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PointSAM: Pointly-Supervised Segment Anything
Model for Remote Sensing Images

Nanqing Liu, Xun Xu, Yongyi Su, Haojie Zhang, Heng-Chao Li

Abstract—Segment Anything Model (SAM) is an advanced
foundational model for image segmentation, widely applied to
remote sensing images (RSIs). Due to the domain gap between
RSIs and natural images, traditional methods typically use
SAM as a source pre-trained model and fine-tune it with fully
supervised masks. Unlike these methods, our work focuses on
fine-tuning SAM using more convenient and challenging point
annotations. Leveraging SAM’s zero-shot capabilities, we adopt
a self-training framework that iteratively generates pseudo-
labels for training. However, if the pseudo-labels contain noisy
labels, there is a risk of error accumulation. To address this
issue, we extract target prototypes from the target dataset and
use the Hungarian algorithm to match them with prediction
prototypes, preventing the model from learning in the wrong
direction. Additionally, due to the complex backgrounds and
dense distribution of objects in RSI, using point prompts may
result in multiple objects being recognized as one. To solve
this problem, we propose a negative prompt calibration method
based on the non-overlapping nature of instance masks. In brief,
we use the prompts of overlapping masks as corresponding
negative signals, resulting in refined masks. Combining the
above methods, we propose a novel Pointly-supervised Segment
Anything Model named PointSAM. We conduct experiments on
RSI datasets, including WHU, HRSID, and NWPU VHR-10,
and the results show that our method significantly outperforms
direct testing with SAM, SAM2, and other comparison methods.
Furthermore, we introduce PointSAM as a point-to-box converter
and achieve encouraging results, suggesting that this method can
be extended to other point-supervised tasks. The code is available
at https://github.com/Lans1ng/PointSAM.

Index Terms—Segment anything model, weakly-supervised
learning, remote sensing images, self-training.

I. INTRODUCTION

Foundation models are versatile, large-scale models de-
signed for a wide range of tasks and applications. They
have demonstrated exceptional performance in areas such as
natural language processing (e.g., BERT[1] and GPT-3[2]) and
multimodal tasks (e.g., CLIP[3] and ALIGN [4]). Recently, the
Segment Anything Model (SAM) [5, 6] was introduced as a
foundation model specifically for image segmentation. Trained
on a billion-scale dataset of masks and prompts, SAM can
be applied to various downstream tasks requiring promptable
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Fig. 1. (a) Training pipeline of vanilla SAM. (b) Training pipeline of self-
training based pointly-supervised SAM. Sup. means supervise.

segmentation, including healthcare [7, 8], autonomous driving
[9], and remote sensing [10, 11, 12].

Despite SAM’s strong zero-shot capabilities, challenges
persist in handling out-of-distribution (OOD) data and domain
shifts in remote sensing images (RSIs). Many categories in
RSIs are not represented in SAM’s training data, and RSIs,
typically captured from aerial or satellite perspectives, differ
significantly from natural images. Consequently, recent studies
[10, 13, 14, 15] have focused on fine-tuning SAM for specific
tasks. For example, RS-Prompter [10] uses queries or anchors
as prompts to guide SAM’s mask decoder for instance segmen-
tation. Similarly, SAM-CD [13] employs FastSAM’s encoder
and introduces adapters for fine-tuning in change detection
tasks.

While these methods have shown promising results, they
also require full mask annotations, which are difficult and
time-consuming to obtain. As a result, some approaches
[16, 17, 18] have begun exploring label-efficient strategies for
SAM. WeSAM[16] and SlotSAM[18] leverage self-training
techniques [19] with weak labels, such as points, boxes, and
polygons, to generate pseudo-labels, allowing the network to
predict complete masks. Cat-SAM [17] adopts a few-shot
learning approach to fine-tune SAM using box prompts to
predict masks. While using boxes or coarse masks as prompts
have yielded excellent results, point annotations remain less
effective than fully supervised methods. Moreover, point anno-
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tations are much cheaper than masks and boxes 1, particularly
for RSIs with numerous dense objects. Therefore, this paper
aims to fine-tune SAM for RSIs using the most challenging
yet cost-effective point annotations.

As shown in Fig. 1 (a), we first present the fine-tuning
process of vanilla SAM using full mask annotations. It takes
point or box prompts as input to generate the predicted
mask Mpred, which is supervised by the ground truth (GT)
mask Mgt. In contrast, the self-training-based method[16, 18]
(depicted in Fig. 1 (b)) only requires pseudo-labels generated
by the model itself. Specifically, the input undergoes both
weak and strong augmentations separately and is fed into the
network, resulting in Mpred and M′

pred, respectively. Mpred

serves as a pseudo-label to constrain M′
pred, enabling iterative

training. This method is feasible primarily due to the principles
of source-free domain adaptation (SFDA)[20, 21, 22]. The
core idea of SFDA is to improve model performance using
unlabeled data from the target domain without requiring access
to source domain data.

However, self-training often depends on the quality of
pseudo-labels. If there is noise in the pseudo-labels, the
model may overfit incorrect patterns. To address this, two
common approaches are feature alignment [23, 24, 25] and
logit regularization [26, 16]. However, the former requires
access to the distribution of source data, which is impractical
for SAM. The latter can also affect results if the prediction of
anchor logits is inaccurate. In contrast to these methods, our
approach aligns the features of the source and target models
at the image encoder. Rather than performing simple image-
level alignment, we map the corresponding prompt locations to
the encoder features for instance-level alignment. Since object
point labels are already annotated, we do not rely on inaccurate
predicted logits for constraints or use source data information.
Specifically, before beginning self-training, we first extract
features for each instance from the target data using the source
model. We then cluster these instances using the parameter-
free clustering algorithm FINCH [27] and compute target
prototypes for all clusters. During self-training, we maintain a
First-in-First-Out (FIFO) memory bank, which stores instance-
level predicted features and computes the predicted prototypes
similarly. Since discrepancies between the number of target
and predicted prototypes may exist, direct correspondence can-
not be established. To resolve this, we employ the Hungarian
algorithm, which automatically matches these two types of
prototypes and aligns them using a matching loss. We call
this method Prototype-based Regularization (PBR).

Moreover, RSIs are captured from overhead perspectives
and contain densely detected objects and large-scale back-
grounds, making points as prompts more semantically am-
biguous because points lack boundary information. We tested
RSIs on SAM’s demo website 2; as shown in Fig. 2 (a), the
densely distributed tennis courts in the image can cause the
mask decoder to mistakenly interpret them as a single instance.
However, after adding negative samples (shown in Fig. 2 (b)),
the remaining parts were effectively removed. Inspired by

1https://cloud.google.com/ai-platform/data-labeling/pricing
2https://segment-anything.com/demo
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Fig. 2. (a) Segmentation results using only positive prompts. (b) Segmentation
results using both positive and negative prompts.

this, selecting appropriate locations for negative prompts is
crucial. To address this, we propose a method for adaptively
extracting negative prompts during training, called Negative
Prompt Calibration (NPC). The process is based on a prior
assumption: there is no overlap between predicted masks of
different instances. We first calculate the IoU between each
instance and use other samples with an IoU above a certain
threshold with respect to a given sample as candidate negative
prompts. Then, we randomly select k positive prompts to serve
as negative prompts for the target sample. Finally, we input the
new prompts into the mask decoder to obtain refined masks.

We integrate the above two methods into the self-training-
based point-supervised framework, named PointSAM. We
conduct experiments on three representative RSI datasets:
NWPU VHR-10, WHU, and HRSID. The results demonstrate
that our approach effectively adapts vanilla SAM to various
RSI scenarios under point supervision. Additionally, we apply
PointSAM as a bounding box generator in point-supervised
object detection tasks, indicating that this method can extend
to other point-supervised applications. Our contributions are
summarized as follows:

• We introduce Prototype-based Regularization (PBR),
which aligns the features of source and target models at
the instance level, utilizing dynamic prototype updating
and the Hungarian algorithm to improve model general-
ization.

• We develop Negative Prompt Calibration (NPC), which
adaptively adjusts negative prompts during training, en-
hancing the accuracy of predicted masks in dense scenar-
ios.

• We demonstrate the effectiveness of PointSAM through
extensive experiments on three RSI datasets (NWPU
VHR-10, WHU, and HRSID), showing significant im-
provements in segmentation performance under point
supervision. Additionally, we extend the application
of PointSAM to bounding box generation in point-
supervised oriented object detection tasks, showcasing its
versatility and potential for broader use in point-based
supervised learning scenarios.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Segment Anything Model

Segment Anything Model (SAM) [5, 6] was developed by
Meta AI, leveraging a large and diverse training dataset and a
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powerful neural network architecture to perform segmentation
tasks on any image. By inputting points or bounding boxes
as prompts, the desired instance masks can be obtained. To
make it more suitable for various platforms or scenarios,
some methods have been improved primarily in terms of
speed and accuracy. To reduce the model complexity of SAM,
researchers have focused on knowledge distillation and self-
supervised techniques. For example, MobileSAM [28] distills
knowledge from the large image encoder ViT-H in the original
SAM into a lightweight encoder. EfficientSAM [29] employs a
reconstruction self-supervised method using MAE to transfer
knowledge to a smaller image encoder that replaces the
original SAM encoder. To further enhance the segmentation
accuracy, HQ-SAM [30] introduces learnable High-Quality
Output Tokens and their associated three-layer MLPs to cor-
rect the mask errors of SAM’s output tokens. Additionally,
because SAM is category-agnostic, some methods [31, 32]
have incorporated text models[3] to provide the masks with
category information.

Thanks to SAM’s strong zero-shot and generalization capa-
bilities, it has also been successfully adapted to RSIs [11, 33,
13, 34, 35]. Due to the semantic gap between RSIs and natural
images, mainstream methods typically use SAM’s encoder as
a backbone and apply existing fine-tuning techniques, such as
LoRA [36] and adapter methods. For example, TTP [37] uses
SAM’s encoder as the backbone for change detection and fine-
tunes with LoRA [36]. RSPrompter [10] freezes some modules
of SAM and uses adapters for instance segmentation. However,
these methods require fully annotated data for fine-tuning. In
contrast, our work focuses on fine-tuning SAM with minimal
annotation costs, and we are the first to explore fine-tuning
SAM using point annotations for RSIs.

B. Point-based supervision

Point annotations are often used to save on mask or box an-
notations. Compared to image-level annotations, it can indicate
the object’s location, providing stronger priors for subsequent
processing and offering better practicality. Point-supervised
methods are widely applied in detection [38, 39, 40, 41, 42]
or segmentation[43, 44, 16, 45, 46, 47] tasks. For example,
P2BNet [39] uses Multiple Instance Learning (MIL) to select
the box with the highest confidence from multiple boxes con-
taining points. Point2Mask [44] formulates the pseudo-mask
generation from points as an Optimal Transport (OT) problem.
Unlike natural images, instances in RSIs are mostly smaller
and more densely packed, making point annotations much
more convenient for label generation. PointOBB [40] learns
object scale and angle information through self-supervised
learning across different views, enabling the generation of
oriented bounding boxes from points. PMHO [41] first uses
SAM as a point-to-mask converter. Then, it converts the initial
mask into a horizontal bounding box (HBB) and uses an
HBB-to-OBB network to obtain the final oriented bounding
boxes (OBB). In our work, we aim to fine-tune the original
SAM model using point annotations to better adapt it to RSIs.
Consequently, a straightforward idea is to use the proposed
PointSAM as a point-to-box converter, similar to PMHO. We

also conducted experiments on weakly supervised oriented
object detection and achieved promising results.

C. Self-Training

Self-training is widely used in fields such as semi-
supervised learning [48, 19, 49] and domain adaptation [20,
50, 51]. This is due to its ability to progressively assign
pseudo-labels to unlabeled data, thereby enhancing the training
of labeled data. This iterative process not only leverages the
information present in the unlabeled data but also mitigates
overfitting to the limited labeled data. However, in the absence
of labeled data, self-training often falls into confirmation
bias[52]. This occurs because the model may continually
reinforce its own incorrect predictions during the generation of
pseudo-labels, especially when the initial pseudo-label quality
is low. This bias can cause the model to gradually deviate from
the correct decision boundary, ultimately affecting the overall
performance of the model. There are two main approaches to
address this issue: one is to use feature alignment [23, 25], and
the other is to apply logit constraints [16, 26, 20] to regularize
self-training. For example, STFAR [23] uses instance-level and
image-level features to align the features of the source and
target domains. WeSAM [16] uses a frozen source domain
network as the anchor network to regularize the target teacher
and student models.

