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Conclusions:
1) Decoders matter, high variance of results.

2) Residual connection helps.
3) Additive linear upsampling gives the best overall results.
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Problem statement:
- Encoder-decoder CNN is used in many 

vision problems that require per-pixel 
prediction.

- Different layers achieved superior 
performance on different problems [1,2,3].

- The choice of upsampling layer and skip 
connections were only studied in the context 
of a single problem. 

References
1) Laina, Iro, et al. “Deeper Depth Prediction with Fully Convolutional 

Residual Networks”
2) Shi, Wenzhe, et al. "Is the deconvolution layer the same as a 

convolutional layer?”
3) Odena, Augustus, Vincent Dumoulin, and Chris Olah. 

"Deconvolution and checkerboard artifacts."
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