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Figure 1. 3D Counting (3DC). From multiple views of objects to be counted and their container, we estimate both the total volume they
occupy and the fraction of this volume taken up by the objects. Combining these two estimates yields the total number of objects.

Abstract

Visual object counting is a fundamental computer vision
task underpinning numerous real-world applications, from
cell counting in biomedicine to traffic and wildlife moni-
toring. However, existing methods struggle to handle the
challenge of stacked 3D objects in which most objects are
hidden by those above them. To address this important yet
underexplored problem, we propose a novel 3D counting
approach that decomposes the task into two complemen-
tary subproblems - estimating the 3D geometry of the ob-
ject stack and the occupancy ratio from multi-view images.
By combining geometric reconstruction and deep learning-
based depth analysis, our method can accurately count
identical objects within containers, even when they are ir-
regularly stacked. We validate our 3D Counting pipeline on
diverse real-world and large-scale synthetic datasets, which
we will release publicly to facilitate further research.

1. Introduction
Visual object counting—the task of quantifying the num-
ber of instances in a scene—serves as a fundamental build-
ing block for numerous real-world applications and au-
tonomous decision-making systems. This challenging com-
puter vision problem spans diverse domains, from cell

counting in biomedical imaging [28] and traffic [13] or
wildlife [1] monitoring. However, existing counting meth-
ods [11, 12, 19, 22, 30] can only count visible objects such
as apples spread across a table. The problem becomes sig-
nificantly harder when objects are stacked in 3D configu-
rations, as in Fig. 1. In such scenarios, occlusion poses a
fundamental challenge because only a subset of objects re-
mains visible. This requires models to infer the presence
and quantity of hidden instances from limited visual cues.
This inference task demands architectures that not only can
detect visible object features but also reason about occluded
objects through contextual understanding. The challenge
is further amplified by variations in stacking patterns, ob-
ject orientations, and irregular arrangements, making tradi-
tional counting approaches inadequate. Accurately count-
ing these stacked objects would address significant indus-
trial and agricultural needs, where precise quantification of
items—such as products on a pallet or fruits in crates—not
only prevents stock and quality errors but also enhances op-
erational efficiency and logistics.

To this end, we address the task of counting stacked ob-
jects from multi-view images. In this setting, while some
objects are visible from certain viewpoints, most are oc-
cluded beneath the stack. The entire stack, however, can
be observed from multiple cameras, allowing for a reason-
able estimation of its volume and, importantly, the total ob-
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Figure 2. 3DC pipeline. We decompose the counting task into estimating the volume of the objects to be counted and then estimating the
percentage of this volume being used. The first is done on the basis of geometry and second of a depth-map extracted from one of the
views.

ject count. We assume the volume of a single object unit
is known, which is realistic in scenarios where objects are
standardized or belong to a specific class with consistent
dimensions, such as packaged goods with minimal variabil-
ity. We demonstrate that this 3D counting challenge can
be solved effectively by decomposing it into two comple-
mentary subproblems. As illustrated in Fig. 2, our approach
leverages multi-view images of the stack to estimate two
key quantities: the 3D geometry of the object stack, and the
occupancy ratio of objects within this stack volume. Given
the known volume of a single object unit, we compute the
total count as the product of the stack volume and occu-
pancy ratio, normalized by the unit volume. This decompo-
sition enables us to solve the 3D counting problem through
a combination of geometric reconstruction for volume es-
timation and deep learning-based depth analysis for occu-
pancy prediction, both of which can be solved efficiently.

We validate our 3D Counting (3DC) approach through
extensive experiments on both real-world and synthetic
datasets. Our real-world evaluation leverages a diverse col-
lection of scenes depicting diverse objects stacked in con-
tainers or still in their original packaging, as illustrated in
Fig. 1. To further assess the reliability of 3DC, we also
constructed a large-scale synthetic dataset with precisely
annotated ground-truth counts. This comprehensive eval-
uation, along with the public release of our dataset, code,
and network weights upon publication, allows for rigorous
benchmarking and further advancement of 3D object count-
ing techniques.

Thus, our contributions are:

• A complete pipeline for 3D counting of overlapping,
stacked objects, a novel and challenging computer vision
task that has not been previously addressed in the litera-
ture.

• A network designed to infer the percentage of volume be-
ing occupied, which represents a novel idea and forms a
key component of the architecture .

• An extensive new 3D Counting Dataset comprising sev-
eral thousand physically simulated and rendered scenes
with precise ground-truth object counts and volume oc-
cupancy computed programmatically.

