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USER: I wanna read some papers about 
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ASSISTANT: Sure, this is <SEG>. 
You can use the monitor and seat 
in the chair in front of it.
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Figure 1. 3D reasoning segmentation interprets implicit user instructions to segment 3D scenes. Our MLLM-For3D framework adapts
multimodal large language models (MLLMs) to 3D reasoning in a label-free manner, contrasting with the mask-as-embedding paradigm
that relies on labeled 3D-text data. By leveraging multi-view images, point clouds, and textual queries, MLLM-For3D infers object masks
without manual 3D annotations.

Abstract

Reasoning segmentation aims to segment target objects in
complex scenes based on human intent and spatial rea-
soning. While recent multimodal large language models
(MLLMs) have demonstrated impressive 2D image rea-
soning segmentation, adapting these capabilities to 3D
scenes remains underexplored. In this paper, we introduce
MLLM-For3D, a simple yet effective framework that trans-
fers knowledge from 2D MLLMs to 3D scene understand-
ing. Specifically, we utilize MLLMs to generate multi-view
pseudo segmentation masks and corresponding text embed-
dings, then unproject 2D masks into 3D space and align
them with the text embeddings. The primary challenge lies

† denotes the corresponding authors.

in the absence of 3D context and spatial consistency across
multiple views, causing the model to hallucinate objects that
do not exist and fail to target objects consistently. Training
the 3D model with such irrelevant objects leads to perfor-
mance degradation. To address this, we introduce a spa-
tial consistency strategy to enforce that segmentation masks
remain coherent in the 3D space, effectively capturing the
geometry of the scene. Moreover, we develop a Token-for-
Query approach for multimodal semantic alignment, en-
abling consistent identification of the same object across
different views. Extensive evaluations on various challeng-
ing indoor scene benchmarks demonstrate that, even with-
out any labeled 3D training data, MLLM-For3D outper-
forms existing 3D reasoning segmentation methods, effec-
tively interpreting user intent, understanding 3D scenes,
and reasoning about spatial relationships.
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The container designated for holding waste 
and it is the one closest to the door.

The container designated for holding waste 
and it is the one in the middle.

Frame 1 Frame 2 Frame 3 Frame 4

The container designated for holding waste 
and it is the one near the window.

Frame 5 Frame 6

Figure 2. For the same scene, we present three different queries and display the 2D reasoning segmentation results on the same set of
frames, illustrating how the model responds to varying instructions.

1. Introduction

Understanding user intent and reasoning about 3D spa-
tial context are crucial for real-world vision applications,
including embodied AI, autonomous driving, and aug-
mented/virtual reality. Recent advancements in 3D scene
understanding, particularly in multimodal learning [9, 11,
19–21, 39, 55], have spurred the development of 3D point
cloud-based Large Language Models (3D-LLMs). These
methods allow systems to infer implicit goals, localize ob-
jects in complex environments, and interact seamlessly with
users. Compared to conventional segmentation, reasoning
segmentation poses a more complex challenge, requiring
deeper levels of semantic understanding and the ability to
handle underspecified or context-dependent queries.

The concept of reasoning segmentation was first intro-
duced in the 2D domain by LISA [31], which employed
the mask-as-embedding paradigm to fine-tune large lan-
guage models using abundant ⟨2D, 3D⟩ paired data. Build-
ing upon its success in 2D domains, initial attempts have
been made to adapt this paradigm to 3D tasks [18, 22, 27].
However, these approaches have the prohibitive cost of gen-
erating high-quality ⟨3D, text⟩ pairs, which often involve
labour-intensive manual annotation or computationally ex-
pensive synthesizing (e.g., via GPT-4) [1]. A natural ques-
tion thus arises: Given a 3D point cloud accompanied by
multiple posed RGB views, can we exploit pre-trained 2D
reasoning segmentation models to approximate 3D labels?

Our pilot study illustrates both the promise and the limi-
tations of the idea (Figure. 2). We evaluate the performance
of 2D reasoning segmentation models, LISA [31] on the
ScanNet++ dataset [51], by providing the model with dif-
ferent views corresponding to a 3D scene along with an im-
plicit language instruction. Each frame is processed inde-
pendently, generating both a reasoning response and a 2D

binary segmentation mask. Ideally, the model should con-
sistently localize the target object across all frames and infer
its spatial relationships (e.g., nearest door) within the scene.
However, as shown in Figure 2, there are two key limi-
tations of 2D models reasoning in 3D: (i) False positives
in invisible views: A 2D MLLM processing a single view
might hallucinate or mistakenly segment objects that are de-
scribed by the instruction but not visible in that particular
view. Without 3D awareness, the model cannot distinguish
between visible and occluded target objects, leading to in-
correct mask predictions on some views. (ii) Multi-View
prediction inconsistency occurs when the model lacks a
mechanism to ensure spatial alignment of predictions across
views, thereby degrading the performance when we aggre-
gate multi-view predictions into 3D.

In this paper, we introduce MLLM-For3D, a simple yet
effective framework that transfers 2D MLLM reasoning ca-
pabilities to 3D scene understanding. Specifically, we use a
pre-trained MLLM to generate multi-view pseudo segmen-
tation masks and corresponding text embeddings. These
masks are then unprojected into 3D space and aligned with
the textual information to supervise the learning of the 3D
model, eliminating the need for explicit 3D annotations. To
address the critical issue of cross-view inconsistencies, we
incorporate a spatial consistency strategy into the mask
generation process, ensuring that the latent space remains
coherent and mitigating object hallucinations. Specifically,
we enforce latent space consistency by aggregating the per-
view predictions via an attention-based fusion module. In
this module, for a given 3D point visible in multiple views,
each view’s contribution is weighted by its reliability and its
semantic similarity to a unified query vector derived from
the [SEG] token embeddings. Furthermore, we propose
a Token-for-Query mechanism that consistently binds the
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same object identity across different views, enhancing the
3D model’s ability to interpret implicit user instructions and
reason about spatial relationships.

MLLM-For3D is evaluated on three challenging bench-
marks and shows that it achieves state-of-the-art perfor-
mance in 3D reasoning segmentation tasks even without the
need for any 3D annotations, which achieves about 55%
higher mIoU than the previous methods. By effectively
transferring 2D MLLM reasoning capabilities to 3D, our
framework exhibits strong robustness to ambiguous queries,
improved spatial reasoning, and superior segmentation per-
formance.

The contributions are as follows:
• We propose a simple yet effective framework to adapt 2D

MLLMs for 3D reasoning segmentation, eliminating the
need for manual 3D annotations.

• We integrate a spatial consistency strategy to refine multi-
view pseudo segmentation masks, reducing the presence
of hallucinated objects across frames.

• We introduce a novel alignment mechanism that binds to-
ken embeddings to specific queries, ensuring consistent
segmentation of the same object across views.

• Extensive evaluations on two challenging indoor scene
benchmarks demonstrate that MLLM-For3D outperforms
existing 3D reasoning segmentation methods, even with-
out any 3D labeled training data.

2. Related Work

2.1. Reasoning Segmentation
Reasoning segmentation is first introduced by LISA [31],
which integrates a multimodal LLM (e.g., LLaVA [33])
with the Segmentation Anything Model (SAM) [30] to
handle complex and implicit instructions in 2D images.
PixelLM [42] builds on this paradigm by adopting a
lightweight decoder and segmentation codebook for multi-
object reasoning segmentation. LLM-Seg [45] uses SAM
to propose candidate masks and lets the LLM reason which
mask fits the query. VISA [47] and VideoLISA [2] ex-
tend these approaches to video data, addressing temporal
coherence and object tracking. FAST [43], an agent-based
pipeline, further refines segmentation masks by iteratively
identifying and masking key objects. These advancements
in 2D demonstrate the value of combining segmentation
with LLM reasoning: models can interpret rich instructions
and produce the corresponding mask, which is not possible
with traditional segmentation alone.
In 3D Domains, PARIS3D [29] and Reasoning3D [10] fo-
cus on part segmentation with explanatory capabilities for
individual objects, leaving scene-level reasoning tasks rel-
atively unexplored. More recently, Segpoint [18], Rea-
son3D [22], and MORE3D [27] have adapted LISA’s
embedding-as-mask paradigm, aiming to unify multiple

3D tasks through human-like instructions. Despite their
success, these methods typically require extensive 3D-text
training data generated by GPT-4 [1] and end-to-end fine-
tuning of LLMs, both of which are computationally costly.
In contrast, our approach alleviates this problem by distill-
ing both reasoning capabilities and semantic information
from 2D MLLMs into a 3D, enabling label-free 3D reason-
ing segmentation.

2.2. Label-Free 3D Scene Understanding
Open-Vocabulary and Zero-Shot Approaches. To alle-
viate the annotation burden, several label-free scene un-
derstanding methods leverage vision foundation models for
zero-shot 3D segmentation [4, 6–8, 15, 17, 25, 32, 35, 37,
38, 52]. OpenScene [38] employs 2D open-vocabulary
segmentors [17, 32] to align pixel-level embeddings with
3D points, enabling object category recognition for unseen
classes. CLIP2Scene [6] employs MaskCLIP [54] to ob-
tain pixel-aligned features for annotation-free and label-
efficient scene understanding. ConceptFusion [25] and
CLIP-FO3D [52] further explore acquiring pixel-aligned
knowledge through dense region-level feature extraction us-
ing CLIP [40] and multi-view feature fusion. PLA [15] pro-
posed a language-driven 3D scene understanding paradigm,
which obtains point-language paired data through im-
age captioning by visual-language foundation models for
training 3D backbones. Similarly, RegionPLC [50] and
Lowis3D [16] build point-caption pairs by projecting 2D
visual-language features onto 3D geometry. Methods like
OVIR3D [36] and MaskClustering [48] merge zero-shot 2D
masks with 3D semantics for instance segmentation. Re-
cent efforts [5, 26] also combine different foundation mod-
els (e.g., LLaVa-1.5 [33] and SEEM [56]) to unify zero-shot
2D embeddings and 3D voxel/point features, demonstrating
strong category expansion in 3D.
Label-Free 3D Reasoning Segmentation. While these
label-free strategies effectively handle open-vocabulary
classes, their prompts remain relatively straightforward,
limiting their ability to interpret more nuanced or context-
heavy queries. In this work, we target implicit user prompts
requiring both semantic and spatial comprehension. Our
framework, MLLM-For3D, inherits the reasoning capabil-
ities of LISA and applies them to 3D without direct 3D
annotations, making it both scalable and intuitive in real-
world scenarios.

3. Methodology
We propose MLLM-For3D, a framework that adapts 2D
multimodal large language models (MLLMs) for 3D rea-
soning segmentation by transferring knowledge from 2D to
the 3D domain as shown in Figure 3. Our approach in-
tegrates multi-view RGB frames, corresponding 3D point
clouds, and implicit descriptions to generate pseudo-labels
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Figure 3. Overview of the proposed MLLM-For3D framework. We adapt multimodal large language models (MLLMs) for 3D reasoning
segmentation by generating multi-view pseudo-labels from 2D masks and enforcing cross-view consistency via a spatial consistency
strategy. Additionally, a Token-for-Query mechanism aligns 2D [SEG] token embeddings with 3D point features, enabling consistent
object identity binding across views. Leveraging multi-view images, point clouds, and textual instructions, our method produces 3D
pseudo-labeled masks without manual annotations, effectively transferring 2D knowledge into a 3D backbone.

for 3D segmentation without requiring manually annotated
3D masks. Specifically, we use a pre-trained 2D MLLM
along with a segmentation model to segment target objects
in posed images and propagate these pesudo segmentation
masks into 3D via geometric consistency constraints.

Despite their strong per-frame segmentation perfor-
mance, pre-trained 2D models often struggle with spatial
consistency across views. Consequently, the model often
hallucinates target objects that do not exist in some images
and fails to identify the same object cross-views, thereby
degrading the performance when we aggregate multi-view
predictions into 3D. To mitigate these challenges, we in-
troduce (1) a spatial consistency strategy that enforces geo-
metric coherence across views and (2) a Token-for-Query
mechanism that aligns multimodal information by lever-
aging shared embeddings between textual descriptions and
segmentation features.

3.1. Pseudo-Label Generation
A cornerstone of our methodology is the absence of any
human-labeled 3D ground-truth masks. Instead, we adapt a
pre-trained 2D MLLM and a segmentation model to act as a
pseudo-label generator for 3D data. Concretely, for each 3D
point cloud P ∈ RM×3 with M points, we have m posed
multi-view frames {Ii}mi=1 of resolution H × W , along
with n textual descriptions {Xj}nj=1 conveying user intent.
For each view Ii and each description dj , we employ the
MLLM to generate a [SEG] token embedding Yij ∈ Rd.
This embedding is then used as a prompt for a frozen 2D
segmentation model (e.g., SAM). In particular, SAM ex-
tracts a dense feature map F2D

i ∈ RH′×W ′×C from the im-
age encoder, and its mask decoder produces a binary mask

M2D
ij ∈ {0, 1}H×W along with a quality score (IoU) κij .

Point-Pixel Pairing. To propagate 2D segmentation into
3D, we follow the point–pixel correspondences proposed
by [6] to unproject each mask M2D

ij into the shared 3D
space. Specifically, if Mi(ui) = 1 for pixel ui (indicating
that ui lies inside the mask in view i), then view i “votes”
that the corresponding 3D point X belongs to the target
segment; otherwise, view i votes negative. Repeating this
for all views yields multiple predicted labels per 3D point,
forming the basis for our subsequent cross-view fusion.

3.2. Spatial Consistency Strategy
While pseudo-labels derived from 2D segmentation can
be informative, single-view predictions may conflict across
different viewpoints. We introduce an attention-based fu-
sion module that combines per-view segmentation results,
assigning weights that reflect each view’s reliability and se-
mantic relevance.
Unified Query. First, we derive a unified query vector
Q to capture the overall instruction semantics in a view-
independent manner. Concretely, we take each view’s
[SEG] token embedding pi and average them to obtain Q,
representing the aggregated textual intent.
Attention-Like Weighting. For each view i, we then com-
pute a weight wi that factors in: (1) the mask confidence κi

from SAM’s decoder, and (2) the similarity between pi and
Q. Formally,

wi =
κi exp

(
sim(pi, Q)

)∑
j∈VP

κj exp
(
sim(pj , Q)

) ,
where sim(pi, Q) is the dot product in a shared latent space,
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and VP denotes the set of views in which point P is visi-
ble. This weighting favors views that produce high-quality
masks (large κi) and that align well with the unified query
while penalizing views with low-quality or off-target pre-
dictions.
Fused Prediction & Consistency. Using these weights wi,
we aggregate multi-view predictions into a single consen-
sus. For point P , the fused probability is:

pfused(P ) =
∑
i∈VP

wi pi(P ).

We then apply a spatial consistency loss that penalizes dis-
agreements among per-view predictions (pi(X)) and their
fused result (pfused(X)). Specifically, we combine an align-
ment term L3D

align (which enforces consistency across views)
with an attention-fusion term Lspatial (which ensures pi(X)
is close to pfused(X)). Merging these into a multi-view con-
sistency objective encourages the model to learn a represen-
tation that is invariant to single-view noise and accurately
reflects true 3D geometry and semantics. This loss term
guides the network to find a latent representation where the
segmentation decision is view-invariant, relying on true 3D
geometry and semantics rather than view-specific cues.

3.3. Multimodal Semantic Alignment
Token-for-Query Mechanism. To solve the inconsis-
tency of object segmentation across views, we develop
an attention-based token-for-query mechanism that unifies
multi-view features into a single 3D representation. We
leverage the same query vector Q, while the 2D dense fea-
tures from each view serve as keys and values in an attention
mechanism.

For each 3D point X , let fi(X) ∈ Rd be the local feature
extracted from the i-th view’s dense feature map at pixel
ui = Πi(X). We compute attention weights by comparing
each fi(X) to Q:

αi(X) =
exp

(
Q · fi(X)

)∑
j∈VX

exp
(
Q · fj(X)

) ,
where VX is the set of views where point X is observed.
The fused 3D feature is

F3D(X) =
∑
i∈VX

αi(X) fi(X).

Intuitively, Q “queries” each view for features relevant to
the user’s instruction, and F3D(X) consolidates them into
a single descriptor.

This token-for-query mechanism ensures that only fea-
tures pertinent to the query concept are emphasized across
views, naturally achieving semantic alignment. Because
special Q attends to all views, disparate viewpoints yield

a coherent representation when focusing on the same ob-
ject. This greatly enhances the reasoning capabilities of the
3D model. For example, if one view only partially sees the
object, another view can provide missing details through at-
tention, and Q will fuse these into a complete understanding
of the point X . In summary, Q gathers and unifies multi-
view visual information, allowing the model to reason about
the 3D scene at a higher level of abstraction than individual
images.

3.4. