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Figure 1: Proposed BBQ approach leverages foundation models for high-performance construction of
an object-centric class-agnostic 3D map of a static indoor environment from a sequence of RGB-D
frames with known camera poses and calibration. To perform scene understanding, we represent
surroundings as a set of nodes with spatial relations. Utilizing a designed deductive scene reasoning
algorithm, our method closes the gap in human-to-agent communication by enabling free-form natural
language interaction with a scene-aware large language model.

Abstract

Locating objects referred to in natural language poses a significant challenge for
autonomous agents. Existing CLIP-based open-vocabulary methods successfully
perform 3D object retrieval with simple (bare) queries but cannot cope with am-
biguous descriptions that demand an understanding of object relations. To tackle
this problem, we propose a modular approach called BBQ (Beyond Bare Queries),
which constructs 3D scene spatial graph representation with metric edges and uti-
lizes a large language model as a human-to-agent interface through our deductive
scene reasoning algorithm. BBQ employs robust DINO-powered associations to
form 3D objects, an advanced raycasting algorithm to project them to 2D, and a
vision-language model to describe them as graph nodes. On Replica and ScanNet
datasets, we show that the designed method accurately constructs 3D object-centric
maps. We have demonstrated that their quality takes a leading place for open-
vocabulary 3D semantic segmentation against other zero-shot methods. Also, we
show that leveraging spatial relations is especially effective for scenes containing
multiple entities of the same semantic class. On Sr3D and Nr3D benchmarks, our
deductive approach demonstrates a significant improvement, enabling retrieving
objects by complex queries compared to other state-of-the-art methods. Consider-
ing our design solutions, we achieved a processing speed approximately ×3 times
faster than the closest analog. This promising performance enables our approach for
usage in applied intelligent robotics projects. We make the code publicly available
at linukc.github.io/bbq/.

Preprint. Under review.
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1 Introduction

Open-vocabulary perception is a primary challenge for next-level AI-powered autonomous agents.
For example, finding a referred object by a complex text query in a surrounding 3D space full of
semantically identical distractors remains an open question.

To marry vision and text modalities CLIP-based encoders [1–6] have been firmly established as a
classic approach that predicts the most relevant text snippet in natural language to a given 2D image.
These methods do not require additional training or fine-tuning for small domain shifts, thus allowing
effective zero-shot use as foundation models on new data. However, due to being primarily trained on
image-class label pairs, such models lack an understanding of complex text queries, visual relations,
general reasoning ability, and spatial awareness. To address these gaps state-of-the-art methods
propose various architectures to consume different visual prompts like points, boxes, masks, etc.,
alongside with rich text descriptions and auxiliary annotations [7–19].

To work with 3D data the big question arises: how to effectively encode visual embeddings of the en-
vironment? For open-vocabulary understanding most modern methods project 2D foundation features
to 3D [20–26], treat accumulated RGB-D images as a point cloud and perform pointwise distillation
[27, 28], combine both approaches [29–36], or utilize advanced scene-specific representations like
NeRF [37–41] and Gaussian Splatting [42–44]. To perceive a surrounding 3D environment both
trainable and parameter-free techniques are applied.

Integrating a large language model (LLM) into a perception pipeline can provide a source of world
knowledge and generalizable foundational features, enabling complex text understanding and reason-
ing. To add the ability to perceive visual modality, this group of methods utilizes pretrained frozen
CLIP-based image encoders. With the help of comprehensive natural language descriptions and
additional visual prompts, visual large language models (vLLM) [45–50] perform instruction-tuning
of projection layers on the next prediction token using their original auto-regressive training objective.

In our research, we particularly focus on parameter-free techniques that exploit the generalization
ability of pretrained frozen models to perform 3D scene open-vocabulary understanding in a zero-shot
manner. But what are the challenges for state-of-the-art methods in this field?

The first challenge for the aforementioned 3D methods is the difficulty in accumulating reliable
visual representations because, as they rely on local 2D proposals [51, 52] that only partially cover
objects in images. 3D proposal generators are designed to improve this limitation. However, they
reduce the scope of applications in the real world as they are distilled versions of 2D proposal methods
or supervised instance segmentation models [53, 54] and require full scene point cloud accumulation.
Promising ideas are the 3D object-centric map construction from a sequence and 2D projection to
the best-view frame for visual encoding. However, both ideas struggle with time consumption in
their current implementations: Gu et al. [24] utilizes CLIP embeddings both for visual encoding
and proposals-to-objects accumulation thus requiring to call model for each incoming detection in
each 2D frame, and Takmaz et al. [31] has to project each object back to each frame in a sequence to
calculate best visibility score. To face this challenge we explicitly separate the 3D objects map process
from object visual encoding. Self-supervised DINO image embeddings mark themselves as robust
discriminative features that are sufficient for strong 2.5D understanding [55]. For each frame, we
extract these deep features and employ fast DINO-based proposals-to-object accumulation (Sec. 3.1).
At the end of a sequence to select a pose to project we perform the designed multiview clusterization
technique before conducting a best-view search (Sec. 3.2). That reduces time consumption to a
matter of milliseconds and in practice proves no quality loss (Sec. 4.1). We provide more information
about our design’s influence on performance speed in Section 4.3.