Although these methods can mitigate error accumulation in
self-training, we find the following shortcomings: 1) Feature
alignment methods require the use of features from target data.
Due to the large scale of SAM’s pre-training data, obtaining
features from the target data is unrealistic. 2) Logits-based
methods often rely on the predicted logits, but if the source
model cannot provide accurate predictions, these methods will
not yield good results. In our work, we directly use the
features from a frozen source model on the target data as
prototypes to regularize self-training. Furthermore, we only
select embeddings corresponding to the labeled points from
the encoder’s extracted features, thus avoiding the issue of
excessive logit prediction bias.

D. Recognition in Remote Sensing Images

Remote sensing images (RSIs) are captured by airborne
or satellite sensors to observe and analyze the Earth’s sur-
face. These images provide critical information for a wide
range of applications, including environmental monitoring
[53], urban planning [54], disaster management [55], and
military operations [56]. A key characteristic of RSIs is
their overhead perspective, typically categorized into optical
images and Synthetic Aperture Radar (SAR) images. The
objects detected in these images often exhibit significant scale
variations and dense distributions. Existing methods address
these challenges through feature processing [57, 58], loss
function design [59, 60], and post-processing stages [61, 62].
However, these approaches are primarily tailored for object
counting and detection tasks, with interactive segmentation
remaining relatively unexplored. In our case, SAM often
struggles to segment dense objects, especially when only
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Fig. 3. Overall architecture of the proposed PointSAM. (a) Offline prototype generation. First, feature points are obtained from the target domain dataset
using the encoder of the frozen Source SAM model, and then clustering is applied to these features to obtain the target domain prototypes. (b) SAM with
self-training. The training images undergo strong augmentation and weak augmentation, and are then processed through two encoders with shared weights:
the teacher and the student. The original layers of the encoder are frozen, and Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA) is used for fine-tuning. Calibration refers to
Negative Prompt Calibration, which is used to obtain refined masks by adjusting the negative prompts. Matching refers to Hungarian matching, which is used
to align predicted prototypes with target prototypes.

points are used as prompts. If the positive prompt is not well-
annotated, the predicted mask may become confused with the
surrounding foreground. Negative prompts can help mitigate
this issue, but selecting the correct negative prompt remains
challenging. Therefore, we propose using network-adaptive
learned negative prompts to calibrate the predicted masks.

III. METHODOLOGY

A. Preliminary

1) Segment Anything Model: SAM [5] mainly consists of
three components: an image encoder Φimg, a prompt encoder
Φprompt, and a mask decoder Φmask. The image encoder is based
on the Vision Transformer [63] and extracts the input image
as image embeddings. The prompt encoder is used to encode
various types of prompts P , generally including points, boxes,
masks, and text. There are two types of point prompts: positive
prompts and negative prompts. Positive prompts are used to
refer to the foreground, while negative prompts are used to
refer to the background. The mask decoder is used to combine
the outputs of the image encoder and the prompt encoder to
generate the final mask predictions Mpred. Given an input
image Iimg ∈ RC×H×W , the entire process can be simplified
as:

Mpred = Φmask(Φimg(Iimg),Φprompt(P)). (1)

In the training process of SAM, ground truth masks Mgt

are used for supervision.

2) Low-Rank Adaptation: Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA)
[36] is a technique used to reduce the computational and
memory requirements of training large neural networks. By
approximating weight updates with low-rank matrices, LoRA
allows for more efficient fine-tuning of pre-trained models.
This approach enables the adaptation of large models to new
tasks or datasets with significantly lower resource consumption
while maintaining performance. For each weight in the en-
coder network θ ∈ Rdi×do , we use a low-rank approximation
ω = AB where A ∈ Rdi×r and A ∈ Rr×do with r
indicating the rank. We can achieve a compression rate of
r (di + do) /di · do. Only A and B are updated via backprop-
agation during adaptation to reduce memory footprint. At the
inference stage, the weight is reconstructed by combining the
low-rank reconstruction and original weight, θ = θ +AB.

B. Pointly-supervised Segment Anything Model

The overall architecture of our proposed Pointly-supervised
Segmentation Anything Model (PointSAM) is shown in Fig.
3. The pipeline is divided into two stages: Offline Prototype
Generation and SAM with Self-Training. In the first stage, we
extract prototypes of instances from the target dataset offline
(see Sec. III-C1). During the self-training phase, two different
views of each image, Iimg , are generated: Is

img with strong
data augmentation and Iw

img with weak data augmentation.
The data augmentation techniques are detailed in [16]. Both
Is
img and Iw

img are then fed into shared teacher and student
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encoders. The encoder structures are fixed, and additional
LoRA layers are used to fine-tune the model. The teacher’s
image encoder outputs predicted instance features to a memory
bank, which is updated using a First-in-First-Out (FIFO)
strategy. These features are clustered to obtain new predicted
prototypes (see Sec. III-C2). The offline-extracted prototypes
are aligned with the new predicted prototypes using a matching
loss (see Sec. III-C3). Simultaneously, the teacher and student
networks predict corresponding masks Mt and Ms. We apply
the Negative Prompt Calibration (NPC) strategy to Mt to
generate refined masks, Mr (see Sec. III-D), which are then
used as pseudo-labels to train the student network. For more
information on the network training loss, refer to Sec. III-E.

C. Prototype-based Regularization

General self-training methods are prone to confirmation bias
[52]. There are two common solutions to solve this problem.
The first approach [23, 24, 25] involves aligning the predicted
features extracted by the model from the source data with those
extracted from the target data. However, due to the vast amount
of data used to train SAM, it is challenging to obtain an
accurate source distribution. Additionally, the limited number
of batches used in SAM’s fine-tuning can also result in inac-
curate prediction distributions. Therefore, this approach is not
suitable for our task. The second approach [26, 16] introduces
an anchor model to obtain the corresponding logits to constrain
the predicted logits. Specifically, this method uses the frozen
weights of the source model to predict the results on the
target data and constrains the self-training process of the target
model with these results. However, since the source model’s
predictions might contain significant errors, this approach may
not deliver the expected results. Instead of directly constraining
logits, we propose instance-level constraints without relying
on source data. First, we generate target prototypes using
GT points through Offline Prototype Generation. Predicted
prototypes are then dynamically obtained via Memory Bank
Updating. Finally, Hungarian Matching is used to align the
target and predicted prototypes. The following sections will
provide a detailed explanation of each step in the proposed
approach

1) Offline Prototype Generation: We begin by using the
source model to extract embeddings offline for prompts corre-
sponding to each instance in the target dataset. As illustrated
in Fig. 3(a), given an image Iimg ∈ RC×H×W from the target
dataset, we pass it through the frozen image encoder of SAM
to obtain the backbone feature map Fb ∈ RCb×H/s×W/s.
To locate the ground truth (GT) prompt (xk, yk) within the
original image, we map it to the feature map coordinates
(x′

k = xk/s, y′k = yk/s) and extract the corresponding
embedding f t

k ∈ RCb :

f t
k = Fb (x′

k, y
′
k) (2)

In this way, we can obtain a large number of feature
points {f t

k}k=1···K from the source model corresponding to
GT points in the target data. Next, we cluster these feature
points. Since SAM is a class-agnostic segmenter, the feature
points lack class labels, and the number of clusters is unknown.

