustness of the training on LLM-generated
and SAM-annotated datasets. In contrast, Figure [O¢ presents
a mixed outcome where the model’s strengths and limitations
are further explored. The yellow circled area illustrates the
model’s proficiency in identifying and segmenting an apple
in highly occluded scenarios where only 3-5% (approx) of
the fruit is visible. This example underscores the model’s

advanced capability to handle intricate and obstructed scenes
effectively. However, the same figure also points to areas
needing improvement, as indicated by the red-circled regions.
Here, the model erroneously detected and segmented dry
leaves and canopy foliage, mistaking them for apples due
to their brownish color. These misclassifications highlight
the challenges faced by the model in differentiating between
apples and similarly colored non-target elements, suggesting a
need for further refinement to enhance its accuracy in complex
visual environments.
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Fig. 9: Example results from YOLOI11n-seg: (a) Shows robust detection of distant apples while also depicting false detection of
shadowy foliage as apples; (b) Demonstrates the model’s effectiveness in commercial orchard settings, accurately segmenting
partially visible apples; and (c) Illustrates the model’s capacity to segment highly occluded apples while also emphasizing its
limitation of falsely detecting other background parts as apples.

TABLE III: Evaluation of instance segmentation metrics

for various configurations of YOLO11 model. The models

were trained using a dataset automatically annotated by SAM, illustrating how well each configuration performs
in recognizing and delineating apples in field-collected images collected by Microsoft Azure Kinect Camera. This
underscores the robust adaptability of these models in real-world agricultural environments.

Model Box Metrics Mask Metrics

P R mAP50 mAP50:95 P R mAP50 mAP50:95
YOLOlln-seg  0.889 0.714 0.848 0.760 0.889 0.714 0.848 0.703
YOLO11s-seg 0.827 0.717 0.823 0.747 0.849  0.700 0.820 0.689
YOLOllm-seg 0.886 0.696 0.828 0.742 0.902  0.700 0.833 0.681
YOLOI11l-seg 0.871 0.706 0.826 0.746 0.878  0.706 0.822 0.687
YOLOllx-seg  0.817  0.720 0.833 0.757 0.817  0.720 0.830 0.705

1) Evaluation of Image Processing Speeds: The computa-
tional speed of all configurations of YOLO11 instance segmen-
tation model with 40 LLM-generated images and 42 camera-
acquired images are detailed in Figure [T0} The figure shows
that computational speed across various model configurations
varied substantially between LLM-generated and real camera-
generate images. Among the configurations tested, YOLO11x-
seg consistently outperformed others in terms of inference
speed, though it exhibited the highest speeds due to its more
extensive computational requirements. Specifically, for LLM-
generated images, preprocessing time ranged from 3.2 ms
to 4.2 ms where YOLO1Ix-seg was the fastest at 3.2 ms.
Inference times for this configuration was the highest at
38.2 ms, indicating more intensive computational need for
this model, while post-processing computation was swift at

0.6 ms. Similarly, for images collected using the Microsoft
Azure Kinect camera, YOLOI11x-seg demonstrated optimal
performance in pre-processing, and inference, albeit at a
slightly lower speeds compared to the same for the LLM-
generated dataset. Pre-processing times varied slightly, with
YOLOI11x-seg showing a slightly increased time of 2.3 ms.
Inference times were notably faster across all configurations,
with YOLOI1 1x-seg again taking the longest at 20.8 ms, which
was still substantially faster than its speed on synthetic images.
Post-processing speed for this configuration was 1.0 ms.
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Fig. 10: (a) Computational time taken by various YOLO11 model configurations on processing LLM-generated images for
the 40 validation images ; and (b) the same for 42 orchard images acquired with a machine vision sensor (Microsoft Azure

Camera)

IV. DISCUSSION

In [TI] the outcomes of applying our zero-shot learning-
based instance segmentation model to commercial apple or-
chards are illustrated, with images captured via a robotic plat-
form equipped with a Microsoft Azure machine vision cam-
era. This visual representation showcases different examples
of field-level instance segmentation, performed by a model
trained exclusively on synthetic datasets generated by LLM
and automatically annotated through SAM-YOLOI1 fusion.
This approach marks a significant departure from traditional
methods that rely heavily on sensor-based field data collection
and manual annotations.

The images in the figure, annotated with red and yellow
arrows, highlight the model’s capabilities and limitations. Red
arrows indicate areas where the model failed to segment
occluded apples due to complex environmental conditions,
suggesting a need for richer datasets. This study, limited to 501
synthetic images, highlights the potential for expanding data
generation using LLM capabilities, potentially integrating mul-
timodal inputs such as textual prompts and voice. The yellow
arrows denote false segmentations where canopy foliage was
incorrectly identified as apples, underscoring the importance
of generating more realistic training images to improve model
accuracy.

Our approach contrasts sharply with recent advancements
in few-shot and zero-shot learning that still require some form
of initial data handling or manual intervention. For instance,
studies like those by [59|] and [60] have made significant
strides in using few-shot learning to reduce data dependence,
but they still rely on limited data collection and manual
annotations. Similarly, zero-shot models like those proposed
by [65] and [[66] eliminate the need for labeled data for unseen
classes but have not been applied to completely synthetic
datasets for training, as in our study.