The second challenge is to preserve scene spatial awareness in object relations. To cope with this
challenge graph-based approaches have been presented [50, 33, 56–60]. However, they rely on
training neural networks from supervision signals. Gu et al. [24] proposes an idea to utilize LLM to
predict a finite set of edge types (in, on) based on object captions and box coordinates. In contrast,
we designed cheap to construct spatial-aware 3D scene representation as a graph with metric edges
(Sec. 3.3 and Sec. 3.4). This approach does not need heavy and overwhelming large language model
calls and is not limited by natural language edge definitions.

However, such straightforward method raises the third challenge: how to effectively incorporate 3D
scene representation into a large language model? Inspired by the chain-of-thoughts technique we
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devise the idea of LLM deductive reasoning (Sec. 3.5). Experiments on challenging benchmarks for
3D object retrieval show the advantage of integration with large language models over a multimodal
CLIP map and highlight how the language model benefits from the suggested strategy (Sec. 4.2).

To summarize, the contributions of this paper include:

• high-performance DINO-based 3D object-centric map accumulation approach from a se-
quence of RGB-D images;

• 2D best view selection strategy based on multiview clusterization for reach and comprehen-
sive object visual captioning;

• cheap to construct and descriptive effective 3D scene graph representation with metric edges;
• deductive scene reasoning algorithm to utilize our scene graph representation with large

language model for open-vocabulary referred objects retrieval;
• integration of these capabilities in a single modular approach called BBQ (Beyond Bare

Queries). We make the code publicly available at linukc.github.io/bbq/.

2 Related work

Parameter-free methods that perform 3D scene open-vocabulary understanding in a zero-shot manner
can be broadly categorized into four groups based on the scene representation type: point-based
[22, 20], pointcloud-based [31, 29], object-centric [24, 23, 36], tsdf-based [25]. We select the most
modern and promising works from each group and discuss our key differences.

ConceptFusion by Jatavallabhula et al. [22] proposes an open-set multimodal 3D mapping technique
that computes pixel-aligned 2D foundation features and fuses them into a 3D point map. They
use SAM [51] model to generate class-agnostic object masks and OpenClip [61] to assign visual
embeddings. However, we noticed, that assigning the same embedding for each pixel on the mask
creates unnecessary duplication that leads to huge memory usage in large scenes. Additionally, fusing
data from all frames add unnecessary noise to an object representation from visible but unrecognizable
views. In contrast, our method build upon an object-centric paradigm: for each object in the resulted
3D scene, we calculate only one CLIP descriptor, which we compute using our best view projection.

OpenMask3D by Takmaz et al. [31] leverages 3D mask proposals powered by the instance segmenta-
tion model Mask3D [53] to select topK views from an RGB-D sequence for CLIP-based per mask
2D feature extraction. This gravely limits the method’s applications due to the necessity of having
such a pretrained model on the desired data domain. It also leads to the necessity of utilizing SAM
[51] with an advanced outliers removal procedure for selected views mask refinement. In contrast we
fully rely on SAM [51] proposals and accumulate objects from 2D rather 3D proposals. To remove
noise from inaccurate masks we apply DBSCAN over a projected object 3D point cloud.

OpenFusion by Yamazaki et al. [25] builds the pipeline upon TSDF to achieve effective close to
real-time 3D scene reconstruction with approximately 4.5 FPS. Unlike the widely adopted CLIP-
based encoders authors utilized the modern SEEM [18] model to produce region-level aligned image
features. This aims to eliminate the need for the expensive class agnostic mask proposal generator in
two-stage setups like ConceptFusion [22]. Despite great achievements, it is important to highlight
that OpenFusion’s scene representation lacks spatial relations between objects. This leads to behavior
where all semantically close objects will be spotted. In our work to achieve spatial relation awareness,
we build a 3D map in an object-centric manner considering each object as a node in a metric edge
graph.

The closest approach to BBQ is ConceptGraphs by Gu et al. [24]. As in our pipeline, the authors
leverage SAM [51] 2D proposals and accumulate 3D objects from frames in a sequence. However,
we do not rely on CLIP visual embeddings for the objects association process but rather utilize
DINO [62, 63] descriptors that we calculate by calling the model once per image instead of calling
CLIP per proposal mask. These descriptors are well studied and proven as robust spatially aware
features that can be leveraged for associating identical objects on image frames [55, 64–66]. A
significant difference between methods lies in the process of object view selection: ConceptGraphs
choose between only preserved local 2D masks, which tend to local part description or even complete
misinterpretation. In contrast, we select the best object view with our multiview clusterization and
after performing raycasting achieve an instance mask for captioning. This allows us to significantly
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better represent objects for visual understanding. Also, ConceptGraphs, to our knowledge, is one
of the first methods that discuss graph construction without the need for any training for scene
representation in LLM. They utilize object-centric map representation to create image captioning
for each object/node and consider on/in edge generation with language model by text descriptions.
Unfortunately, the authors performed their research with the proprietary ChatGPT-4 model, which
is great but limits the capability of broad usage. Moreover, scene representation in LLM is only
theoretically discussed but not utilized for experiments. Inspired by the described idea we perform
detailed studies on how to effectively encode spatial relations between objects in edges without the
limit of natural language expression and show the results of our deductive reasoning technique over
metric edge graph on challenging Sr3D [67] and Nr3D [67] benchmarks where our approach with a
large language model demonstrates a significant improvement, enabling retrieving objects surrounded
by semantic distractors by complex queries.

3 Method
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Figure 2: An object-centric, class-agnostic 3D map is iteratively constructed from a sequence of
RGB-D camera frames and their poses by associating 2D SAM mask proposals with 3D objects
with deep DINO visual features and spatial constraints (Sec. 3.1). To visually represent objects
after building the map, we select the best view based on the largest projected mask from K cluster
centroids that represent areas of object observations (Sec. 3.2). We leverage LLaVA [48] to describe
object visual properties (Sec. 3.3). With the node’s text descriptions, spatial locations, and metric
edges (Sec. 3.4) we utilize LLM in our deductive reasoning algorithm (Sec. 3.5) to perform a 3D
object retrieval task.

3.1 Object-centric 3D map construction

For each input RGB-D frame I with a resolution H ×W pretrained frozen model extract set of 2D
proposal boolean masks M ∈ RH×W and DINO embeddings EDINO ∈ RH/s×W/s×dim, where
s is DINO transformer patch stride. For M we experimented with original SAM [51] and fast
MobileSAMv2 [52], for EDINO, we examined DINO [62] and DINOv2 [63] with registers [68].

After a series of filtration checks to discard low confidence, small or too large regions each passed
mask m is represented as point cloud p ∈ RN×3, where N - number of points in mask that we
project based of depth information, pose and camera calibration. To point cloud p we additionally
apply DBSCAN to remove noise from inaccurate 2D proposal m. Associated descriptor d ∈ Rdim is
extracted from EDINO by averaging all features in interpolated to RH/s×W/s mask m. Each frame
I from sequence of images is represented by detection set {(pk, dk) | k ∈ (1, . . . ,K)}, where K -
number of selected proposals.

To construct a class-agnostic object-centric 3D map on each frame we perform an association process
between incoming detections set and objects on the scene. For the first frame, we simply initialize
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objects as detections. Association process consists of finding visual cosine similarities between all
intersected instances. If for j-th detection CosineSimularity(dj , di) lower than visual threshold
σvis for every object i, we initialize this detection as a new object, else merge with closest by cosine
similarity. During merging process we combine point clouds, increase number of detections for object,
add frame index for future 3D to 2D projection search and most importantly update object visual
descriptor with our sliding technique: di = 0.8dj + 0.2di. Assigning a higher weight to incoming
descriptors leverages the capability of DINO features to effectively identify correspondences between
local frames while preserving information for objects merging. To reduce the growing number of
objects that appear after unsuccessful association each m-th iteration object merging with lower σvis

and spatial overlap check is called. Two descriptors in this case simply averaged. After object map
construction we perform the postprocessing step: filter objects to discard outliers and merge objects
based on spatial overlap.

3.2 Object best view 3D to 2D projection

Because performing the raycasting procedure for all poses is time-consuming, we decided to cluster
3D camera coordinates Pi = {(x, y, z)q | q ∈ (1, . . . , Q)} from Q viewpoints where we observed
the object oi, to L groups. We consider L as an important BBQ hyperparameter. Then, we select
L poses closest to the centroids of the corresponding clusters, which represent centers of object
observation. For our experiments on indoor Replica and ScanNet datasets, we set L = 5. Then we
select best object view based on the largest area of projection (Eq. 1):

max
Pl|l∈(1,...,L)

A (R(oi, Pl)) , (1)

where R is the raycasting operator that converts an object’s point cloud pi in the pose Pl into masks,
and A is the operator that estimates the area of the object’s mask.

3.3 3D scene graph nodes generation

To describe each object (node) oi we utilize a visual language model on a projected crop. Our internal
experiments show that LLaVA 1.6 [48] performs best for indoor scene captioning. We call the model
with a prompt "Describe visible object in front of you, paying close attention to its spatial dimensions
and visual attributes". We are also incorporating enhanced environmental awareness to prevent
LLaVA from arbitrarily describing objects that are difficult to discern with a phrase "The object is
one we usually see in indoor scenes. Its signature must be short and sparse, describe appearance,
geometry, material. Don’t describe background.". To further improve output quality we extend the
text instruction with several handcrafted examples.

3.4 3D Scene graph edges generation

When generating scene graph edges, we pursue two goals: 1) enabling LLM to answer complex user
queries, and 2) compactly describing object relations in textual form.

To achieve these goals, we define scene graph edges as Euclidean distances between the centers of
objects’ bounding boxes. Thus, each node is connected to all other nodes, helping to answer user
queries. We exclude background objects (e.g., wall, floor, ceiling) from these connections, as their
bounding box centers do not adequately represent their locations. For each pair of nodes oi, oj , the
edge eij is defined as Eq. 2:

eij =

{
d(oi, oj), if oi and oj /∈ {background classes},
None, if oi or oj ∈ {background classes}, (2)

where d(oi, oj) is the Euclidian distance between the bounding box centers of the object oi and the
object oj .

3.5 Applying scene graph to a LLM

We propose using an LLM and scene text description to retrieve objects by their open vocabulary
references. We store the scene description as a JSON file containing an objects list O and a list E
of their connections. For each object i, we store its id (oidi ), caption (ocaptioni ), center (ocenteri ) and
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extent (oextenti ) of its 3D bounding box. The relation between objects oi and oj includes ocaptioni ,
oidi ,ocaptionj , oidj , and the Euclidean distance between their bounding box centers (dij).