Consequently, using Kmeans for clustering directly is subop-
timal. To address this, we employ FINCH [27], a clustering
algorithm that does not require prior knowledge of the number
of clusters. We then compute the mean feature of each cluster
to represent the target prototype. Let Ct

i denote the i-th cluster:

Pt
i =

1

|Ct
i |

∑
ft
k∈Ct

i

f t
k (3)

Thus, we obtain the feature prototype representations of the
source model for the target dataset. Notably, Pt is not updated
after extraction.

2) Memory Bank Updating: During the self-training pro-
cess of SAM, we also extract the features corresponding to
the prompts for prototype prediction. As shown in Fig. 3 (b).
Since the teacher model produces more stable features, we use
its encoder output to extract the predicted features. Due to the
dynamic nature of network training, we use a memory bank to
maintain these features. Given the predicted instance feature
fp
k with a positive prompt from the teacher’s image encoder,

we use the following rule to update the memory bank, where
B[0] refers to the first element in the queue and \ represents
a deletion operation.

B = B
⋃

f c
k , B = B \ B[0] (4)

Note that B is initialized as an empty set B = ∅ at the
beginning of training. We fill the queue with features using the
teacher model without dequeue until B reaches the predefined
length. The update mechanism follows a first-in, first-out
(FIFO) approach to dynamically update the predicted feature
information and prevent the features from becoming outdated.

Similar to the generation of target prototypes, we also
utilize the FINCH [27] algorithm to cluster the features in the
memory bank B = {fp

1 , f
p
2 , · · · , f

p
K}. Suppose Cp

j represents
the j-th cluster in B, the predicted prototypes Pp

j can be
defined as:

Pp
j =

1∣∣Cp
j

∣∣ ∑
fp
k∈Cp

j

fp
k (5)

3) Hungarian Matching: Since the target prototypes
{Pt

i }i=1···I and predicted prototypes {Pp
j }j=1···J cannot be

definitively matched one-to-one in order, it is not feasible
to use a simple metric function to enforce their consistency.
Inspired by the instance matching in DETR [64], we use
Hungarian Matching here for computing feature similarity.
Then we will describe the specific process.

Define a distance matrix D ∈ RKt×Kp , where each element
Dij represents the distance between the i-th target prototype
Pt
i and the j-th predicted prototype Pp

j . Typically, Euclidean
distance or cosine similarity is used to compute this distance.
Here, we use the latter one as an example to illustrate:

Dij = 1−
Pt
i · P

p
j

∥Pt
i ∥∥P

p
j ∥

(6)

Then the Hungarian algorithm [65] is employed to find
the optimal matching that minimizes the total distance. This
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Fig. 4. The process of negative prompt calibration. The positive and negative prompts are represented by red points (•) and green points (•), respectively.
Different prompts input into SAM generates different initial masks. To refine these masks, an IoU matrix is calculated for each instance pair. Matrix values
greater than 0 indicate that the two objects can act as negative constraints for each other. By using the positive prompt of one object as the new negative
prompt for another and inputting it into SAM again, a refined mask is generated.

algorithm solves the bipartite matching problem, finding the
permutation π that minimizes the total matching loss:

π∗ = argmin
π∈Π

Kt∑
i=1

Di,π(i) (7)

where Π represents the set of all possible matchings, and π(i)
is the index of the predicted prototype matched to the i-th
target prototype. The final match loss can be expressed as the
sum of distances for all matches:

Lmatch =

Kt∑
i=1

Di,π∗(i) (8)

D. Negative Prompt Calibration

For training SAM, point prompts typically include both
positive and negative prompts, which require human anno-
tation. Positive prompts are usually selected from any point
in the instance, while negative prompts are more ambiguous.
This is because the background often covers a large area,
so any point outside the mask can be chosen as a negative
prompt. Remote sensing images are characterized by densely
packed objects and their high similarity to the background.
With point supervision and no boundary constraints, the self-
training process may result in a single predicted mask contain-
ing multiple foreground objects or extensive background. As
shown in Fig. 2, introducing negative prompts can effectively
separate objects from confusing regions. Inspired by this, we
developed a Negative Prompt Calibration (NPC) method to
dynamically adjust negative prompts during training.

Fig. 8 illustrates the complete process of NPC. Given a
set of initial prompt points Pinit, which includes K positive
prompts Ppos

init = {ppos
k }k=1···K and K negative prompts Pneg

init =
{pneg

k }k=1···K . For each i-th instance, the corresponding initial
mask Minit

i is obtained by inputting Pinit and encoder feature

into the mask encoder Φmask and prompt encoder Φprompt:

Minit = Φmask(Φprompt(Pinit)). (9)

Here, we ignore the feature from the image encoder.
For images containing multiple objects, Minit will also

contain multiple masks. We first compute the Intersection over
Union (IoU) between each pair of masks and construct an
IoU matrix O, where each element Oij represents the IoU
between the i-th mask Mi and the j-th mask Mj . To exclude
self-correlation, we set the diagonal elements to 0:

Oij =

{ |Mi∩Mj |
|Mi∪Mj | if i ̸= j,

0 if i = j.
(10)

For masks that intersect with a given instance mask, we
identify corresponding positive prompts as candidate negative
prompts. Specifically, for a given mask Mi, the set of can-
didate negative prompts Pneg,i is derived from the positive
prompts of masks that intersect with Mi:

P̂neg =
{
ppos
j | Oij ≥ τIoU, j ̸= i

}
. (11)

