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Figure 1. Real indoor and outdoor scenes validation between Depth Anything model (DAM) [1] and ours with ViT-S as the backbone. The
images are sampled from our collected dataset. (a) Underground parking lot scene. (b-d) Indoor corridor scenes. (e) Outdoor scene.

Abstract

Recently, Depth Anything Model (DAM) [1] – a type of
depth foundation model – reveals impressive zero-shot ca-
pacity for diverse perspective images. Despite its success, it
remains an open question regarding DAM’s performance on
360 images that enjoy large field-of-view (180◦ × 360◦) but
suffer from spherical distortions. To this end, we establish,
to our knowledge, the first benchmark that aims to 1) evalu-
ate the performance of DAM on 360 images and 2) develop
a powerful 360 DAM for the benefit of the community. For
this, we conduct a large suite of experiments that consider
the key properties of 360 images, e.g., different 360 repre-
sentations, various spatial transformations, and diverse in-
door and outdoor scenes. This way, our benchmark unveils
some key findings, e.g., DAM is less effective for diverse
360 scenes and sensitive to spatial transformations. To ad-
dress these challenges, we first collect a large-scale unla-
beled dataset including diverse indoor and outdoor scenes.
We then propose a semi-supervised learning (SSL) frame-
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work to learn a 360 DAM, dubbed Any360D. Under the
umbrella of SSL, Any360D first learns a teacher model by
fine-tuning DAM via metric depth supervision. Then, we
train the student model by uncovering the potential of large-
scale unlabeled data with pseudo labels from the teacher
model. Möbius transformation-based spatial augmenta-
tion (MTSA) is proposed to impose consistency regulariza-
tion between the unlabeled data and spatially transformed
ones. This subtly improves the student model’s robustness
to various spatial transformations even under severe dis-
tortions. Extensive experiments demonstrate that Any360D
outperforms DAM and many prior data-specific models,
e.g., PanoFormer [2] across diverse scenes, showing im-
pressive zero-shot capacity for being a 360 depth founda-
tion model.

1. Introduction

360 cameras have gained significant interest for their
ability to capture surrounding environments in a single
shot [3,4]. Monocular 360 depth estimation is a crucial task
for 3D scene perception with various applications, such as
virtual reality (VR) [5] and autonomous driving [6]. How-
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ever, estimating reliable 360 depth is challenging due to
its ill-posed problem [7, 8] and lack of large-scale labeled
dataset – because of the expensive depth annotations and the
stitching process that often requires intensive labor costs.
As a result, most existing 360 datasets, e.g., [9–11], are
scene-specific, typically limited to indoor scenes such as
rooms. This renders existing 360 depth estimation meth-
ods, e.g., [12–14], often produce blurry results and struggle
for real outdoor scenes [15].

Recently, vision foundation models [1,16,17] have been
developed for various vision tasks. For the monocular depth
estimation, several foundation models [1, 18–20] have been
proposed. Among them, Depth Anything Model (DAM) [1]
is a state-of-the-art (SOTA) depth foundation model that
works robustly across diverse perspective images.

Despite the success of DAM on perspective images, it
is unclear about its performance on 360 images, which are
superior to large field-of-view (FoV) (180◦×360◦) but lim-
ited by spherical distortions, as depicted in Fig. 1. This mo-
tivates us to explore whether directly applying DAM to 360
images can be effective under various conditions. To this
end, we establish, for the first time, a unified and compre-
hensive benchmark (See Fig. 2) that evaluates DAM’s per-
formance across several key properties of 360 images and
models: 1) Different representations of 360 images: The
choice of representations is vital for the model to learn ef-
fective features. The representations include equirectangu-
lar projection (ERP), cube map, tangent patches, etc. Each
representation offers distinct advantages and disadvantages
concerning the FoVs and distortion levels. 2) Various spa-
tial transformations: They occur when 360 images are not
captured vertically, which makes the appearance of 360 im-
ages vary greatly [21]. For instance, in the VR environment,
users tend to transform 360 images by changing their view-
ing directions and zooming in on objects of interest [22].
After the transformations, extra distortions are introduced
to 360 images, making it nontrivial to estimate 360 depth.
3) Diverse scenes: While 360 depth datasets are mainly col-
lected inside buildings [9], it is crucial to assess DAM’s gen-
eralization capacity to wider scenes, e.g., outdoor scenes
(See Fig. 1). Additionally, we examine other factors that
might impact DAM’s performance, including the backbone
model sizes of DAM and optimization space (supervision
with disparity or metric depth) [18]. Our benchmark un-
veils several key findings: 1) The ERP representation ex-
hibits the best zero-shot capacity when no post-processing
is considered; 2) The robustness of DAM to spatial transfor-
mations is not expected (See Tab. 2); 3) The performance of
DAM is less effective in some scenes, especially for the ob-
jects at the equator, as illustrated in Fig. 1; 4) After pilot
experiments, we find that supervising with disparity is less
effective for fine-tuning DAM to 360 images, despite the
size of the backbone model.

To address these challenges, we first collect a large-scale
unlabeled dataset encompassing a broad range of indoor
and outdoor scenes (See Sec. 4.1). We then propose a
semi-supervised learning (SSL) framework to develop a 360
DAM, named Any360D. This framework leverages a com-
bination of large-scale unlabeled data and labeled data. Un-
der the umbrella of SSL, Any360D initially trains a teacher
model by fine-tuning DAM with the Low-Rank Adaptation
(LoRA) [23] (See Sec. 4.2). The optimization space is cho-
sen as metric depth, as we discover that metric depth su-
pervision is effective in recovering structural details at the
equator. To harness the potential of large-scale unlabeled
data, we propose an Möbius transformation-based spatial
augmentation (MTSA) to impose consistency regulariza-
tion between the unlabeled data and spatially transformed
ones (See Sec. 4.3). Such augmentation improves the ro-
bustness of our student model to various spatial transforma-
tions even under significant distortions (See Tab. 4). Exten-
sive experiments confirm the effectiveness of our Any360D
under various spatial transformations and diverse scenes.

In summary, our contributions are three-fold: (I) We es-
tablish the first comprehensive benchmark for evaluating
the performance of DAM for 360 images across several key
properties. (II) Drawing insights from the benchmark, we
introduce a semi-supervised learning framework, dubbed
Any360D, which leverages large-scale unlabeled 360 im-
ages and Möbius transformation-based spatial augmenta-
tion (MTSA) to improve the generalization capacity and
robustness of our model, respectively. (III) Experimental
results show the impressive zero-shot capacity of Any360D
for being a 360 depth foundation model across various spa-
tial transformations and diverse scenes.

2. Related Work
Monocular 360 Depth Estimation. With the advance of
deep learning and 360 depth datasets [9, 10, 24], monocu-
lar 360 depth estimation methods have obtained good per-
formance in specific datasets [9–11, 24]. Previous methods
mainly focus on mitigating the negative effects of distortion.
For example, they have carefully designed distortion-aware
convolution kernels [2, 25], considered spherical prior [26],
or transformed the ERP image into distortion-less represen-
tations, e.g., cube map [27] and tangent patches [12, 13],
and narrow FoV slices [28–30]. However, as most 360
depth datasets are captured in indoor scenes with limited
amounts, these methods are difficult to generalize to unseen
scenes, especially outdoor scenes [15].
Zero-shot Monocular 2D Depth Estimation. To enable
the depth estimation model to have zero-shot ability, Mi-
DaS [18,19] proposes to train on multiple perspective depth
datasets. To mitigate the gap between different datasets, it
introduces an affine-invariant loss to avoid the influence of
depth scale and instead focuses on the consistency of depth
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Figure 2. Benchmark for DAM: We evaluate the performance of DAM from five perspectives: representations, transformations, backbones,
indoor/outdoor scenes, and optimization space.

distribution between prediction and ground truth. Follow-
ing this direction, ZoeDepth [20] combines disparity and
metric depth estimation together. ZoeDepth first trains a
disparity depth estimation model on several datasets, and
then fine-tunes it on specific datasets to generalize to met-
ric depth estimation. Recently, Depth Anything [1] addi-
tionally leverages large-scale unlabeled perspective images
to enhance the model’s representation capability with semi-
supervised learning. This approach demonstrates excellent
generalization ability across diverse scenes, ranging from
indoor to outdoor scenes.
Semi-supervised Learning (SSL). It [31,32] aims to lever-
age a large number of unlabeled data to improve learn-
ing performance with a limited number of labeled sam-
ples. Consequently, SSL has been applied to various tasks
over the past decade, including image classification [33,34],
object detection [35, 36], semantic segmentation [37, 38],
and depth estimation [39, 40]. Inspired by the success of
SSL in these tasks, this work aims to leverage a large-scale
unlabeled 360 images dataset for developing a 360 DAM.
We employ the Möbius transformation as spatial augmenta-
tion and utilize consistency regularization between the un-
labeled and spatially transformed ones to enhance the train-
ing of the student model. The results demonstrate that un-
labeled 360 images can significantly enhance the student
model’s generalization capability on diverse scenes and ro-
bustness on various transformations.

3. Benchmarking DAM

In this section, we aim to evaluate the performance of
DAM on 360 images that consider key properties of 360
images, i.e., 360 image representations, spatial transfor-
mations, diverse scenes including both indoor and outdoor

ones, optimization space, and backbone model sizes, as
shown in Fig. 2. We first introduce the evaluation dataset
and evaluation metrics in Sec 3.1. Then, we conduct a large
suite of experiments to examine the mentioned properties
in Sec. 3.2. Finally, we reveal the crucial findings about the
generalization capacity and robustness of DAM.

3.1. Evaluation Protocol

Datasets. We utilize the testing set of the Matterport3D
dataset [9] for quantitative comparison, whose scenes are
inside buildings. As the DAM outputs disparity depth, we
reverse the values of metric depth labels in the Matter-
port3D dataset. For qualitative evaluation, in addition to the
Matterport3D dataset, we also incorporate samples from our
collected dataset with diverse indoor and outdoor scenarios.
(Details of our dataset can be found in Sec. 4.1).
Metrics. We evaluate the relative depth estimation with
standard metrics including Absolute Relative Error (Abs
Rel) and Root Mean Squared Error (RMSE). Only the ob-
served pixels in the ground truth depth are considered in
these calculations.
Pool of 360 Image Representations. The selection of 360
data representations is crucial for the model to learn robust
and effective representation. We collect the most commonly
used representations: ERP, cube map, tangent patches, and
horizontal and vertical slices. These representations vary in
FoVs and distortion levels.
Pool of Spatial Transformations. We collect two types
of spatial transformations that make significant changes for
360 images, i.e., vertical rotation and zoom. Specifically,
we set three vertical rotation angles: (2◦, 5◦, 10◦). We also
set three zoom levels: (0.8, 1.2, 1.5). The vertical rota-
tion and zoom are achieved with Möbius transformation,
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Figure 3. Visual comparison with different 360 image representa-
tions. (a) 360 image. (b) Results of ERP. (c) Results of cube maps.
(d) Results of tangent patches. (e) Results of horizontal slices. (f)
Results of vertical slices.

which is the only conformal bijective transformation on the
sphere [21].
Pool of Backbone Model Sizes. The backbone models are
selected from ViT-S, ViT-B, and ViT-L, following [1].

3.2. Evaluation Results

Impact of 360 Image Representations. In Tab. 1, we
comprehensively measure the performance of DAM with
various 360 image representations as inputs. It can be seen
that with different backbone models, ERP representation al-
ways obtains the best performance. It demonstrates that the
strong zero-shot capacity of DAM can handle the distortions
in ERP images in the indoor scenes from the Matterport3D
dataset. In addition, we find that distortion-less 360 image
representations, e.g., tangent patches can recover more lo-
cal details, such as the bed in Fig. 3. However, the discrep-
ancies among different patches degrade the overall perfor-
mance, which requires post-processing. Finally, utilizing
slices with narrow FoVs also results in discrepancies that
influence the performance.
Impact of Spatial Transformations. Tab. 2 shows DAM’s
performance under different vertical rotation angles and
zoom levels. Specifically, with the rotation angle increas-
ing, the performance drops slightly. However, there is
a drastic performance degradation as the zoom level in-
creases.
Performance on Indoor and Outdoor Scenes. In addition
to indoor scenes from the Matterport3D dataset, we further
evaluate the generalization capacity of DAM in diverse in-
door and outdoor scenes. These scenes are challenging. For
example in Fig. 1(a), the ceiling and floor cover large por-
tions of 360 images, causing objects located at the equator
to have small appearance sizes. Unfortunately, DAM shows
poor results in these indoor and outdoor scenes. Specifi-
cally, several objects at the equator, e.g., corridors and cars,
are missing in the results.
Impact of Optimization Space. Previous depth founda-
tion models [1,20] employ the affine-invariant loss to enable
multi-dataset joint training. In this case, the optimization
space is based on disparities, which have the largest value
for the closest object. In our pilot studies, we find that al-

(a) (b)

Figure 4. (a) Disparity supervision. (b) Metric depth supervision.

though fine-tuning DAM with disparity supervision would
obtain finer results in the specific dataset [9], its generaliza-
tion capacity for unseen scenes is still limited. Moreover,
the unsatisfactory regions are mostly at the equator. We
conjecture that the disparity supervision would focus more
on close objects. However, distant regions are often located
at the equator in 360 images. To make the optimization fo-
cus on the equator region, we attempt to optimize the model
with metric supervision and impressively find that the per-
formance of DAM improves significantly for the equator
region, as depicted in Fig. 4.
Impact of Different Backbone Models. As shown in
Tabs. 1 and 2, with the model size increasing, the zero-shot
capability of DAM increases slightly. However, in Fig. 1,
DAM with ViT-L as the backbone are still less effective at
the equator, causing structural details missing or blurry.

Our findings can be summarized as follows: 1) The ERP
representation has the best zero-shot performance when no
post-processing is added. 2) The robustness of DAM for
spatial transformation needs to be improved, especially for
the zoom operation. 3) The optimization space needs to be
transformed from disparity supervision to metric depth su-
pervision to make the structural details of 360 images clear,
especially for the equator region. 4) DAM performs well
in some scenes, e.g., rooms, but has poor results for scenes
when the appearance sizes of objects at the equator become
small, even with the ViT-L backbone.

4. Any360D Model with New Designs

Based on the findings from our benchmark, we initially
collect a large-scale unlabeled dataset, aimed at enriching
the diversity and generalization capability of our model (Re-
fer to Sec.4.1). Following this, we exploit a supervised
training framework to fine-tune DAM using LoRA [23]
with a labeled 360 indoor dataset, resulting in our teacher
model T (See Sec. 4.2). Subsequently, the teacher model
T is utilized to generate pseudo depth labels for the exist-
ing unlabeled datasets as well as for our collected dataset.
Formally, the labeled and unlabeled sets are denoted as
Dl = {(xi, di)}Mi=1 and Du = {ui}Ni=1, respectively. M
and N are the number of samples in the labeled and unla-
beled datasets, respectively. Lastly, the student model S is
trained on a combination of the labeled data and the pseudo-
labeled set, employing color and Möbius transformation-
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Table 1. Benchmark for different representations from the spherical representation pool.

Backbone ERP Cube map Tangent patch Horizontal slice Vertical slice
Abs Rel ↓ RMSE ↓ Abs Rel ↓ RMSE ↓ Abs Rel ↓ RMSE ↓ Abs Rel ↓ RMSE ↓ Abs Rel ↓ RMSE ↓

ViT-S 0.2080 0.1687 0.3530 0.2144 0.3750 0.2289 0.3417 0.2104 0.2467 0.1873
ViT-B 0.1983 0.1629 0.3800 0.2238 0.3510 0.2251 0.3359 0.2073 0.2472 0.1889
ViT-L 0.1957 0.1614 0.3737 0.2165 0.3125 0.2046 0.3340 0.2043 0.2428 0.1858

Table 2. Benchmark for different transformation operations from Möbius transformation pool.

Backbone
Vertical Rotation Zoom Level

2◦ 5◦ 10◦ 0.8 1.2 1.5
Abs Rel ↓ RMSE ↓ Abs Rel ↓ RMSE ↓ Abs Rel ↓ RMSE ↓ Abs Rel ↓ RMSE ↓ Abs Rel ↓ RMSE ↓ Abs Rel ↓ RMSE ↓

ViT-S 0.2091 0.1693 0.2133 0.1714 0.2289 0.1803 0.2553 0.1943 0.2266 0.1808 0.2909 0.2107
ViT-B 0.1993 0.1634 0.2033 0.1655 0.2166 0.1734 0.2421 0.1880 0.2204 0.1776 0.2873 0.2087
ViT-L 0.1967 0.1618 0.1990 0.1630 0.2087 0.1691 0.2366 0.1851 0.2190 0.1761 0.2875 0.2082

Figure 5. Samples of the Diverse360 dataset.

based spatial augmentation (MTSA) specific to 360 im-
ages (See Sec. 4.3). The overview of Any360D is shown
in Fig. 6.

4.1. Dataset Collection

We collect and integrate existing 360 datasets, both la-
beled and unlabeled. Specifically, for indoor scenes, we uti-
lize the Matterport3D dataset [9] with depth ground truth,
and the training set of the Zillow Indoor Dataset (ZInD) [41]
without depth ground truth. Additionally, we collect an
unlabeled dataset encompassing both indoor and outdoor
scenes. This dataset enhances our benchmark by enriching
the validation for DAM under diverse scenes and is utilized
to train our model. The collected dataset features a compre-
hensive array of scenes at the campus level (See Fig. 5). To
ensure privacy, we anonymize the footage by blurring iden-
tifiable faces, employing methods similar to those in [42].

4.2. Stage 1: Fine-tuning DAM with Labeled Data

Based on the quantitative and qualitative results regard-
ing 360 image representations and spatial transformations,
etc. In Sec. 3.2, we observe that DAM performs subopti-
mally on 360 images due to inherent distortions compared
to perspective images. This necessitates fine-tuning DAM
for accurate depth prediction in 360 images. However, the
large model size and limited labeled 360 images make direct
training impractical. Consequently, we employ the LoRA
to fine-tune the DAM encoder. Additionally, results indi-
cate a significant performance drop at the equator regions,
particularly in outdoor scenes, due to disparity depth super-
vision (See Fig. 4). Existing depth models provide disparity
depth estimation by factoring out scale, resulting in outputs
that lack metric meaning, thereby limiting applicability in
distant regions and objects with small sizes. To address
this, we employ two types of metric depth heads to fine-
tune DAM with metric depth supervision instead of dispar-
ity depth supervision. The first type of head employs a bin
structure [20], while the second type of head consists of two
convolutional layers. Detailed methodology is provided in
the following sections.

For each weight in the encoder, we utilize a low-rank ap-
proximation ω = AB, where only A and B are updated
via backpropagation during adaptation. By inputting la-
beled data xi into DAM with this low-rank approximation,
we obtain the disparity depth. Subsequently, this dispar-
ity depth is fed into a metric depth head to generate the
metric depth prediction d̂i. To train the teacher model T ,
we employ the Scale-Invariant Logarithmic (SILog) [43]
loss to quantify the discrepancy between the predictions d̂i
and the ground truth di. This SILog loss is formulated as
LT
s = SILog

(
d̂i, di

)
.
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4.3. Stage 2: Semi-supervised Learning with Unla-
beled Data

Despite the limited availability of labeled data, leverag-
ing a comprehensive collection of readily available and di-
verse unlabeled images significantly improves the model’s
generalization capability and robustness. To harness the po-
tential of large-scale unlabeled data, we introduce strong
color augmentation (CA) and Möbius transformation-based
spatial augmentation (MTSA) to impose consistency regu-
larization between unlabeled data and spatially transformed
ones, as shown in Fig. 6.
Color Augmentation (CA). Given an image ui, we exploit
strong color augmentations C, such as color jittering, result-
ing in augmented data C(ui).
Möbius Transformation-based Spatial Augmentation
(MTSA). We briefly introduce the process of MTSA M(.).
As illustrated in Fig. 7, a 360 image ui undergoes an initial
projection from the plane to the sphere via spherical pro-
jection (SP). Subsequently, this spherical representation is

projected onto the complex plane using stereographic pro-
jection (STP). In our conduction, the specific point on the
complex plane is determined by the intersection of the equa-
tor point and a designated spherical point. The Möbius
transformation is applied on the complex plane. Following
this, we apply the inverse stereographic projection (STP−1)
and inverse spherical projection (SP−1) to obtain the trans-
formed 360 image M(ui).

Semi-supervision. The following outlines the process of
training the student model S with semi-supervision on la-
beled and unlabeled datasets. As depicted in Fig. 6, initially,
the teacher model T generates the pseudo depth d̂ui for the
unlabeled data ui, while the student model S provides the
depth prediction d̄ui . Subsequently, the augmented unla-
beled data C(ui) and M(ui) are fed into the student model
S to produce predictions d̃ui and d̈ui , respectively. Consis-
tency regularization is enforced by ensuring structural infor-
mation consistency between the unlabeled data and spatially
transformed ones, thereby enhancing the student model’s
robustness to distortions. The consistency regularization is
defined as Lc = Lc1 + Lc2, where Lc1 = SILog(d̃ui , d̄

u
i )

and Lc2 = SILog(d̈ui ,M(d̄ui )). Note that d̈ui is obtained
from the data with Möbius transformation M. To keep the
consistency with unlabeled data, the prediction d̄ui of unla-
beled data is also transformed with Möbius transformation
M. Moreover, to fully harness the potential of the unla-
beled dataset, we employ pseudo labels du of unlabeled data
for self-training, the objective of self-training is formulated
as Lp = SILog

(
d̄i

u
, d̂ui

)
.
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360 Image ACDNet PanoFormer Ours
Figure 8. Visual comparison between SOTA monocular 360 depth estimation methods and ours.

Table 3. Comparison between data-specific methods and our student and teacher models.

Methods
Clean Vertical Rotation Angle Zoom Level

2◦ 5◦ 10◦ 0.8 1.2 1.5
Abs Rel RMSE Abs Rel RMSE Abs Rel RMSE Abs Rel RMSE Abs Rel RMSE Abs Rel RMSE Abs Rel RMSE

UniFuse [14] 0.1194 0.5177 0.1491 0.6593 0.1760 0.7295 0.1813 0.7760 0.1893 0.7381 0.1755 0.7050 0.2536 0.8962
ACDNet [44] 0.0968 0.4630 0.1104 0.5254 0.1330 0.5750 0.1516 0.6417 0.1787 0.6930 0.1624 0.6270 0.3899 1.2929

OmniFusion [12] 0.1114 0.4943 0.5233 1.8153 0.5230 1.8236 0.5212 1.8245 0.5381 1.8276 0.5322 1.8144 0.5585 1.8154
PanoFormer [2] 0.1214 0.5331 0.1360 0.6023 0.1643 0.6646 0.1974 0.7472 0.2002 0.7126 0.1836 0.6764 0.2782 0.8906
EGFormer [26] 0.1347 0.5689 0.1434 0.6284 0.1732 0.6959 0.2482 0.8513 0.2427 0.7727 0.2207 0.7302 0.3000 0.9139

Ours-Student 0.0903 0.3931 0.0933 0.4184 0.0988 0.4311 0.1087 0.4550 0.1228 0.4754 0.1161 0.4591 0.1674 0.5776

Ours-Teacher 0.0778 0.3351 0.0810 0.3532 0.0860 0.3694 0.0980 0.4041 0.1461 0.4837 0.1275 0.4390 0.2218 0.6582

4.4. Total Objective

Finally, based on the designed loss terms: consistency
regularization loss and self-training loss, the objective for
training the student model S is formulated as L = Ls

s +
λp ∗ Lp + λc ∗ Lc, where λc and λp are the trade-off pa-
rameters to balance the three terms, both set to 1. And LS

s is
introduced to supervise the training of student model S with
ground truth di and prediction d̆i of labeled data. Note that
we evaluate our student model during inference to demon-
strate the effectiveness of Any360D.

5. Experiment

The datasets utilized in this work include the Matter-
port3D dataset [9], our self-collected dataset, and unlabeled
ZInD [41] dataset with indoor scenes. The spatial resolution
of 360 images and corresponding depth maps is 504×1008.
All experiments are conducted on a single A800 GPU with
a batch size of 4 and a learning rate of 1e-4, using the Adam
optimizer [45]. By default, the teacher model employs the
ViT-Las the backbone, while the student model employs
the ViT-Small as the backbone for efficient learning. The
teacher model is trained for 20 epochs, while the student
model is trained for 40 epochs when the quantities of la-

beled and unlabeled data are equal, and for 20 epochs oth-
erwise. Color augmentation is consistent with the previous
work [14]. For the Möbius transformation, the vertical rota-
tion angle is randomly sampled from [−10◦, 10◦], and the
zoom level is randomly sampled from [1, 1.2].

5.1. Qualitative and Quantitative Evaluation

Tab. 3 presents a quantitative comparison of SOTA
monocular 360 depth estimation methods on the Matter-
port3D dataset. To ensure fairness, we re-train these meth-
ods following their official protocols. Our student model,
incorporating a CNN metric depth head, surpasses previ-
ous methods across all metrics. Notably, it demonstrates
robustness under various spatial transformations. For in-
stance, at a zoom level of 1.5, our student model achieves
a 44.2% improvement in the Abs Rel metric compared
to EGFormer [26]. This significant enhancement is at-
tributed not only to the strong teacher model with fine-
tuning but also to our semi-supervised learning approach
utilizing MTSA. Moreover, the student model with ViT-S
as the backbone sometimes even outperforms the teacher
model with ViT-L as the backbone at certain zoom levels.
As shown in Fig.8, our method accurately predicts struc-
tural details such as sofas and boards, which are absent

7



Figure 9. Visual results of our Any360D in diverse scenes.

Table 4. Ablation study on the loss functions.

LS
s Lp Lc1 Lc2

Clean Vertical Rotation Angle Zoom Level
2◦ 5◦ 10◦ 0.8 1.2 1.5

Abs Rel RMSE Abs Rel RMSE Abs Rel RMSE Abs Rel RMSE Abs Rel RMSE Abs Rel RMSE Abs Rel RMSE

✓ 0.1024 0.4114 0.1065 0.4374 0.1151 0.4603 0.1341 0.5163 0.1666 0.5514 0.1498 0.5055 0.2427 0.7186
✓ ✓ 0.0964 0.4077 0.0995 0.4344 0.1094 0.4600 0.1314 0.5160 0.1641 0.5509 0.1459 0.5082 0.2455 0.7293
✓ ✓ ✓ 0.0970 0.4045 0.1001 0.4274 0.1092 0.4495 0.1302 0.5028 0.1640 0.5458 0.1466 0.5022 0.2424 0.7239
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 0.0994 0.4089 0.1013 0.4326 0.1072 0.4465 0.1205 0.4782 0.1381 0.5019 0.1270 0.4740 0.1892 0.6165

Table 5. Ablation studies on the fine-tuning technique and metric
depth heads.

Backbone LoRA Metric Head Abs Rel RMSE

ViT-S
ZoeDepth [20] 0.1676 0.6010

✓ ZoeDepth [20] 0.1024 0.4114
✓ CNN 0.0918 0.4029

ViT-L ✓ ZoeDepth [20] 0.0780 0.3363
✓ CNN 0.0791 0.3432

in the results of other methods. Unlike data-specific ap-
proaches, our method exhibits impressive zero-shot capac-
ity, as demonstrated in Fig. 9 across diverse scenes.

5.2. Ablation Studies

Fine-tuning and Metric Depth Supervision. Tab. 5 shows
the impact of fine-tuning on different backbone models and
metric heads. The first and second rows reveal that fine-
tuning is crucial since DAM is trained on perspective im-
ages. Comparing the second and third rows, we observe that
using CNN layers as the metric depth head yields superior
performance compared to the ZoeDepth head [20].

This can be attributed to the complexity of the ZoeDepth
metric head, which introduces artifacts in texture-less re-
gions when the backbone model is small, disrupting the
continuity of depth prediction and leading to sub-optimal
results. With a large backbone model, e.g., ViT-L, utilizing
the metric depth head of ZoeDepth performs better.

Table 6. Ablation studies on the amount of unlabeled data.

ZInD Ours Abs Rel RMSE

7829 0 0.0938 0.4007
54034 0 0.0918 0.4017
54034 12063 0.0904 0.3942

Loss Functions. In Tab. 4, we discuss the impacts of loss
functions in semi-supervision process. We take DAM with
the metric depth head of ZoeDepth as an example. By de-
fault, the loss function LS

s is applied. Initially, incorpo-
rating unlabeled data with pseudo labels yields a perfor-
mance improvement. Subsequently, adding color augmen-
tation facilitate the student model to learn robust represen-
tations, resulting in enhanced model performance. How-
ever, there is no significant improvement in robustness
for vertical rotation and zoom. Finally, by introducing
Möbius augmentation into the semi-supervision process,
the model’s robustness to various spatial transformations is
significantly enhanced, demonstrating the necessity of in-
corporating Möbius transformation as a data augmentation
technique.
Utilization of Unlabeled Data. In Tab. 6, we examine the
impact of varying amounts of unlabeled data on overall per-
formance, utilizing the metric depth head with CNN lay-
ers by default. We begin by adding unlabeled data from
the ZInD dataset in the same quantity as the Matterport3D
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dataset. Given the similar indoor scenes in both datasets,
the unlabeled data helps the model learn robust and effec-
tive representations. Furthermore, scaling up the unlabeled
data to 54,034 samples (the entire ZInD training set) results

in no significant performance improvement. This sug-
gests that increasing the amount of training data with similar
scenes does not significantly enhance model performance.
However, by incorporating our collected data with diverse
indoor and outdoor scenes, the model’s performance im-
proves significantly. This demonstrates that large-scale, un-
labeled 360 data with diverse scenes can substantially em-
power monocular 360 depth estimation.

6. Conclusion and Limitations

Conclusion. In this paper, we provided a comprehensive
benchmark for evaluating the performance of DAM on 360
images by exploring several key properties, e.g., represen-
tations and spatial transformations. The benchmark re-
veals some key findings, including the limited effective-
ness of disparity supervision in refining structural details
in 360 images. Leveraging these crucial findings, we fine-
tune DAM and uncover the potential of large-scale unla-
beled data with Möbius augmentation under the umbrella
of semi-supervised learning. The experiments underscore
our model’s impressive zero-shot capacity, establishing it
as a foundational model for 360 depth estimation task.
Broader Impacts. Our established benchmark and pro-
posed semi-supervised learning framework offer valuable
insights for researchers aiming to fine-tune foundation mod-
els for 360 images. Any360D can provide effective struc-
tural priors to support various tasks, such as 360 semantic
segmentation.
Limitations and Future Work. Due to the scarcity of 360
depth labels in diverse scenes, particularly outdoor scenes,
our teacher model is trained on a limited scenes, potentially
generating noisy pseudo labels for unseen scenes. To en-
hance the zero-shot capability of our model, future work
will focus on collecting 360 images paired with depth la-
bels across a broader range of environments.

7. Appendix

A. Dataset

During the data collection phase, we used the RICOH
THETA Z1 360 camera to capture videos in various scenes
at the campus level. The RICOH THETA Z1 360 camera
features dual 1-inch back-illuminated CMOS sensors, ca-
pable of capturing 4K (3840 × 1920) video at 30 frames
per second. During the video collection phase, we used a
selfie stick to minimize the presence of the camera operator
in the footage, thereby ensuring the quality of the collected
dataset. We collected dozens of indoor and outdoor videos.

Specifically, we collected 20 video clips of indoor scenes
and 10 video clips of outdoor scenes. To ensure high-quality
footage, we meticulously planned the shooting routes in ad-
vance to improve our shooting efficiency. Each video was
kept under 5 minutes in duration. During the export phase,
we utilized the camera’s built-in correction options to en-
sure the footage was in equirectangular format. To pro-
tect the privacy of the camera operators and passersby, we
anonymized the videos by identifying and applying blurring
filters to faces in each frame, similar to [42]. Subsequently,
we selected anonymized 360 images from each frame based
on the following criteria:

• The frame of the scene needs to be concise, diverse,
and representative.

• There are no adverse effects from the environment,
lighting, or humidity.

• Privacy protection measures should be successfully
implemented.

After completing the data selection, our Diverse360
dataset contains a total of 12,063 images, comprising 7,887
indoor 360 images and 4,176 outdoor 360 images. Our Di-
verse360 dataset showcases a wide variety of scenes at the
campus level (See Fig. 10. The Diverse360 dataset enriches
the validation for DAM in diverse scenes. In addition, this
dataset is utilized to train our model, which is demonstrated
to improve the overall performance of our model.

B. Metrics
Metrics. We evaluate the performance of models with
two standard metrics: Absolute Relative Error (Abs Rel),
and Root Mean Squared Error (RMSE). We only evaluate
the performance on the valid regions with the ground truth
depth D∗. We denote the number of valid pixels as K. With
the prediction D, the two metrics can be formulated as fol-
lows:

• Absolute Relative Error (Abs Rel):

1

K

K∑
i=1

||D(i)−D∗(i)||
D∗(i)

. (1)

• Root Mean Square Error (RMSE):√√√√ 1

K

K∑
i=1

||D(i)−D∗(i)||2. (2)

More details of benchmarking DAM. Depth Anything
model (DAM) is not trained on 360 images. To evaluate the
zero-shot performance of DAM on 360 images, in Tabs. 1,
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Table 7. Diverse360: Indoor and Outdoor scenes and Image Counts

Scenes Indoor Classrooms, libraries, corridors, meeting rooms, gymnasiums

Outdoor Outside dormitories, outside office buildings, outside gymnasiums, out-
side activity centers

# Images Indoor 7,887

Outdoor 4,176

Indoor Scenes

Outdoor Scenes

Figure 10. Visualization of our-collected Diverse360 dataset.
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(a
)

(b
)

Figure 11. Visual comparison with different metric depth heads.
(a) bin structure [20]. (b) our proposed head with CNN layers.

and 2 on the main paper, we manually align the prediction
of DAM with the depth ground truth with scale and shift,
similar to [18, 19]. In addition, since our Any360D is first
fine-tuned on a 360 depth dataset [9], we do not utilize any
alignment operation in the ablation studies (Tabs. 3, 4, and 6
on the main paper) and comparison with SOTA monocular
360 depth estimation methods (Tab. 5 on the main paper).

C. The Proposed Method

C.1. Möbius Transformation-based Spatial Aug-
mentation (MTSA)

We provide more details of conducting the MTSA.
Firstly, we provide the formulas of the geometric projec-
tions. Then, we describe the parameters of the MTSA in
rotation and zoom. The formulas are based on [21]. Differ-
ently, we take the equator center as the pole to zoom in on
the objects at the equator.

The Möbius transformation is conducted in the complex
plane. To achieve it, a 360 image with ERP format is first
projected from the plane to the sphere via spherical projec-
tion (SP). The plane coordinate is proportional to the angle
coordinate (θ, ϕ) (where θ represents the longitude and ϕ
represents the latitude), while the spherical coordinate can
be defined as (x, y, z). In this case, SP can be defined as
follows:

SP :

x
y
z

 =

cos(ϕ) cos(θ)
cos(ϕ) sin(θ)

sin(ϕ)

 . (3)

Then, we project from the sphere to the complex plane
with stereographic projection (STP). By defining the coor-
dinate of the complex plane as Z = (x′, y′) and selecting
the equator center as the pole, the STP can be formulated as
follows:

STP : x′ =
y

1− x
, y′ =

z

1− x
. (4)

In the complex plane, the Möbius transformation is con-
ducted with the following formulation:

f(Z) =
aZ + b

cZ + d
, (5)

where a, b, c, and d are complex numbers satisfying ad −
bc ̸= 0. For the vertical rotation with angle β and zoom
level s, the parameters of Möbius transformations can be
represented as follows:(

a b
c d

)
=

(
cos(β) + j sin(β) 0

0 1

)
. (6)

For the zoom operation with level s, the parameters of
Möbius transformations can be represented as follows:(

a b
c d

)
=

(
s 0
0 1

)
. (7)

We show some examples of transformed 360 images in
Fig. 12. The Möbius transformation obeys the matrix chain
multiplication rule. After the Möbius transformation in the
complex plane, we conduct inverse projections to project
from the complex plane to the sphere and the plane, respec-
tively. The inverse projections can be formulated as follows:

STP−1 :

x
y
z

 =


−1+x′2+y′2

1+x′2+y′2

2x′

1+x′2+y′2

2y′

1+x′2+y′2

 ;

SP−1 :

(
θ
ϕ

)
=

(
arctan(y/x)
arcsin(z)

)
.

(8)

C.2. Metric Depth Head

We exploit two metric depth heads with our proposed
model. (1) The first is a bin structure proposed by
ZoeDepth [20]. In our pilot experiment, we find that with
this metric depth head, the decoder of the DAM should be
frozen for stable training. Although this can preserve struc-
tural details, the bin prediction might destroy the continu-
ity of depth prediction in some regions, especially when
the backbone model size is small, as shown in Fig. 11(a).
(2) Therefore, we try the other metric depth head, which is
composed of two convolutional layers. The input and out-
put channels of the first convolutional layer are 1 and 64,
respectively. The input and output channels of the second
convolutional layer are 64 and 1, respectively. With this
head, the decoder of the DAM can be trained simultane-
ously. The convolutional metric depth head can generate
a smooth prediction. However, some details might be ne-
glected. For balance, our teacher model takes the metric
depth head with bin structure to provide more structural de-
tails in the pseudo labels, while the student model employs
the metric depth head with convolutional layers to predict
smooth depths in both indoor and outdoor scenes.

11



(a) Raw image (b) 𝛽 = 5° ,𝑠 = 1 (c) 𝛽 = 10° ,𝑠 = 1 (d) 𝛽 = 20° ,𝑠 = 1

(e) 𝛽 = 0° ,𝑠 = 0.8 (f) 𝛽 = 0° , 𝑠 = 1.5 (g) 𝛽 = 0° ,𝑠 = 2.0 (h) 𝛽 = 0° ,𝑠 = 2.5

Figure 12. Visualization of 360 images under different transformations.

More explanation about the metric depth output. The
purpose of supervision in the metric depth space is to re-
cover more structural details at the equator region than su-
pervision in the disparity space. The improvement of met-
ric depth supervision for recovering structural details is also
demonstrated in [46, 47]. Differently, as we only train on
one 360 depth dataset with labels, we do not conduct ad-
ditional normalization operations. The metric depth output
in our Any360D ranges from 0m to 10m (The maximum
depth in the Matterport3D dataset). For scenes not in the
Matterport3D dataset, the depth prediction can not reflect
the absolute distance between the object and the camera. In
addition, utilizing metric depth as supervision on 360 im-
ages can neglect the effect of camera intrinsics with various
focal lengths. This is because most 360 cameras have fixed
focal lengths, and can not achieve optical zoom. The digital
zoom is conducted with the Möbius transformation.

C.3. Loss Function

SILog Loss. We only supervise the valid regions with
the depth ground truth D∗. Given the predicted depth
D, the SILog Loss employs the logarithm difference:
∆Di = logDi − logD∗

i . Then, by defining the number of
valid pixels as K, the SILog Loss can be formulated as fol-
lows:

L = α

√
1

K

∑
i

∆D2
i −

λ

K2
(
∑
i

∆Di)2, (9)

where α and λ are two hyper-parameters. We set α to 10
and λ to 0.85, following [7].

D. Experiment

D.1. More Ablation Studies

For our proposed MTSA, the default setting is that: the
vertical rotation angle is uniformly sampled in (−10◦, 10◦),

denoted as U(−10◦, 10◦). Moreover, the zoom level is uni-
formly sampled in (1, 1.2), denoted as U(1, 1.2). To further
discuss the effect of the MTSA by introducing vertical ro-
tation and zoom into spatial augmentation, we conduct ab-
lation studies for the range of sampling distribution.

Table 8. Ablation study on the distribution of vertical rotation an-
gle. Bold indicates the best. We utilize the Abs Rel metric for
evaluation.

Distribution Clean Vertical Rotation Angle
2◦ 5◦ 10◦

U(−5◦, 5◦) 0.0976 0.1036 0.1099 0.1258
U(−10◦, 10◦) 0.1011 0.0996 0.1050 0.1159
U(−15◦, 15◦) 0.0972 0.0989 0.1028 0.1117
U(−20◦, 20◦) 0.0985 0.1000 0.1034 0.1099

Vertical rotation angle distribution. As shown in Tab. 8,
we explore the effects of different angle distributions. It can
be seen that different angle distributions have a small influ-
ence on the depth prediction on raw 360 images. Moreover,
MTSA with a larger angle distribution benefits the depth
prediction on 360 images with larger rotation angles.

Table 9. Ablation study on the distribution of zoom level. Bold
indicates the best. We utilize the Abs Rel metric for evaluation.

Distribution Clean Zoom Level
0.8 1.2 1.5

U(1, 1.2) 0.1003 0.1440 0.1302 0.2001
U(1, 1.5) 0.0991 0.1326 0.1248 0.1651
U(1, 2.0) 0.1008 0.1316 0.1247 0.1460
U(1, 2.5) 0.0981 0.1322 0.1244 0.1531

Zoom level distribution. As shown in Tab. 9, we explore
the effects of different zoom level distributions. We ob-
serve that MTSA with larger zoom level distribution can
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improve the depth estimation performance on the raw 360
images. For instance, MTSA with zoom level distribution
U(1, 2.5) can obtain 2.2% gain in Abs Rel metric compared
with distribution U(1, 1.2). Moreover, MTSA with zoom
level distribution U(1, 2.0) obtains the best performance for
depth prediction with zoom level 1.5. It demonstrates that a
larger zoom level distribution can improve the robustness of
the model in an appropriate margin. Furthermore, with the
zoom level distribution increasing to U(1, 2.5), the model
performance has a slight drop for depth prediction under
zoom level 1.5. It reveals that the choice of distribution in-
fluences the model performance in different conditions.
More visualization results. We provide more visualiza-
tion results of the Depth Anything model (DAM) [1] and
our Any360D with the ViT-S as the backbone in vari-
ous scenes, ranging from indoor scenes to outdoor scenes.
Figs. 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18 are indoor scenes, while
Figs. 19, 20 are outdoor scenes.
Demo description. In the demo video, in addition to
the scenes in our Diverse360 dataset, we also provide
the visualization results in open-world web scenes. The
videos are captured in the following websites: https:
//www.miraikan.jst.go.jp/en/research/
AccessibilityLab/dataset360/. We have ob-
tained their approval to utilize their 360 videos.

13

https://www.miraikan.jst.go.jp/en/research/AccessibilityLab/dataset360/
https://www.miraikan.jst.go.jp/en/research/AccessibilityLab/dataset360/
https://www.miraikan.jst.go.jp/en/research/AccessibilityLab/dataset360/


Figure 13. Visual comparison between the DAM and our Any360D in the parking lot scene.
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Figure 14. Visual comparison between the DAM and our Any360D in the meeting room scene.
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Figure 15. Visual comparison between the DAM and our Any360D in the library scene.
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Figure 16. Visual comparison between the DAM and our Any360D in the classroom scene.
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Figure 17. Visual comparison between the DAM and our Any360D in the corridor scene.
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Figure 18. Visual comparison between the DAM and our Any360D in the gym scene.
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Figure 19. Visual comparison between the DAM and our Any360D in the outdoor scene.
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Figure 20. Visual comparison between the DAM and our Any360D in the outdoor scene.
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