Real scenes may contain many objects (e.g., over 100), potentially forming a fully connected graph
and resulting in a long scene description (over 32k symbols). This can degrade LLM performance
due to the long context. However, retrieving a referred object typically doesn’t require the location of
all objects. Therefore, we propose a deductive scene reasoning algorithm to find objects efficiently.

The deductive scene reasoning algorithm involves several consecutive LLM calls. First, the LLM
uses as input a scene description with object IDs Oid and their caption Ocaption, along with the user’s
query query. It selects semantically relevant object IDs RelatedObjectsIds for answering the
question in general case. Then, we create a scene description with additional location and connection
details, but only for the selected RelatedObjects. This results in a compact description focused on
the objects relevant to the user’s query in the particular scene.

For each object, we include a "relations" field in its description, listing sentences in the following
template: "The ocaptioni with id oidi is at distance dij m from the ocaptionj with id oidi ". To limit scene
description length, we cap the number of connections per object to nmax

rel .

Using the compact scene description of relevant objects, the LLM retrieves the final objects in JSON
format. If the response needs formatting, we make another LLM call to adjust it.

Algorithm 1 details our scene deductive inference algorithm. Results in Section 4.2 demonstrate the
benefits of incorporating spatial metric relations in the scene description and employing the deductive
scene reasoning algorithm for object retrieval using LLM.

Algorithm 1 Deductive scene reasoning algorithm (Oid, Ocaption, Ocenter, Oextent, E, query)

RelatedObjectsIds← LLM(query,Oid, Ocaption)
N ← number of RelatedObjectsIds
RelatedObjects← ∅
for i in range (0, N) do

orelations
i ← ∅

for j in range (0, N) do
if Eij exists and number of orelations

i < nmax
rel then

Append Eij to orelations
i

end if
end for
RelatedObject← {oidi , ocaption

i , ocenter
i , oextent

i , orelations
i }

Append RelatedObject to RelatedObjects
end for
FinalAnswer ← LLM(query,RelatedObjects)
FinalObjectId← parse(FinalAnswer)
if Failed to parse FinalObjectId then

FinalAnswer ← LLM(FinalAnswer)
FinalObjectId← parse(FinalAnswer)

end if

4 Experiments

We conduct our experiments on Replica and ScanNet RGB-D data. For each datasets we select 8
scenes: (room0, room1, room2, office0, office1, office2, office3, office4) and (0011_00, 0030_00,
0046_00, 0086_00, 0222_00, 0378_00, 0389_00, 0435_00) respectively. With the provided GT
semantic segmentation annotation we perform 3D open-vocabulary benchmarking with the closest
related works (Sec. 4.1) to show advantage of BBQ 3D object-centric map scene representation.
To examine the ability to answer complex queries that contain object relations we utilize ScanNet
annotations from Sr3D and Nr3D datasets. The Sr3D dataset contains template-based references
to objects based on their spatial relations with other objects. The Nr3D dataset contains various
human-annotated natural language object references. For the template-based Sr3D dataset, we select
a subsample of 526 queries that represent unique triplets of (target, relation, anchor) for the eight
considered scenes from ScanNet and similarly for the natural language Nr3D dataset, choosing those
queries that only involve spatial relationships with other objects. Results are provided in Sec. 4.2.
All the experiments were conducted on a single Nvidia V100 with 32 GB of vRAM except for LLM
where we use Nvidia H100 with 80 GB of vRAM.
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4.1 3D open-vocabulary semantic segmentation

To perform 3D open-vocabulary segmentation we extract CLIP features from each object best view.
Our internal ablation between OpenCLIP Ilharco et al. [61], SigLip [5], and Eva2 [3] shows that
the last model performs better in terms of quality by a large margin. We utilize Eva2 with the blur
technique [69] and call this method BBQ-CLIP.

4.1.1 Evaluation protocol

For all methods, we query only classes that exist on each scene inside the phrase "an image of
<class_name>" and calculate mAcc, mIoU, and frequency-weighted mIoU.

4.1.2 Results

As shown in Tab. 1, our BBQ-CLIP approach shows best results among other zero-shot algorithms
(ConceptFusion[22], ConceptGraph[24], OpenMask3D[31]) in the 3D open-vocabulary segmentation
and almost achieve OpenFusion[25]. We position OpenFusion in a privileged group because the
method exploits SEEM [18], which was trained on three supervised segmentation tasks: panoptic,
referring, and interactive.

Table 1: 3D open-vocabulary semantic segmentation benchmark.

Replica ScanNet
Methods mAcc↑ mIoU↑ fmIoU↑ mAcc↑ mIoU↑ fmIoU↑

Privileged OpenFusion [25] 0.41 0.30 0.58 0.67 0.53 0.64

Zero-shot

ConceptFusion [22] 0.29 0.11 0.14 0.49 0.26 0.31
OpenMask3D [31] - - - 0.34 0.18 0.20

ConceptGraphs [24] 0.36 0.18 0.15 0.52 0.26 0.29
BBQ-CLIP 0.38 0.27 0.48 0.56 0.34 0.36

GT BBQ-CLIP ConceptGraphs ConceptfusionOpenFusion

basket
blanket
blinds book

cabinet
candle
chair cushion

door
stool
sofa

pot
plate

plant-stand
pillar picture

lamp
indoor-plant

floor
switch
table

vase
vent

wall

wall-plug

window

rug

Figure 3: Qualitative examples of 3D open-vocabulary semantic segmentation on the Replica.