We then randomly select k prompts from P̂neg as the new
negative prompts P̃neg for the i-th instance:

P̃neg ⊂ P̂neg, with |P̃neg| = k. (12)

After obtaining the new negative prompts, we input them
along with the initial positive prompts into SAM’s mask
prompt to obtain the final refined masks Mr:

Mr = Φmask(Φprompt(Ppos, P̃neg)). (13)

In this way, the refined mask Mr can be used as a pseudo-
label to supervise the mask Ms predicted by the student. We
will introduce the loss function for supervision in the next
section.
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E. Total Loss

In the original SAM model, there are three loss functions:
IoU loss LIoU, Dice loss Ldice, and Focal loss Lfocal. These
losses are applied to the GT masks and predicted masks.
However, in our case, since there are no GT masks, we use
these three losses to supervise the student model’s predictions
Ms with the refined masks Mr predicted by the teacher.
Additionally, we include the matching loss Lmatch to constrain
the target and predicted prototypes. The total loss Ltotal is
defined as:

Ltotal = λfocalLfocal + Ldice + λmatchLmatch + LIoU. (14)

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Datasets

To comprehensively evaluate the effectiveness of our pro-
posed method, we conducted experiments on three widely
used remote sensing instance segmentation datasets: HRSID
[66], NWPU VHR-10 [67], and WHU [68]. The details are as
follows:

NWPU VHR-10 dataset [67] is a ten-class geospatial
object detection dataset. It comprises 800 VHR optical remote
sensing images: 715 color images sourced from Google Earth
with spatial resolutions ranging from 0.5 to 2 meters, and 85
pan-sharpened color infrared images from Vaihingen data with
a spatial resolution of 0.08 meters. The dataset is divided
into two subsets: (a) the positive image set, containing 650
images with at least one target per image, and (b) the negative
image set, consisting of 150 images with no targets. For our
experiments, we selected 520 images from the positive set for
training and 130 images for testing. It is worth noting that
since SAM is class-agnostic, we treat all 10 categories as a
single class.

HRSID dataset [66] is used for ship detection, semantic
segmentation, and instance segmentation in high-resolution
SAR images. It contains 5,604 high-resolution SAR ship
images and 16,951 ship instances. Its spatial resolution is
0.5–3 m. It primarily consists of two scenarios: inshore and
offshore. Since segmentation in the offshore scenario is rela-
tively straightforward, we focus our experiments on the inshore
dataset. Both the training and test sets exclusively use data
from the inshore scenario, comprising 459 images for training
and 250 images for testing. In the following text, we will refer
to this as HRSID-inshore.

WHU dataset [68] consists of over 220,000 independent
buildings extracted from aerial images with a spatial resolution
of 0.075 meters and a coverage area of 450 square kilometers
in Christchurch, New Zealand. We use the training set for
training and the validation set for testing, with 4,736 and 1,036
images, respectively.

B. Experiment Details

Encoder Setting: If not otherwise specified, the image
encoders used in experiments with SAM [5] and SAM2 [6]
are ViT-b and Hiera-B+, respectively.

Prompt Generation: For each instance mask, we randomly
select N positive prompts from the corresponding GT mask
and N negative prompts from outside the GT mask. We use
the same method to generate prompts for both training and
testing data. This practice guarantees fair evaluation of SAM
which requires prompt input for segmentation.

Competing Methods: We evaluate multiple source-free do-
main adaptation approaches and the latest weakly supervised
interactive segmentation methods. Specifically, directly testing
the pre-trained model (Direct) with fixed prompt inputs is
susceptible to distribution shifts and may not perform well
on target datasets with significant shifts. TENT [69] is a
basic test-time adaptation method that adapts to the target
domain by optimizing an entropy loss. SHOT [22] employs
pseudo labels and applies a uniform distribution assumption
for source-free domain adaptation. Self-Training [19] was
initially developed for semi-supervised learning. We simply
adopt a vanilla teacher-student structure without any tricks.
Tribe [26] proposed a strong baseline for test-time adaptation
under continual and class-imbalanced domain shifts. We adapt
it for domain adaptive segmentation by replacing the training
losses. DePT [70] inserts visual prompts into a visual Trans-
former and adjusts these source-initialized prompts solely
during the adaptation process without accessing the source
data. WeSAM incorporates anchor loss and prompt-based
contrastive loss into self-training. Finally, we evaluate our own
pointly-supervised interactive segmentation method, referred
to as Ours.

Evaluation Metrics: We report the mIoU as evaluation
metrics. For each input prompt, the IoU is calculated between
the ground-truth segmentation mask and the predicted mask.
The mIoU averages over the IoU of all instances.

Implementation Details We finetune the LoRA module of
the image encoder by Adam optimizer for all experiments.
We set the batch size to 1 using an RTX3090 GPU and the
learning rate to 0.0005 with a weight decay of 0.0001. We
set the low rank of the LoRA module for the image encoder
to 4. And, the coefficients λfocal and λmatch in Eq. 14 are set
to 20 and 0.1, respectively. We apply strong and weak data
augmentations for self-training and choices for augmentation
follow [16].

C. Quantitative Evaluations

We conducted quantitative evaluations across three
datasets—NWPU VHR-10, WHU, and HRSID-inshore. All
comparison methods were reproduced on both SAM [5] and
SAM2 [6], and we compared the IoU and F1 scores for
different numbers of points, ranging from 1 to 3.

1) NWPU VHR-10: We first present the results of adapting
various methods to the NWPU VHR-10 test set, as shown
in Tab.I. Due to the substantial differences in viewing angles
between aerial images and natural images, a significant dis-
tribution shift occurs, posing challenges for model general-
ization. As a result, we observe a notable performance gap
between the Supervised upper bound and the Direct test
baseline, with IoU differences consistently around 20% across
various numbers of prompts. In contrast, Ours consistently
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TABLE I
COMPARISON RESULT OF DIFFERENT METHODS ON NWPU VHR-10 TEST SET. COLORED RESULTS REPRESENT THE BEST AND SECOND-BEST.