• A complementary real-world validation dataset consisting
of 20 scenes captured with multi-view images, accurate
camera poses, known unit object volumes, and manually
verified total counts.

2. Related work

Counting aims to estimate the number of instances of a spe-
cific object category in a scene. Most methods focus on
counting visible objects from a single image. A few meth-
ods leverage multi-view images to enhance counting accu-
racy. Our method extends this to a challenging scenario
where many of the objects to be counted are occluded, and
only multi-view images of the object stack are available. We
summarize those related work below.

Single-View Counting. Most recent counting methods
focus on single-view scenarios where they train a network
specialized in counting a single object-category such as for
crowd-counting [3, 10, 23, 25, 27, 29, 35, 36], counting
cars [13], or penguins [1]. These methods are applicable in
many domains [2] such as counting cells or other anatom-
ical structures in medical imaging [5] or counting trees or
building from satellite images [34]. Single-view count-
ing focuces on addressing challenges like scale variation,
perspective distortions, and occlusions. To address these,
methods often learn robust feature representations [39],
employ density map estimation [24], or leverage multi-scale
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features [18]. Apart from the traditional setting that special-
ized in counting a single category, class-agnostic counting
[12, 15] enables counting an arbitrary category at test time,
given a few image samples of the class [32], a few bounding
boxes [19], or just the class name [30]. Like class-agnostic
counting methods, our approach is not restricted to specific
categories but can generalize to any object type at test time.
For the most part, most counting methods only deal with
visible objects. The only related attempt to ours is by Jenk-
ins et al. [6] that infers counts of occluded objects by inco-
porating LiDAR data into their setup. However, their ap-
proach only handles a specific setup of counting different
beverages on shelves for a specific set of categories with
known volumes, such as “Coca-Cola 20oz bottle” or “milk
carton”, while our method generalizes to diverse scenes,
object types, and geometries.

Multi-View Counting. Multi-view counting approaches
improve accuracy by combining information across mul-
tiple camera views, often projecting feature maps onto a
common ground plane to generate precise density maps
for crowd counting [37, 38] or segmentation maps of
fruits [14]. However, these methods assume that all objects
are visible from at least one view and are restricted to a
specific class of objects, strongly limiting their applicabil-
ity in real-world scenarios. In contrast, our method targets
the largely unexplored area of counting occluded objects,
without any restriction on the nature and shapes of these
objects.

3. Method

3DC aims to estimate the total number N of objects in a
container solely from a set of 2D images, which is a chal-
lenge even for humans and has not been attempted before to
the best of our knowledge.

Our approach is predicated on the idea that, even though
we cannot faithfully recover the exact arrangement of all
the invisible objects at the bottom of a container, their total
number can be inferred by separately estimating their vol-
ume in the aggregate, which is a classic vision task, and
estimating the object density, which deep learning makes
achievable.

After formalizing our approach in Sec. 3.1, we de-
scribe our method to performing these two tasks in sections
Sec. 3.2 and Sec. 3.3. To train the deep networks we use to
estimate density, we created a large synthetic dataset, which
we describe in Sec. 3.4 and will make public. Remarkably,
as we will see in the results section, even though the net-
works were trained on this synthetic data, they work effec-
tively on real data as we will see in Sec. 4.

3.1. Problem Statement

Assuming the average volume occupied by a single object
is v, and the total volume of the container is V , it would
be tempting to compute the number of objects as N = V

v .
However, this fails to account for gaps between objects. If
we consider that the objects are stacked in such a way that
only a fraction γ of the volume V is actually taken up by
the objects themselves and that the rest is empty space, then
the previous estimate becomes

N =
γV
v

(1)

Our key insight is that this volume usage rate γ over the
whole container can be estimated with high accuracy from
the visible elements only. Note that, in general, the density
within the container may not be strictly uniform. However,
if it is large enough, the variations tend to compensate each
other over the whole volume and using an average value is
warranted.

Assumptions. To estimate N from partial visual informa-
tion, we assume that:
• The objects are stacked uniformly.
• The objects are approximately identical. Their average

size v is assumed to be known and does not vary much.
• Some of the objects are partially visible, so that their den-

sity γ can be estimated.
These assumptions hold in the real-world scenes of Fig. 1.

Applications These assumptions remain general enough
for a wide range of applications across various indus-
tries. In warehousing and retail, our proposed setup can
be used to automate the inventory process by accurately
counting stacked items, reducing the need for manual la-
bor and facilitating restocking. Additionally, in manufac-
turing, our method can enhance quality control by ensuring
that shipped containers include a sufficient number of items.
It can also provide 3D scene understanding to autonomous
systems for robotic tasks like pick-and-place or sorting. Fi-
nally, our algorithm can fill an important need in nutrition
tracking to estimate the number of items stacked on a plate,
allowing for more accurate calorie estimation based on por-
tion size.

3.2. Volume Estimation

Reconstructing the surface and inferring from it the vol-
ume Vest of a set of objects in a container is a well-
understood problem. When camera poses are unknown,
we use COLMAP [21] to calibrate the images and adjust
their scale using a real-world reference measurement. For
industrial applications where the camera setup is fixed and
known, these calibration and scaling steps are much sim-
pler. Next, we use the SAM2 [20] video segmentation
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Figure 3. Dataset samples. We visualize generated scenes in ascending order of occupied volume ratio, with corresponding depth maps.

model to isolate the container from its surroundings. When
the position of the object stack is unknown, the user only
needs to select the stack in the first image, and SAM2 will
generate masks for all subsequent images. Given these
masks, we extract the container and objects by adding the
mask as alpha channel. We then optimize 3D Gaussian
Splats [7] from these images. Pixels with alpha lower than
1 are supervised with random pixels each iteration, which
in effect prevents gaussians in these pixels and ensures our
reconstruction covers the container and objects only.

Finally, to estimate the volume from the reconstruction,
we consider the point cloud formed by the means of all
gaussians in the 3D reconstruction. We first compute the
alpha-concave hull [4] of the points, which defines a mesh
that closely envelopes the points while allowing some con-
cavities controlled by a parameter α, and thus providing a
tighter fit than a convex hull.

Given that the point cloud represents both the container
and the objects inside it, this approach effectively isolates
the overall shape of both the container and its contents. In a
number of cases, the container thickness can be neglected,
for example if the stack lies on a flat plane or is inside a thin
plastic wrapping. However, if the thickness T of the con-
tainer cannot be neglected and is specified by the user, we
adjust the mesh of the alpha-concave hull to account for the
container walls by shifting each vertex inward along its nor-
mal by −T , thereby refining the estimated volume to rep-
resent only the contents. The resulting surface provides us
with a good estimate of the volume spanned by the stacked
objects.

3.3. Occupied Volume Estimation

Our main intuition is that the volume usage can be
very precisely inferred from a depth map computed by a
good monocular depth estimator, such as Depth Anything

V2 [31] from a view on which the objects of interest are
clearly visible. This view is taken to be the camera that is
right above the container, unless the objects are better seen
from another angle, in which case it can be arbitrarily set
by the user. Optionally, this image is then also cropped to
cover only the objects of interest.

We therefore aim to learn a function Φ : D → γ ∈ [0, 1]
that takes as input a depth image and predicts a volume us-
age γ. Φ learns the relationship between the depth map and
the volume usage, including the fact that, if greater depths
are visible in the depth map, then the ridges between objects
are large and the percentage of volume taken by the object is
low. This does not depend on the exact shape of the objects
being observed and, should in theory, be applicable to novel
inputs with shapes not seen during training. In the results
section, we will confirm this to be true in practice.

Network Architecture. To implement Φ, we use a Di-
noV2 [16] encoder model and train a decoder head to pre-
dict the percentage of volume used by the stacked objects.
This pretrained encoder extracts rich features from the input
depth image, encoding meaningful information and making
the task of the decoder easier. While it would be possible to
generate a very large amount of data and train a specialized
model from scratch, we find that leveraging a foundation
model drastically improves convergence speed and reduces
the need for a large amount of training data. DinoV2 in
particular has shown remarkable performance in monocular
depth estimation, which motivates our decision to use it for
volume usage prediction.

When designing our decoder head, our goal was to ag-
gregate feature values into a single scalar representing the
volume usage as predicted from the whole image. To this
end, we use consecutive convolutional layers to gradually
decrease the resolution of the features, along with ReLU
activations, reducing the encoded feature image to a single

4



Figure 4. Dataset statistics. The histograms represent the distributions of object count and occupied volume, respectively, and each bar
plots the number of scenes in a given bin. In scatter plots, each point represents a physically simulated 3D scene. In particular, the occupied
volume γ spans a large range between 1% and 65%

pixel with 64 channels, and a final linear layer to predict a
single scalar from the output of the last convolutional layer.
We refer the reader to our supplementary material for addi-
tional details on our network architecture.

Training. We minimize the squared error over the esti-
mated volume usage γest. To create ground-truth data for
supervision purposes, we physically simulate thousands of
objects and measure the exact fraction of volume being used
by objects in a container in Sec. 3.4. From these simulated
3D scenes, we generate depth maps with Depth Anything
V2 [31], and we augment training images using random re-
sized crops and flips. In an ablation study in Sec. 4, we also
report the influence of using these estimated depth maps in-
stead of the perfect ground truth depth maps.

3.4. Dataset generation

To train the volume usage estimation network Φ of Sec. 3.3,
we require pairs of images and ground-truth volume usage
percentage. To this end, we created a novel dataset of phys-
ically simulated stacked objects and we measure the exact
fraction of volume being used by the objects. We used the
ABC dataset [9], that comprises a wide variety of computer-
assisted design (CAD) models, and we first discard models
that are not watertight or that have multiple connected com-
ponents. We normalized models to fit in a cube of side 0.05.
We then generated a virtual 3D scene with a container, and
dropped an initial batch of 100 identical objects in that box.
We repeated this step until the box is full, that is to say, the
union of objects is still intersecting the space above the box
even after the physical simulation has converged.

Once the physical simulation was complete, we numeri-
cally measured the percentage of volume used as well as the
total number of objects in the container. Finally, we render
multiple views of the container and objects from several an-
gles to allow 3D reconstruction, as illustrated in Fig. 5. Cru-
cially, this rendering is performed with a ray-tracing engine,
and produces realistic images where objects at the bottom of
the box appear darker due to ambient occlusion. For each
object, a realistic appearance is randomly selected from a

Figure 5. Multi-view images. We generate 30 views from ar-
bitrary angles for each of the validation scenes in our synthetic
dataset.

range of metallic and plastic materials.

We ran this physical simulation for over 2500 shapes
from the ABC dataset, and isolate a subset of 100 shapes
to use as a test set. This dataset allows us not only to train
Φ, but also to run our complete pipeline on the multi-view
images in order to measure the accuracy of our count esti-
mate Nest, as performed in Sec. 4. It also includes ground-
truth depth maps, which we employ in an ablation study in
our experiments to assess the requirement of accurate depth
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NAE SRE MAE sMAPE

BMNet+ [22] 0.91 0.87 320.50 158.87
SAM[8]+CLIP[17] 0.73 0.61 259.22 102.77
Ours 0.22 0.09 79.48 27.65

Table 1. Counting evaluation on synthetic dataset. We evaluate
on our proposed validation dataset of 100 scenes. Since the total
count varies widely from 30 to around 1000 units across the simu-
lated scenes, we report normalized metrics.

NAE SRE MAE sMAPE

BMNet+ [22] 0.98 1.00 1606.58 162.28
SAM[8]+CLIP[17] 0.95 0.99 1780.41 120.99
Ours 0.15 0.01 248.45 34.20

Table 2. Counting evaluation on real data. We capture 20 real
scenes comprised of objects in stacks, packages, and various con-
tainers for evaluation on real-world applications.

MAE RMSE sMAPE R2

DepthExtrapolated 0.36 0.38 77.43 -6.04
DepthCorrected 0.10 0.12 34.80 0.28
Mean Estimator 0.12 0.14 41.25 0.00
Ours 0.06 0.07 29.18 0.79

Table 3. Occupied volume estimation. We evaluate our method
against two other depth-map based methods, and against the mean
estimator which predicts the mean γ of the training set (32.3%).

maps of our method. The resulting dataset encompasses a
wide variety of shapes and is illustrated in Fig. 3. We re-
port additional statistics that highlight the diversity of the
proposed dataset in Fig. 4.

4. Experiments

We evaluate our method in two ways: measuring the accu-
racy of 3D counting as a whole and of the volume estima-
tion, in Sec. 4.3 and Sec. 4.2, respectively. These evalua-
tions are performed over two datasets. The first comprises
100 scenes representing physically simulated shapes from
the ABC dataset [9]. These scenes were isolated after their
generation and were not seen during the training of our oc-
cupied volume network. The second is made of 20 real
scenes that were captured with a regular smartphone’s RGB
camera, and no additional sensor. These captures offer mul-
tiple views around stacks of objects in a container, lying flat
on a table or still enclosed in their packaging. We measure
the ground-truth number of units manually for all scenes be-
low 1000, or infer it from the weight for even larger counts.
Some of these captures can be seen in Fig. 1, and more ex-
amples are shown in our supplementary material.

Figure 6. Partial view. Since our method is designed to be robust
to restricted views of the objects to count, it is able to infer an
accurate occupied volume ratio from small openings in packaging,
such as in the rice scene (Est. 21649, G.T. 20063 (approx.), γest =
43.1%).

4.1. Metrics

We use several metrics to assess the accuracy of object
counting and occupied volume estimation. The object
counts vary significantly across scenes, ranging from 36 to
20063. Thus, the Mean Absolute Error (MAE)—defined
as MAE = 1

n

∑n
i=1 |yi − ŷi|, where yi is the ground truth

count and ŷi is the predicted count for each scene—tends
to amplify the importance of scenes with a high counts. To
mitigate this, we also report normalized metrics. We use
the Normalized Absolute Error (NAE) and Squared Rela-
tive Error (SRE), which scale errors relative to the ground
truth. The NAE provides a measure of the absolute error
normalized by the total ground truth count across scenes,
while SRE emphasizes larger errors and penalizes signifi-
cant deviations in high-count scenes. They are computed
as

NAE =

∑n
i=1 |yi − ŷi|∑n

i=1 yi
, SRE =

∑n
i=1(yi − ŷi)

2∑n
i=1 y

2
i

.

We also report the Symmetric Mean Absolute Percentage
Error (sMAPE), which offers a normalized percentage error.
It is defined as

sMAPE =
100%

n

n∑
i=1

|yi − ŷi|
(yi + ŷi)/2

,

ensuring that errors are scaled symmetrically between the
prediction and ground truth counts. Finally, the coefficient
of determination, R2, measures the proportion of variance
in the ground-truth occupied volume ratio γ explained by
our predictions

R2 = 1−
∑n

i=1(yi − ŷi)
2∑n

i=1(yi − y)2
,

where y is the mean of the ground truth counts. High values
of R2 indicate strong agreement between predictions and
ground-truth values.
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Figure 7. Failure cases. For some highly complex shapes, our
method fails to predict an accurate γest. They are represented in
our real dataset, such as the scenes pasta (Est. 2025, G.T. 588,
γest = 23.9%) and pins (Est. 100, G.T. 205, γest = 15.9%).

4.2. 3D counting

To the best of our knowledge, there is no previous work
on counting from multiple images which does not either
implicitly assume all objects to be visible or require ad-
ditional sensors such as LiDARs. Thus we compare our
3DC approach against BMNet+ [22]. It predicts a density
map over all pixels of an image, and the estimated count is
then inferred by summing over all pixels. Additionally, we
compare against a combination of SAM [8] and CLIP [17],
where SAM is used to generate a large number of masks
from an input image and CLIP uses a set of negative and
positive text prompts to identify masks that represent an ob-
ject of interest. The final count is then taken to be the num-
ber of these masks.

Our method easily outperforms both baselines by a large
margin, both on the synthetic (Tab. 1) and the real (Tab. 2)
datasets. In Fig. 6, we show that our method can effectively
count from a partial view of the objects to be counted.

We further observe that the quality of our results varies
little between the synthetic and real datasets, highlighting
the generalization ability of our approach. Additionally,
we display intermediate stages in Fig. 8, providing further
insights into our results. For more visualizations over the
complete dataset of real scenes, we refer the reader to our
supplementary material.

4.3. Occupied Volume Estimation

We now study the performance of the occupied volume net-
work by itself. There is little work on occupied volume esti-
mation. For this reason, we implement additional baselines
to evaluate the effectiveness of our approach, and evaluate
them on our proposed synthetic dataset.

Since our hypothesis is that the depth map contains im-
portant information to predict this value, we define a first
baseline that we will refer to as DepthExtrapolated. Given
the top view of the container, we compute the maximal
depth using a monocular depth estimator and use it to nor-

NAE SRE MAE sMAPE

Ours (T −, V−) 0.22 0.09 79.48 27.65
Ours (T +, V−) 0.28 0.11 100.12 30.93
Ours (T +, V+) 0.31 0.12 111.04 35.92

Table 4. Ablation study on 3D counting. If ground-truth depth
maps are used during training, it is indicated as T +, and T −
otherwise.Similarly, for evaluation purposes if ground-truth depth-
maps are used during validation, we indicate it as V+.

MAE RMSE sMAPE R2

Ours (T −, V−) 0.06 0.07 29.18 0.79
Ours (T +, V−) 0.08 0.11 32.01 0.52
Ours (T +, V+) 0.10 0.13 37.35 0.32

Table 5. Ablation study on occupied volume estimation.

malize the depth map. Then, we average the resulting values
of the K pixels, yielding the volume fraction estimate

γnorm
est =

1

K

∑ di
dmax

We observed that this first baseline was biased to predict
values lower than expected. We thus defined a second one
we dubbed DepthCorrected, which uses linear regression to
correct γnorm

est into a new estimate γcorrected
est . This provides

a reasonable baseline that is able to model the observation
that depth maps with high variance tend to correspond to
low ratios of occupied volume. Finally, we also compare
with the mean estimator, that predicts the mean percentage
of 32.3% occupied volume for all inputs.

As can be seen in Tab. 3, our method outperforms these
baselines by a significant margin. While DepthCorrected
is more successful than other baselines, showing that the
depth information is indeed meaningful for this task, it does
not fully predict the occupied volume. We interpret this as a
strong clue that the ratio di

dmax
alone is not enough to predict

γ, and our proposed network successfully learns to extract
meaningful information from the depth maps. We hypoth-
esize that, thanks to the pre-trained foundation model, our
volume network is able to capture additional geometric in-
formation such as the influence of concavities in the final
occupation of volume.

4.4. Ablation study

We also perform additional comparisons to evaluate the sen-
sitivity of our approach to the depth maps produced by the
monocular depth estimator. Since our proposed synthetic
dataset has ground-truth depth maps both on the training
images and the validation images, we perform several ex-
periments.
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Figure 8. Intermediate results. We visualize the outputs of the different stages of our pipeline to provide further insights into their results.

Recall from Sec. 3.3 that, at training time, we use Depth
Anything V2 [31] depth maps, a setting we refer to as T − in
Tab. 1 and occupied volume estimation in Tab. 3. Instead,
we could use ground-truth depth maps during training, a
setting we will refer to as T +, Similarly, for validation pur-
poses, if ground-truth depth-maps are used we designate the
method as V+, and V− otherwise. Thus, the standard con-
figuration of our method is T −,V−. The others are only
used for ablation study purposes.

We report the results in Tab. 1 and occupied volume esti-
mation in Tab. 3. Entirely dropping the ground-truth depth
maps and only using the estimated depths proves to be the
most successful approach and is the one we use in prac-
tice. We hypothesize that this is due to the slight smoothing
present in the depth maps produced by Depth Anything v2
[31], which may prevent the model from overfitting to some
specific shape features in perfect depth maps of some train-
ing samples.

Even though it is trained on synthetic data, this obser-
vation further confirms the generalizability of 3DC to real
data, since in a practical scenario such as the real data of
Tab. 2, ground-truth depth maps are not available.

4.5. Limitations and future work

In Fig. 7, we show failure cases of our method where the
shapes of the objects are too complex for our volume occu-
pancy estimator. Future work will focus on refining this
estimate to handle highly non-convex and complex shapes.
Additionally, and similarly to previous works [12, 15], our
method currently expects the user to select the area of in-
terest in at least one of the images. Automating this step
as perfomed in [30] would enhance the ease of use of our
method.

Unlike our method, previous works additionally attempt
to localize the objects being counted, increasing the inter-
pretability of the results. However, these localizations are
often erroneous when objects are stacked together, as illus-
trated in Fig. 9, greatly limiting their applicability. Thus a

(a) Input image (b) BMNet+ [22] (c) SAM[8]+CLIP[17]

Figure 9. Instance localization. Previous methods also produce
interpretable results, representing a promising direction for future
work.

possible direction for further enhancements lies in integrat-
ing a robust localization of visible instances.

5. Conclusion

In this paper, we introduced a novel 3D counting method de-
signed to address the challenges posed by stacks of identical
objects, where occlusions and irregular arrangements make
accurate counting difficult. By decomposing the counting
task into two complementary subproblems—3D geometry
estimation and occupancy ratio analysis—we demonstrated
that our approach can achieve reliable counts in a wide
variety of cases. Through extensive experiments on both
real-world and large-scale synthetic datasets, we validated
the robustness and accuracy of our method across diverse
scenarios, highlighting its potential applications in domains
such as logistics, monitoring, and scientific research.

Our pipeline combines geometric reconstruction with
deep learning depth analysis, establishing a framework that
can generalize well to objects in stacks, packaging, or in a
container. By releasing our datasets to the public, we aim to
encourage future research and development in 3D counting.
In summary, our method represents a significant step for-
ward in visual counting, especially in challenging, stacked
3D settings, and we believe it will inspire new approaches to
handling occlusion and spatial complexity in vision count-
ing tasks.
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Counting Stacked Objects from Multi-View Images

Supplementary Material

6. Dataset Details
6.1. 3DC-Real dataset.

We capture 20 real scenes where the objects to count can
be any stack of items that are at least partially visible. This
includes stacked objects on a table or on the floor, objects
in containers such as bowls or boxes, or objects still in their
packaging. In Fig. 10, we display all the scenes that were
not already presented in our main submission.

Cameras. We use a regular RGB smartphone camera to
capture 30-60 pictures of the scene from various angles,
forming a semisphere surrounding the objects and their con-
tainer. These images are downscaled to approximately 600
pixels wide to reduce memory usage and facilitate the pro-
cessing with COLMAP [21]. Additionally, we take a mea-
surement of an arbitrary object within the scene, allowing
us to scale the camera measurements and align the unit dis-
tance of the scene with a meter in the real world.

Initially, we experimented with triangulation methods
using two pairs of corresponding points across images. This
would enable the calculation of a 3D distance and allow us
to scale the scene. However, this approach proved unsta-
ble, as small inaccuracies in point matching led to signifi-
cant variations in the scaling. Instead, we reconstructed the
3D scene with 3DGS [7] and measured the 3D distance di-
rectly within the reconstruction. This measurement allows
us to rescale the scene to match the reference measurement.
Note that the 3D point cloud generated by COLMAP [21],
which is used as an initialization by 3DGS, is also scaled
accordingly.

Unit volume. For each scene, we require the unit vol-
ume of the object being counted. For many common food
items, such as kidney beans or corn, this information is
readily available online. For other scenes, the volume can
be approximated, for example in the case of the beads in
Fig. 1, by subtracting the volume of a cylinder from that of
a sphere. Alternatively, we determine the volume by mea-
suring the number of units needed to displace 100 milliliters
of water.

Pre and Post-processing. Using this method, we capture
20 scenes consisting of various items in different environ-
ments. The scenes vary in complexity, from simple quasi-
spherical objects in containers to more challenging configu-
rations, such as complicated shapes still in packaging (e.g.,
in the pasta scene). Occasionally, we reuse items for a sec-
ond scene in a different setting, such as by removing objects
from their packaging or changing containers.

beans: Est. 161,
G.T. 207

chickpeas: Est.
2668, G.T. 3276

chocolates: Est.
201, G.T. 131

crosses: Est. 40,
G.T. 205

crosses2: Est.
317, G.T. 205

gums2: Est. 500,
G.T. 397

popcorn: Est.
2229, G.T. 2921

puzzle: Est. 574,
G.T. 1000

screws: Est. 295,
G.T. 514

screws2: Est. 627,
G.T. 494

semicrosses: Est.
156, G.T. 257

semicrosses2: Est.
196, G.T. 257

Figure 10. Additional dataset samples. We report the results on
all real scenes that are not already present in our main submission.

6.2. 3DC-Synthetic Dataset.

To generate our large-scale synthetic dataset, we utilize
Blender, a free and open-source 3D creation suite that sup-
ports Python scripting. This allows us to implement a fully
automated generation pipeline, which is mainly composed
of two steps: simulation and rendering.

Simulation. We drop batches of objects, arranged in a 4×
4 × 5 grid, into a box positioned at (0, 0, 0.5). The box
has a side length of 1 and a thickness of 0.04. Once the
simulation converges, we check if the union of the objects
intersects with an invisible cube placed directly on top of
the box. If an intersection occurs, the simulation stops, and
objects outside the box are deleted. If no intersection is
detected, a new batch of objects is added, and the simulation
is performed again.

We use the convex hull to compute collision between ob-
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Figure 11. Border effects. Measuring the ground-truth γ over the complete box or over only a smaller section makes little difference,
indicating that our assumption of uniform γ across the volume is justified.

jects. Ideally, we would use the triangle mesh itself, how-
ever this becomes far too costly when physically simulating
thousands of shapes with tens of thousands of triangles. We
experimented with using convex hulls first, and then refin-
ing with additional frames using the triangle mesh, but this
turned out to still be extremely costly and computationally
very unstable, leading to objects being ejected outside the
box due to the change in collision computation.

Rendering. For rendering, we use a texture randomly
sampled from 3 possibilities for the box, five textures for
the ground, and a random material for each model chosen
from one of the following: a realistic grey metal texture, a
red metallic texture, or a plastic material with a randomly
selected color.

We always render the first view directly above the box,
looking downwards, which we call the nadir view. For the
validation dataset, we also generate 29 additional views on
the unit sphere, each observing the box from different an-
gles. The rendering is performed using Blender’s Cycles
rendering engine. Additionally, we generate ground-truth
depth maps and masks that separate the ground, box, and
objects in the images.