This research extends the boundary of what is possible with
zero-shot learning in agriculture by demonstrating that robust
instance segmentation models can be developed and deployed
without any field data collection or manual labeling, setting
a new standard for scalability and adaptability in agricultural
Al applications. The integration of LLM-generated datasets

and zero-shot learning significantly reduces the time, cost, and
logistical challenges typically associated with model training
and deployment, offering a novel and effective solution for
real-world agricultural monitoring and intervention tasks.

Our study’s uniqueness and strength lie in its complete
independence from physical data collection and manual an-
notation processes, distinguishing it from the incremental
improvements reported in existing literature. While the works
of [61], [[65], and others represent critical steps towards
reducing labor in model training, they have not achieved the
level of autonomy in model preparation and deployment that
this research has demonstrated. By leveraging synthetic data
and automatic annotations, our model not only simplifies the
preparatory phases of machine learning but also enhances the
feasibility of deploying advanced Al solutions across varied
and resource-constrained agricultural settings, embodying the
next level of innovation in agricultural technology.

Additionally Our approach introduces a novel paradigm that
transcends traditional data augmentation techniques commonly
employed in training deep learning models. Unlike simple
geometric or photometric transformations [87]-[89]], synthetic
data generation through LLMs offers a more expansive and
diverse set of training scenarios, potentially covering a broader
range of object appearances and conditions not typically
available in existing datasets [69]], [90]. This method not only
enhances the robustness of the model against varied real-world
conditions but also reduces the bias inherent in limited dataset
compositions.

Furthermore, the capability to quickly adapt models to new
agricultural challenges without the prerequisite of localized
data collection presents strategic advantages [91], [92], espe-
cially in emerging markets and in scenarios demanding rapid
responses to agricultural threats [93|]. This flexibility could
dramatically shorten response times in managing outbreaks
of pests or crop diseases, which is crucial for preventing
widespread damage in vulnerable regions [94], [95]. Further-
more, the application of zero-shot learning models in these
contexts underscores the potential for Al to deliver high-
impact solutions with minimal logistical overhead, thereby de-
mocratizing access to cutting-edge technology across varying
economic landscapes.
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Fig. 11: Showing the examples of the efficacy of our zero-shot learning-based instance segmentation model on commercial
apple orchards, with a Microsoft Azure machine vision camera. This figure demonstrates the model’s performance, trained
solely on LLM-generated and SAM-annotated synthetic datasets. Red arrows highlight regions where occluded apples were not
segmented due to complex environmental factors, while yellow arrows show false positive segmentations of canopy foliage as
apples. These visual outcomes emphasize the model’s potential and the need for enhanced data realism and volume to improve

accuracy in real-world applications.

V. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE

This study successfully developed a robust deep learning
model for instance segmentation in commercial orchard en-
vironments without the traditional reliance on sensor data
collection or manual annotations. Through the integration of
a Large Language Model (LLM) with the Segment Anything
Model (SAM) and a zero-shot YOLO11 base model, we gen-

erated and annotated synthetic images of apple orchards. This
innovative approach facilitated the training of the YOLOI11
model, which demonstrated high accuracy when validated
against a manually annotated commercial orchard dataset. The
results underscored the potential of synthetic datasets and
zero-shot learning to significantly enhance the scalability and
efficiency of Al deployments in agriculture. Here are the major



highlights from our findings:

e Zero-Shot Base Model Performance: The zero-shot
YOLOI11 base model adeptly detected apples within the
LLM-generated images, demonstrating a mask precision
of 0.92, recall of 0.851, and a mask mAP@50 of 0.92.
These metrics affirm the model’s high accuracy in seg-
mentation tasks.

o Automatic Annotation Accuracy: The automatically gen-
erated annotations showcased impressive performance
metrics, with a Dice Coefficient of 0.9513 and an IoU
of 0.9303, highlighting the precise overlap and accuracy
of the mask annotations.

o Training with LLM-Generated Datasets: All YOLOI11
configurations were trained solely on these synthetic
datasets, proving effective in adapting the models to
recognize and delineate apples accurately within digitally
created orchard environments.

o Validation on LLM-Generated Images: The models
were validated on 40 LLM-generated images, and the
YOLOI11l-seg model outshone others by achieving the
highest mask precision and overall mAP@50 metrics,
indicating superior performance in delineating apple in-
stances accurately.

o Field-Level Validation with Real Images: In a further test,
42 field-collected images were used for validation. The
YOLOI11m-seg configuration demonstrated exceptional
performance on real-world data, particularly in mask
metrics, achieving a mask precision of 0.902 and a mask
mAP@50 of 0.833.

In the future, this approach could be adapted to develop custom
models for a wide array of objects, not limited to different
types of fruits like apples, but also for any objects across
various industries where instance segmentation is crucial. By
leveraging synthetic image generation and zero-shot learning,
we can significantly streamline the development of deep learn-
ing models, making the technology accessible and adaptable
for diverse and resource-constrained environments.

Authors’ Contribution: Ranjan Sapkota : conceptualiza-
tion, data curation, software, methodology, validation, writing
original draft. Achyut Paudel: software, review and editing.
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