SAM-based SAM2-based

Method 1-Point 2-Point 3-Point 1-Point 2-Point 3-Point

IoU F1 IoU F1 IoU F1 IoU F1 IoU F1 IoU F1

Direct test[5] 58.06 68.80 63.93 74.92 60.98 71.95 58.28 69.43 62.68 73.87 61.76 73.39
Tent[69] 59.87 70.02 64.45 75.40 61.00 72.00 59.26 70.53 63.90 75.14 62.86 74.36
Shot[22] 61.48 72.11 65.66 76.54 62.73 73.51 60.25 71.37 62.92 74.40 61.98 73.68
Self-Training[48] 63.94 74.11 65.34 76.05 60.47 71.94 59.62 70.38 63.63 74.36 61.86 73.27
DePT[70] 64.97 74.47 67.13 74.35 64.92 75.82 58.85 69.22 63.98 75.28 63.62 74.58
Tribe[26] 64.27 73.79 64.56 75.60 60.84 71.39 61.59 71.86 65.54 76.05 67.02 77.76
WeSAM[16] 64.85 75.28 64.86 76.00 66.03 76.73 58.89 70.32 69.77 79.83 67.24 78.35
PointSAM(Ours) 66.66 76.03 67.03 77.42 67.98 78.57 62.26 73.66 70.00 80.22 69.05 80.27

Supervised 78.73 86.74 80.88 88.58 81.12 88.79 81.76 88.48 83.14 90.11 83.41 90.32

TABLE II
COMPARISON RESULT OF DIFFERENT METHODS ON WHU BUILDING TEST SET. COLORED RESULTS REPRESENT THE BEST AND SECOND-BEST.

SAM-based SAM2-based

Method 1-Point 2-Point 3-Point 1-Point 2-Point 3-Point

IoU F1 IoU F1 IoU F1 IoU F1 IoU F1 IoU F1

Direct test[5] 61.03 70.69 65.10 74.76 59.71 69.46 59.97 70.79 65.79 76.31 62.45 73.01
Tent[69] 61.25 70.87 65.49 75.17 59.63 69.50 60.42 71.25 65.55 76.22 62.74 73.27
Shot[22] 61.20 70.76 65.91 75.46 60.86 70.62 61.06 70.49 67.96 77.04 62.50 73.22
Self-Training[48] 64.91 73.99 68.49 77.57 59.57 69.35 65.01 75.38 68.60 78.60 68.74 77.43
DePT[70] 71.31 79.41 73.69 81.21 73.53 81.47 69.52 77.86 74.33 82.27 73.91 81.88
Tribe[26] 65.55 74.61 71.17 79.56 69.14 77.81 66.67 76.16 72.00 80.81 72.58 81.53
WeSAM[16] 66.29 75.12 74.09 82.07 69.91 78.45 66.16 75.86 72.02 81.08 74.23 82.79
PointSAM(Ours) 72.63 80.39 76.47 84.10 77.54 85.23 73.69 81.21 76.95 84.55 75.16 83.91

Supervised 77.15 84.55 79.73 86.78 80.54 87.49 78.75 85.97 80.40 87.50 88.18 88.70

TABLE III
COMPARISON RESULT OF DIFFERENT METHODS ON HRSID-INSHORE TEST SET. COLORED RESULTS REPRESENT THE BEST AND SECOND-BEST.

SAM-based SAM2-based

Method 1-Point 2-Point 3-Point 1-Point 2-Point 3-Point

IoU F1 IoU F1 IoU F1 IoU F1 IoU F1 IoU F1

Direct test[5] 46.56 57.46 37.80 48.34 28.32 37.57 35.40 46.14 37.26 49.07 34.89 46.75
Tent[69] 46.61 57.60 38.22 48.85 29.15 38.51 36.10 47.04 38.00 50.05 35.43 47.23
Shot[22] 47.93 58.92 40.19 50.77 28.32 37.57 35.39 46.33 37.25 48.90 33.72 45.22
Self-Training[48] 47.44 58.74 38.90 49.99 29.19 39.19 37.39 47.56 44.14 56.42 42.46 54.99
DePT[70] 50.19 61.43 43.52 55.58 34.73 46.08 55.18 67.86 54.76 68.04 54.13 67.17
Tribe[26] 51.22 62.53 42.32 53.39 32.61 42.77 42.12 55.12 46.51 59.90 39.19 51.11
WeSAM[16] 50.50 62.43 41.95 53.58 35.51 46.54 47.61 60.02 47.70 60.77 45.30 59.06
PointSAM(Ours) 56.06 68.38 57.79 70.50 59.37 72.43 52.45 65.11 55.79 68.82 58.83 71.98

Supervised 63.29 75.32 65.89 77.65 66.70 78.50 67.45 78.56 70.83 81.61 71.72 82.42

achieves the highest performance across both IoU and F1
metrics compared to other methods. Although Tent and Shot
methods have shown promising results in image-level tasks,
segmentation tasks operate at the pixel level, which intro-
duces greater complexity. Self-training-based methods (Tribe,
DePT, and WeSAM) each exhibit distinct strengths, and all
outperform the original self-training methods. This highlights
the crucial role of regularization in network training, especially
under weak supervision conditions. We also find that SAM2
outperforms SAM in both direct test and supervised settings,

demonstrating its superior generalization capability. However,
when SAM2 is integrated into other methods, the perfor-
mance improvement over SAM varies. This inconsistency
arises because, despite incorporating SAM2, we continued to
use SAM’s approach in integrating. The unique advantages
of SAM2’s memory module were not fully utilized, which
presents an opportunity for further exploration in future work.

2) WHU: Building extraction is highly practical in remote
sensing image processing. The irregular shapes of buildings as
captured from overhead views introduce significant challenges
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TABLE IV
ABLATION STUDIES OF THE PROPOSED POINTSAM ON THE HRSID-INSHORE DATASET. ST, NPC, AND PBR REFER TO SELF-TRAINING, NEGATIVE

PROMPT CALIBRATION, AND PROTOTYPE-BASED REGULARIZATION, RESPECTIVELY.

ST PBR NPC
1-Point 2-Point 3-Point

IoU F1 IoU F1 IoU F1

46.56 57.46 37.80 48.34 28.32 37.57
" 47.44 (+0.88) 58.74 (+1.28) 38.90 (+1.10) 49.99 (+1.65) 29.19 (+0.87) 39.19 (+1.62)

" " 53.86 (+6.30) 66.40 (+8.94) 50.30 (+12.50) 62.42 (+14.08) 48.04 (+18.85) 61.20 (+23.63)

" " 52.86 (+6.30) 65.29 (+7.83) 54.55 (+16.75) 67.06 (+18.72) 53.34 (+25.02) 66.77 (+29.20)

" " " 56.06 (+9.50) 68.38 (+10.92) 57.79 (+19.99) 70.50 (+22.16) 59.37 (+31.05) 72.43 (+34.86)

for direct testing with SAM. As shown in Tab. II, Direct test
with SAM or SAM2 shows a performance gap exceeding 10%
compared to the supervised method. Our approach effectively
narrows this gap to within 5%. This is because, although the
shapes of buildings vary, their contours are distinct. Ours
effectively adapts the source domain to the target domain.
It can be observed that the performance of the self-training
method decreases as the number of points increases. This
is because semantically ambiguous points lead to cumulative
errors in the training. DePT and WeSAM show significant
improvements compared to self-training; however, they are not
consistently effective in all cases.