Pre and Post-processing. In addition to the simulation
and rendering steps, we perform pre-processing to filter out
unsuitable meshes, such as those with multiple connected
components or excessive size. Since the physical simula-
tion can sometimes be unstable or fail, we also remove a
small fraction of results in post-processing. This includes
cases where the unit volume is too small or where too few
objects remain in the box in the final frame.

Finally, we export the calibrated camera parameters in a
format compatible with nerfstudio [26]. Since these cam-
eras are not produced by COLMAP, they do not include a
3D point cloud that 3DGS can use as initialization. This
poses a challenge, as a fully random initialization may gen-
erate distant Gaussian points outside the cameras’ range,
which are not removed and interfere with the volume esti-

mation. To address this, we generate a set of 100 grey points
within the unit cube, centered at (0, 0, 0.5). This simple ini-
tialization proves sufficient to quickly produce a faithful 3D
reconstruction and resolves the aforementioned issue.

7. Additional Discussion on Border Effects
In our work, we assume that the occupied volume ratio, γ,
is approximately uniform throughout the container. This as-
sumption generally holds as the number of stacked objects
increases. However, it neglects the influence of container
borders, where objects tend to occupy less volume due to
the boundary.

To quantitatively evaluate the impact of border effects
and verify the validity of our uniform γ assumption, we
analyze the ground-truth volume ratio in two distinct ways
using our large-scale synthetic dataset. First, we compute
γwith edges for the entire unit box, as described in the main
paper. Additionally, we compute γno edges by measuring the
volume ratio in a smaller sub-box of side length 0.5, cen-
tered within the unit box. Intuitively, the difference be-
tween γwith edges and γno edges reflects the influence of border
effects, allowing us to evaluate whether this assumption is
justifiable.

Figure 11 presents two histograms comparing the distri-
butions of γwith edges and γno edges. The results indicate that
both metrics follow highly similar distributions, with their
mean values differing by less than 5%. Notably, the mean
value of γno edges is slightly higher than that of γwith edges,
consistent with the intuition that density decreases near bor-
ders.

To further investigate the relationship between these two
values, we provide a scatter plot of γwith edges versus γno edges
in Fig. 11. The plot demonstrates a strong correlation
between the two measures, particularly for objects with
small volume ratios. For objects with high values of both
γwith edges and γno edges, minor discrepancies are observed.
These differences can be attributed to the relatively large
size of these objects compared to the measurement box,
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which introduces noise in the estimation of γ.
Overall, these analyses confirm that γwith edges and

γno edges are highly consistent and can be used interchange-
ably without significant loss of accuracy. In our experi-
ments, we rely on γwith edges to train our occupied volume
estimation network.

8. Implementation details
We use the nerfstudio library [26] for 3D reconstruction,
specifically the splatfacto method built on top of the gsplat
library [33]. A combination of trimesh and the alphashape
python library to compute alpha concave hulls and measure
their volume. We thank the contributors of all the aforemen-
tioned libraries.

Our pipeline also uses pretrained models for depth es-
timation and mask generation. We employ the vitl model
from Depth Anything v2 [31] for depth estimation and the
sam2.1 hiera large model from SAM2 [20] for mask gen-
eration. These state-of-the-art models ensure high-quality
and robust outputs across diverse scenes.

The dataset is generated using CPUs only, greatly reduc-
ing its production cost and environmental impact. Other
operations are fairly light and performed locally on a 4080
Mobile GPU, taking up only a few gigabytes of VRAM and
being completed in a couple minutes.

9. Architecture details
Our architecture utilizes a DinoV2 [16] encoder model that
produces pixel-aligned features. Since DinoV2 downscales
the input image by 14, we feed it an image of size 448 x 448
to produce a 32 x 32 x 768 feature image. Specifically, we
use the pretrained weights of the dinov2 vitb14 model and
freeze them during all subsequent learning.

To predict a scalar value from the 32× 32× 768 feature
image produced by DinoV2, we employ a series of convolu-
tional layers to progressively reduce both the spatial dimen-
sions and the number of channels. The convolutional layers
successively reduce the channel dimension from the initial
768 down to 512, 256, 128, and finally 64. Concurrently,
the spatial dimensions of the feature map are reduced from
32× 32 to 16× 16, 8× 8, 4× 4, and ultimately 2× 2.

Following this, an adaptive average pooling layer com-
presses the spatial dimensions to a single pixel while pre-
serving the 64-channel depth. The resulting 1× 1× 64 ten-
sor is passed through a fully connected linear layer to map
it to a scalar output. Finally, a sigmoid activation function
is applied to produce the final prediction in the [0, 1] range.
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