4.2 Scene graphs generation

4.2.1 Evaluation protocol

During ablation experiments, we assess various methods for constructing a graph from ground-
truth point clouds of objects. We evaluate object retrieval quality using the Recall@1 [24]. For
experiments involving scene reconstruction, we use such metrics as Acc@0.1 [36], Acc@0.25 [70].
A prediction is considered true positive if the Intersection over Union (IoU) between the selected
object bounding box and the ground truth bounding box exceeds 0.1 and 0.25, respectively.

7



4.2.2 Results

Table 2: Ablation study on graph edges type on Sr3D subset.

Edges type Types of semantic relations Recall @ 1

no edges - 0.52
GT distance - 0.74
GT semantic supporting, supported-by, above, below 0.59
GT semantic and GT distance supporting, supported-by, above, below 0.72

Table 3: Ablation study on graph edges presence in LLM prompt on Sr3D and Nr3D datasets.

LLM Graph edges in prompt Recall@1 Sr3D Recall@1 Nr3D

Mistral-7B [71] no 0.46 0.36
Mistral-7B [71] yes 0.54 0.41
LLAMA3-8B [72] no 0.52 0.38
LLAMA3-8B [72] yes 0.74 0.49
Mixtral8x7b [73] no 0.60 0.43
Mixtral8x7b [73] yes 0.71 0.48
LLAMA3-70B [72] no 0.78 0.51
LLAMA3-70B [72] yes 0.92 0.65

Table 4: 3D referred object retrieval on Sr3D and Nr3D datasets.

Method Scene Reasoning
Algorithm

Edges Acc@0.1
Sr3D

Acc@0.25
Sr3D

Acc@0.1
Nr3D

Acc@0.25
Nr3D

GT Random - 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.01
BBQ (ours) Random - 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01
ConceptGraphs[24] ConceptGraphs - 0.08 0.02 0.07 0.03
ConceptGraphs[24] Deductive (ours) - 0.15 0.08 0.12 0.08
Open-Fusion [25] CLIP - 0.13 0.02 0.10 0.02
BBQ (ours) CLIP - 0.10 0.06 0.12 0.06
BBQ (ours) Deductive (ours) distance 0.23 0.18 0.19 0.10

Edges type. The Sr3D dataset annotates spatial semantic relations between referred objects and
those mentioned in the reference. We explore methods for integrating these relations into the text
description of a scene. Ground truth semantic relations include: supporting, supported by, above,
and below. These relations can be determined by object categories and 3D locations. We conduct
experiments on combining metric and semantic edges. When no semantic relation exists, we add a
metric edge. We use LLAMA3-8B [72] in this ablation study. We find that metric edges yield the
most substantial improvement over scenes lacking graph edges, as shown in Table 2.

Graph Edges in LLM prompt. Adding metric edges benefits not only LLAMA3-8B but also
other state-of-the-art LLMs. Table 3 illustrates that integrating graph edges into the LLM prompt
significantly improves Recall@0.1 for object retrieval across Mistral-7B [71], LLAMA3-8B [72],
Mixtral-8x7B [73], and LLAMA3-70B [72] on the Sr3D dataset. This improvement extends to the
Nr3D dataset containing more challenging natural language queries for object retrieval.

BBQ performance comparison with different approaches. Our approach surpasses existing
open-vocabulary methods for 3D object retrieval, notably outperforming ConceptGraphs [24], which
also integrates an LLM with scene text descriptions (Table 4). In these experiments, we use the
open LLAMA3-8B model [72] for all methods. One of the key contributions comes from our
deductive scene reasoning algorithm. By applying it to ConceptGraphs’ scene description, we nearly
double the accuracy metrics by reducing the length of the LLM prompt in a single inference call.
Moreover, we demonstrate that leveraging an object-centric textual description of a scene graph,
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interfaced via an LLM, significantly outperforms methods utilizing CLIP features for object retrieval,
such as OpenFusion [25] and our BBQ method interfaced with CLIP text embeddings of object
queries. Additionally, we conduct experiments with a random object retrieval strategy to highlight
the challenge of solving this task in zero-shot mode.

a) Query: The towels that are hanging on the 
entrance to the shower

b) Query:  The suitcase closest to the door c) Query: select the bed that is near the backpack

OpenFusionBBQ-Deductiveground truth ConceptGraphs

Figure 4: Qualitative examples of 3D referred object retrieval on the Sr3D/Nr3D datasets.

4.3 Time consumption analysis

We perform time consumption analysis on a machine with Intel(R) Xeon(R) Gold 6154 CPU @
3.00GHz and Tesla V100-SXM2-32GB. On Replica scenes with a mean of 30 detections per frame and
100 average number of objects, our pipeline runs with 1-1.5 fps per second for 3D object-centric map
construction. In contrast, our closest analog ConceptGraphs [24] requires 4-5 seconds to perform
the same task. We achieve such fast results due to MobileSAMv2[52] (0.2s per frame), DINO
embeddings (0.12s per frame), GPU realization of DBSCAN noise removal (mean 0.005s per object),
IOU-based spatial similarities, and GPU-based clusterization to drastically reduce best view search
space for 3D to 2D raycasting projection.

5 Limitations

Conducted experiments highlight that our 3D object-centric map construction method is limited in
its ability to successfully distinguish tiny objects in the image. This happens because such areas are
usually indicated as low-confidence proposals and discarded in the filtering stage or the visual DINO
descriptor is not distinguish enough from the background due to the patch size extraction technique.
Thus, BBQ requires more scene exploration where the camera will be placed closer to objects of
interest to successfully map such instances.

6 Conclusion

We propose a novel modular BBQ approach that relies entirely on underlying foundation models
and transcends the basic requirements of a 3D object retrieval problem. With BBQ, we advance the
limits of 3D scene perception by integrating language models with general world knowledge and our
scene-specific graph representation. The successful outcomes of our experiments on the complex
Nr3D and Sr3D datasets demonstrate the effectiveness of our approach, opening new avenues for a
more comprehensive and flexible understanding and interaction with 3D scenes. We hope that our
time-efficient efforts will facilitate BBQ applications in real-world robotics projects that bridge the
communication gap between humans and autonomous agents.
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A Selecting type of DINO model for visual descriptors

We choose the smallest architecture (VIT-S) and make our selection based on a trade-off between
the size of pixels in the patch to preserve small objects on scenes and inference speed. To achieve
this we change the stride of the patch’s convolution to 4 and 7 accordingly and interpolate positional
encoding. For transformers, we only consider their training resolutions. All measurements are done
on Tesla V100-SXM2-32GB with torch2.3 and cuda11.8. For DINOv2 xFormers is turned on.

Table 5: Comparison between the DINO models.

Model
Version

(Num. parameters) Patch size
Resolution, px
(Num. patches)

Mean time, s
(after 5 warmups)

DINO[62] Vit-S (21M) 8 224x395 (28x49) 0.02
4 224x395 (55x97) 0.13

DINOv2[63] Vit-S (21M)
14 448x798 (32x57) 0.02

224x406 (16x29) 0.01

7 448x798 (63x113) 0.12
224x406 (31x57) 0.02

B Selecting type of DINO facet for visual descriptors

Several types of facets can be used for visual descriptors from the DINO transformer: key, query,
value, and token. It is an open question of which facet to use. Based on their ablations, Amir et al.
[65] for co-segmentation task find key to be most suitable, Keetha et al. [66] for a task of place
recognition choose values, Tumanyan et al. [64] for a point tracking select tokens. In common authors
agree that peak performance is achieved through deeper layers, somewhere between the middle and
the last layer of transformers. Thus we perform a quality study (Fig. 5, Fig. 6) and in alignment with
Tumanyan et al. [64] choose value facet that has the sharpest contrast in the similarity map to other
objects, which is crucial for robust DINO-based association.

C Ablation on 3D object-centric map construction

Table 6: Comparison between the DINO models and SAM models

Model DINO Model SAM Recall@0.1↑ Recall@0.25↑ Recall@0.5↑ Recall@0.75↑

DINO[62] SAM[74] 0.47 0.29 0.06 0.00
MobileSAMv2[52] 0.46 0.30 0.07 0.01

DINOv2[63] SAM[74] 0.44 0.30 0.07 0.01
MobileSAMv2[52] 0.44 0.25 0.08 0.00

D Ablation on CLIP-based encoders

Table 7: Comparison between the CLIP models

Model CLIP Visual promt mAcc↑ mIoU↑ FWmIoU↑

OpenClip ViT-H-14[61]
crop 0.34 0.20 0.23

blackout 0.28 0.17 0.23
blur 0.31 0.18 0.23

SigLip[5] blur 0.34 0.18 0.20

Eva02[3] blur 0.38 0.27 0.48
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Figure 5: Qualitative ablation comparing the similarity maps of features from DINO ViT-S (stride 4,
224px) and DINOv2 (stride 7, 448px) ViT-S last (11) layer facets on the Replica dataset. On the left
is an image with a query point, in the middle is a maps of the cosine similarity of the point descriptor
to all descriptors from the adjacent image frame. Each map is self-scaled from 0 to 1.

E Selecting visual language model for an image (node) captioning

Table 8: Comparison of metrics across image-captioning vLLMs

Metric Ferret[75] LLaVA[47] Kosmos[76] InternLM-2 Versions

VL 1.8B 7B 7B-4bit VL 7B VL 7B-4bit

EM@1 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00
BLEU-1 0.13 0.68 0.23 0.56 0.61 0.59 0.37 0.44
BLEU-2 0.08 0.57 0.18 0.44 0.51 0.49 0.19 0.29
BLEU-3 0.06 0.51 0.18 0.42 0.50 0.47 0.17 0.27
BLEU-4 0.03 0.40 0.14 0.36 0.46 0.44 0.12 0.24
ROUGE 0.26 0.77 0.35 0.68 0.74 0.71 0.42 0.51
METEOR 0.31 0.67 0.28 0.51 0.62 0.60 0.28 0.38
HAR 0.06 0.94 0.33 0.69 0.81 0.75 0.72 0.64
AVG_TIME 2.61sec 0.72sec - 0.41sec 0.63sec 0.58sec 0.93sec 0.71sec
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Figure 6: Qualitative ablation comparing the similarity maps of features from DINO ViT-S (stride 4,
224px, fp32) and DINOv2 (stride 7, 448px, fp32) ViT-S last (11) layer facets on the ScanNet dataset.
On the left is an image with a query point, in the middle is a maps of the cosine similarity of the point
descriptor to all descriptors from the adjacent image frame. Each map is self-scaled from 0 to 1.

We present the results of a benchmark analysis to determine which model best follows the defined
answer format: "The {object} is {color} and made of {material}." The dataset for this benchmark
is manually created from scene_00 of the ScanRefer dataset, where 36 object images are carefully
extracted, and captions are manually created to ensure relevance and uniformity. This manual
preparation is crucial for maintaining a standardized answer format across various requests.

The Human Acceptance Rate (HAR) is one of the metrics used to evaluate each model based on
its ability to produce relevant and format-adhering answers. LLaVA performs outstandingly in this
regard, achieving the highest HAR of 0.9444, which signifies that nearly 94.44% of its responses are
judged satisfactory. This model consistently delivers highly relevant answers, aligning closely with
the required answer pattern, and thus provides the best performance among all evaluated models.
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On the other end of the spectrum, Ferret has the lowest HAR at just 0.0556. This result is primarily
due to the model’s tendency to generate overly lengthy descriptions filled with unnecessary details,
which often diverged significantly from the desired format.

Kosmos exhibits difficulties in correctly identifying objects, which significantly affects its perfor-
mance, resulting in a HAR of 0.3333. This misunderstanding of objects led to answers that frequently
deviated from the specified format.

The InternLM VL 1.8B model also faces challenges related to object recognition, particularly when
dealing with smaller objects, which likely contributed to its middling HAR of 0.6944. This issue
underscores the model’s limitations in accurately processing and interpreting key details within
inputs.

Comparing the InternLM versions, it was observed that models prefixed with "VL" tend to produce
longer and more detailed responses than their non-VL counterparts. In this benchmark, such verbosity
was deemed detrimental, as the benchmark criteria emphasized brevity and adherence to a specific
answer structure. As a result, even though models like InternLM 7B and InternLM 7B-4bit have
respectable HAR scores of 0.8056 and 0.7500, respectively, the "VL" models generally underper-
formed in this context due to their propensity for elaboration, as evidenced by the HAR scores of
InternLM VL 7B and InternLM VL 7B-4bit at 0.7222 and 0.6389, respectively.

In summary, the benchmark reveals significant differences in model performances concerning format
adherence and relevancy of answers, with LLaVA emerging as the most suitable model for generating
consistent and format-compliant responses, while others struggle with issues ranging from verbosity
to object misidentification.

F LLaVA prompt

To describe object we call LLaVA1.6 with projected 2D crop (30 px padding) and text prompt:

Describe visible object in front of you, paying close attention to its spatial dimensions and visual
attributes. The object is one we usually see in indoor scenes. It signature must be short and sparse,
describe appearance, geometry, material. Don’t describe background. Fit you description in four or
five words. Examples: a closed wooden door with a glass panel; a pillow with a floral pattern; a
wooden table; a gray wall..

G LLM prompt

Example of LLM prompts and answers while executing the deductive scene reasoning algorithm.
The user is referencing to "the table that is close to the armchair".

USER:

I will describe a 3D scene using a list of objects placed in the scene.
Each object is described by its semantic type and its object id.
I will ask you questions about this scene.

The list of objects in the scene is the following. the floor with id 0,
the kitchen cabinet with id 1, the table with id 2, the armchair with
id 3, the chair with id 4, the chair with id 5, the chair with id 6,
the chair with id 7, the chair with id 8, the chair with id 9, the
chair with id 10, the chair with id 11, the chair with id 12, the chair
with id 13, the wall with id 14, the trash can with id 15, the wall
with id 16, the table with id 17, the tv with id 18, the refrigerator
with id 19, the cabinet with id 20, the wall with id 21, the ceiling
with id 22, the window with id 23, the window with id 24, the kitchen
counter with id 25, the sink with id 26, the refrigerator with id 27,
the cabinet with id 28, the wall with id 29, the door with id 30, the
doorframe with id 31, the trash can with id 32. Select all objects need
to know to answer the user query. If there are several objects of the
same semantic type, choose all of them. The query: the table that is
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close to the armchair.

LLAMA3-8B:

To answer the query, I need to know the following objects:

* The armchair with id 3
* The table with id 2
* The table with id 17

These objects are necessary to determine which table is close to the
armchair.