3) HRSID-inshore: Unlike optical images, SAR images
present a larger domain gap. Additionally, imaging conditions
can lead to ships appearing hollow or introducing significant
noise. As shown in Tab. III. It can be observed that the
Direct test performance differs significantly from the Su-
pervised performance, with a gap of up to 40% in the 3-
point setting. Additionally, increasing the number of prompts
does not necessarily enhance performance. As the number
of points increases, suboptimal positive prompts may have a
greater negative impact on performance. For example, most
methods that use SAM as the base model experience a decline
in performance as the number of prompts increases. Even
with the more advanced SAM2, this limitation cannot be
fully addressed. In contrast, Ours consistently improves both
IoU and F1 scores under the same conditions except for
being slightly lower than DePT in the 1-point setting. This
is because the proposed NPC strategy adjusts the negative
prompts to appropriate positions, allowing the positive prompts
to generate more accurate masks.

D. Ablation study

1) Impact of different components: In this section, we ana-
lyze the effectiveness of individual components on the HRSID-
inshore dataset. As shown in Table IV, the first row represents
the baseline, where the vanilla SAM [5] is tested directly.
When Self-Training (ST) is introduced, there is only a slight
improvement, as the strong and weak data augmentations
enhance the network’s robustness but cannot prevent error
accumulation. Adding Prototype-Based Regularization (PBR)
to self-training results in significant improvements across all
metrics, with increases ranging from 10% to 20%. This is
because regularization helps alleviate error accumulation in

the network. However, when more points are used, the results
still decline. This is due to the small size of the targets, where
additional points may appear on object boundaries, leading
to misclassification of background as foreground. Adding
Negative Prompt Calibration (NPC) to self-training effectively
addresses this issue. It maintains stable results for each point
setting and significantly improves performance over ST. When
both NPC and PBR are incorporated, the performance reaches
its best across all metrics. Especially in the 3-point setting,
performance shows more than a 30% improvement compared
to the baseline. This suggests that the two strategies are not
mutually exclusive and can complement each other.

2) Alternative Distance Metric in Hungarian Match: The
Tab. V shows the performance of different distance metrics
(Cosine, L1, L2) in Eq.7 under 1-, 2-, and 3-point settings.
The cosine metric performs best in all cases. This is due to it
focus on direction similarity rather than absolute magnitude, as
well as its advantages in handling sparse and high-dimensional
data.

TABLE V
THE IMPACT OF DIFFERENT DISTANCE METRICS IN HUNGARIAN

MATCHING ON THE HRSID-INSHORE DATASET.

Distance Metric
1-Point 2-Point 3-Point

IoU F1 IoU F1 IoU F1

Cosine 56.06 68.38 57.79 70.50 59.37 72.43
L1 54.87 67.81 56.57 69.36 58.14 71.10
L2 55.42 68.04 56.14 68.90 58.43 71.43

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
iou

50

60

70

F1
IoU

Fig. 5. The impact of different thresholds of IoU on the HRSID-inshore
dataset with 1-point.
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3) Alternative IoU threshold: As mentioned earlier, NPC
utilizes the IoU between masks to determine whether to use
them as negative prompts. Hence, we evaluated the impact
of different IoU thresholds in Eq.7 on the HRSID-inshore
dataset, selecting values from 0 to 0.9 at intervals of 0.1.
As shown in Fig. 5, the results peak at a threshold of 0.1.
When the threshold is set to 0, the performance is slightly
lower, likely due to the introduction of noisy prompts. As the
IoU threshold increases beyond 0.1, both F1 and IoU metrics
exhibit a downward trend. This decline is attributed to the
reduced likelihood of negative prompt adjustments at higher
thresholds, diminishing the influence of NPC.
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Fig. 6. The comparison of the different feature clustering and alignment
methods on the HRSID-inshore dataset.

4) Comparison with other feature alignment methods.: We
compared different clustering and feature alignment methods,
as shown in Fig. 6. KLD constrains the feature mean and
variance of the source and target models on the target data
using Kullback-Leibler divergence. Kmeans refers to the use
of the Kmeans algorithm for feature clustering in PBR, while
FINCH is the clustering method used in our work. The results
show that FINCH outperforms other methods across various
point settings.KLD performs poorly due to insufficient data,
leading to inaccurate variance estimation. Kmeans performs
slightly worse than FINCH because it requires manually set,
fixed clustering centers that are not adaptive to the feature
distribution. More importantly, it is more than three times
slower than FINCH.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Number of points

20

40
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80

F1

Supervised
Direct test
Self training
PointSAM(Ours)

Fig. 7. The impact of the number of points on different methods on the
NWPU VHR-10 dataset.

5) How about more points?: We validated the results of
different methods under an increased number of point prompts.
As shown in Fig. 7, simply adding more points does not
consistently lead to better performance. This is because in-
creasing the number of points also raises the likelihood of
including low-quality points. Such noise can negatively affect
the segmentation results of other points. For the Supervised
method, the results remained relatively unchanged due to the
presence of full-mask constraints. Direct test achieved its best
results with two points; however, as the number of points
increased, the F1 score gradually decreased. Similarly, Self-
training showed a decline in results due to the generation
of noisy pseudo-labels. In contrast, our proposed PointSAM
maintained stable results, approaching the performance of
Supervised. This is because negative prompt calibration ef-
fectively corrected the prompts and reduced the impact of
inaccurate masks caused by too many points.

E. Qualitative Evaluations

1) Visualization of the NPC Process: To visually demon-
strate the effect of NPC during training, we present the results
from the initial mask to the refined mask across three datasets.
As shown in Fig. 8, the red points and green points represent
positive prompts and negative prompts, respectively. In the first
row for the NWPU VHR-10 dataset, the texture information
of the tennis court is quite subtle, causing the initial mask
to include an adjacent tennis court. After incorporating NPC,
overlapping objects are treated as negative prompts, leading
to the removal of excess masks. As the number of positive
prompts increases, prompts located at the edges of objects
are more likely to cause semantic ambiguity. This ambiguity
can be accurately eliminated through NPC. For the buildings
(second row) in the WHU dataset, they all have similar
colors, which makes the mask indicated by the point prone to
interference. Thanks to the large number of buildings in each
image, NPC can easily locate nearby ambiguous masks, thus
constraining the target mask. For the most challenging HRSID-
inshore dataset, due to the SAR imaging mechanism, the color
of each ship and the inshore scene appear identical (third row).
Moreover, the targets are small and may be hollow. Therefore,
if each negative prompt is constrained, a large amount of
non-target regions will be designated as the mask. It can be
seen that our method effectively suppresses redundant regions,
regardless of the number of prompts.

2) Visualization of results from different methods: We then
present the comparative results of different methods across
various datasets. In the Fig. 9, rows 1-3 show the results
on NWPU VHR-10 with 1 to 3 prompts; similarly, rows 4-6
display the results on WHU, and rows 7-9 show the results on
HRSID-inshore. It can be observed that due to the bird’s-eye
view in remote sensing images, there is a significant difference
from natural images. Directly using the original SAM leads to
an inability to distinguish each target clearly. For example, in
the sixth row, the white building on the left and the parking
lot on the right are treated as the same object. Even more
notably, in the HRSID-inshore dataset, most of the inshore area
is wrongly labeled as the target mask. Self-training transfers
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Fig. 8. Visualization of the results of negative prompt calibration during training. The positive and negative prompts are represented by red points (•) and
green points (•), respectively. The refined mask is generated from the initial mask after applying negative prompt calibration. This calibration effectively
guides the negative prompts to more precise regions, enabling the generation of accurate masks.

the source model to the target data, reducing more redundant
areas and producing relatively more complete predicted masks
compared to direct testing. However, it still fails to mitigate
the interference between adjacent objects, such as the tennis
court in the second row and the building in the fifth row.
DePT, Tribe, and WeSAM are all improvements based on
self-training, and they handle mask details better than self-
training. However, in more challenging scenarios, they still
fail to achieve optimal results. For example, in the third row,
the storage tank and its shadow are not separated, and the ships
in the inshore scene are not accurately segmented (rows 7-9).
In contrast, our method excels at handling objects in dense
scenes, achieving performance close to the ground truth.

F. PointSAM as a Detection Box Generator

In this section, we serve PointSAM as a point-to-box gen-
erator. PointSAM can generate corresponding masks based on
points, and by calculating the minimum enclosing rectangle of
the mask, we can obtain the corresponding horizontal bound-
ing box (HBB). These HBBs can then be fed into a detector
that converts horizontal boxes to rotated boxes, achieving
point-supervised oriented object detection. To validate the
effectiveness of this approach, we conducted experiments on
the HRSID dataset, which includes both inshore and offshore
scenarios. All experiments were conducted with an input size
of 800×800, running for 12 epochs, and using ResNet-50 as
the backbone. As shown in Table 6, we compared our method
with representative algorithms based on OBB supervision,
HBB supervision, and point supervision. It can be observed
that the H2RBox-v2 and the method proposed by Yue et al.
[71] based on HBB can achieve performance comparable to
OBB supervision. The poor performance of H2RBox may
be attributed to the large number of small objects in the
HRSID dataset. Therefore, our approach also utilizes H2RBox
as the detector for converting HBB to OBB. Compared to
vanilla SAM, our method achieves a 15% improvement. This is

TABLE VI
COMPARISONS RESULTS OF DIFFERENT DETECTORS BASED ON HRSID.

Methods Backbone recall(%) AP50(%)

OBB-supervised

FCOS-O∗ [72] ResNet-50 83.4 78.4
Faster RCNN-O∗ [73] ResNet-50 83.1 78.0
RetinaNet-O [74] ResNet-50 80.2 72.3
Oriented R-CNN [75] ResNet-50 85.0 79.9

HBB-supervised

H2RBox [76] ResNet-50 47.6 24.3
H2RBox-v2 [77] ResNet-50 81.6 76.5
Yue et al. [71] ResNet-50 85.0 81.5

Pointly-supervised

Point2RBox [38] ResNet-50 64.2 57.1
SAM + H2RBox-v2 ResNet-50 56.6 44.7
PointSAM + H2RBox-v2 (Ours) ResNet-50 68.9 59.5

because directly using SAM can result in unclear segmentation
masks for objects in dense scenes, which in turn leads to
inaccuracies in the minimum enclosing rectangles. Similarly,
our method slightly outperforms Point2Rbox. Essentially, both
Ours and Point2RBox leverage prior knowledge to learn the
size information of the targets. There remains a gap of nearly
20% compared to the HBB-supervised methods. Future work
could focus on integrating multiple types of priors to bridge
this gap.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose PointSAM, which adapts vanilla
SAM to remote-sensing images using only point labels. Our
method is based on a self-training framework. The proposed
prototype-based regularization overcomes the issue of error ac-
cumulation in self-training by aligning prototypes predicted by
the source and target models using the Hungarian matching al-
gorithm. Negative prompt calibration effectively addresses the
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Input Image Ground Truth SAM Self training Dept Tribe WeSAM PointSAM (Ours)

Fig. 9. Comparison of visualization results for different methods. Rows 1-3 show the results on NWPU VHR-10 with 1 to 3 prompts; similarly, rows 4-6
display the results on WHU, and rows 7-9 show the results on HRSID-inshore. White arrows or zoom-ins in images are used to highlight.
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problem of densely distributed objects in RSIs by leveraging
the spatial adjacency relationships of instances. Our method
outperforms comparison algorithms on three widely used RSI
datasets, NWPU VHR-10, HRSID, and WHU, and approaches
the performance of supervised methods. Additionally, we also
utilize the proposed PointSAM as a point-to-box generator
to train a rotated box detector, achieving promising results.
However, our method still has some issues to be improved.
On the one hand, the self-training-based approach uses a
dual-branch structure, which can result in slower training
speeds. On the other hand, negative prompt calibration does
not work well for objects with sparse distributions. Therefore,
further consideration could be given to integrating information
between images to effectively distinguish between foreground
and background.
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