USER:

I will describe a 3D scene described in a
JSON format. The JSON describes
objects with the following
three fields:
1. "id": a unique object id
2. "bbox_center": centroid of the 3D bounding box
for the object
3. "bbox_extent": extents of the 3D bounding box
for the object
4. "object_tag": a brief (but sometimes inaccurate)
tag categorizing the object
5. "relations": a list of strings (may be empty) describing spatial
relations between this object and other objects in the scene. It contains
types of relations and pre-computed Euclidean distances between objects.
The JSON describing the relevant objects in the scene: [{’id’:
2, ’bbox_center’: [-0.419, 0.188, 0.429],
’bbox_extent’: [1.192, 3.638, 0.858], ’object_tag’:
’table’,’relations’: [’The table with id 2 is at distance 3.47m
from the armchair with ids 3.’]}, {’id’: 3, ’bbox_center’:
[-3.29, 2.138, 0.401], ’bbox_extent’: [0.339, 0.842, 0.801],
’object_tag’: ’armchair’,’relations’: [’The armchair with id 3
is at distance 3.47 m from the table with ids 2.’, ’The
armchair with id 3 is at distance 5.83 m from the table with
ids 17.’]}, {’id’: 17, ’bbox_center’: [-0.45, -2.954, 0.441],
’bbox_extent’: [1.669, 0.409, 0.845], ’object_tag’:
’table’,’relations’: [’The table with id 17 is at distance 5.83
m from the armchair with ids 3.’]}],Select objects that
correspond the best to the query. Deduce spatial relations
between objects, using’relations’ field of JSON. The query: the
table that is close to the armchair.
Give me the id of selected object. Then explain me why you
choose this object.
Use the following format for the answer:
{

"explanation": your explanation,
"id": id of the selected object

}

LLAMA3-8B:

{
"explanation": "The object that corresponds best to the query is
the table with id 2, because it is the closest table to the
armchair. The query asks for the table that is close to the
armchair, and the relations field in the JSON data shows that the
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table with id 2 is at a distance of 3.47 m from the armchair with
id 3, which is the closest distance among all tables.",
"id": 2

}<

H Results of 3D referred object retrieval on Sr3D and Nr3D datasets

ConceptGraphs give an answer to the query of "the towels that are hanging on the entrance to the
shower", which is shown in the figure 7 with a red bounding box, giving the following reasoning:

{
"inferred_query": "Find the towels hanging on the entrance to the shower.",
"relevant_objects": [103, 104],
"query_achievable": true,
"final_relevant_objects": [103],
"explanation": "The most relevant object is the toilet with towels
in bathroom scene (id: 103), which matches the query description."

}.

For the same request, our BBQ approach chose a more precisely object that responded to the request,
while carrying out the following reasoning:

{
"explanation": "The object ’White towel hanging on rod’ (id 53) is the most
likely candidate because it is described as ’hanging on rod’, which matches
the query’s description of ’hangin on the entrance to the shower’.
Additionally, the object’s description does not mention being on the floor or
on a towel rack, which are common places for towels, but not typically associated
with being hung on a rod.",
"id": 53

}.

The box selected by our algorithm better matches the request. The result is shown in the image 7
with a blue box.

ConceptGraphs gave an answer to the query of "the suitcase closest to the door", which is shown in
the figure 8 with a red bounding box, giving the following reasoning:

{
"inferred_query": "The suitcase closest to the door",
"relevant_objects": [9, 69, 91],
"query_achievable": true,
"final_relevant_objects": [9],
"explanation": "The suitcase closest to the door is the black suitcase with id 9,
located in the scene."

}

For the same request, our BBQ approach chose a more precisely object that responded to the request,
while carrying out the following reasoning:

{
"explanation": "I chose object 37 because it is the only suitcase with a relation
to the door (id 46) with a pre-computed Euclidean distance, which is 3.52 m.
This distance is the shortest among all suitcases.",
"id": 37

}.

The box selected by our algorithm better matches the request. The result is shown in the image 8
with a blue box.

ConceptGraphs gave an answer to the query of the trash can that is beside the sink, which is shown in
the figure 9 with a red bounding box, giving the following reasoning:
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Figure 7: Qualitative analysis of 3D referred object retrieval on the Nr3D datasets was conducted
using scene0435_00. The image on the right displays the outcome of the query for identifying The
towels that are hanging on the entrance to the shower. The OpenFusion results are indicated by a
yellow bounding box, BBQ results by a blue bounding box, Conceptgraphs results by a red bounding
box, and the ground truth is marked with a green bounding box.

Figure 8: Qualitative analysis of 3D referred object retrieval on the Nr3D datasets was conducted
using scene0435_00. The image on the right displays the outcome of the query for identifying the
suitcase closest to the door. The OpenFusion results are indicated by a yellow bounding box, BBQ
results by a blue bounding box, Conceptgraphs results by a red bounding box, and the ground truth is
marked with a green bounding box.

{
"inferred_query": "the trash can that is beside the sink",
"relevant_objects": ["109"],
"query_achievable": true,
"final_relevant_objects": ["109"],
"explanation": "The object tag for object 109 is ’large metal trash can’,
which is likely the trash can beside the sink."

}
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Figure 9: Qualitative analysis of 3D referred object retrieval on the Nr3D datasets was conducted
using scene0435_00. The image on the right displays the outcome of the query for identifying the
trash can that is beside the sink. The OpenFusion results are indicated by a yellow bounding box,
BBQ results by a blue bounding box, Conceptgraphs results by a red bounding box, and the ground
truth is marked with a green bounding box.

For the same request, our BBQ approach chose a more precisely object that responded to the request,
while carrying out the following reasoning:

{
"explanation": "The object that best corresponds to the query is the one with id 60,
which is described as ’Trash can with black lid.’ It is also mentioned in the ’relations’
field that this trash can is at a distance of 1.1 m from the White sink with silver
faucet with id 64, which is a strong indication that it is beside the sink.",
"id": 60

}.
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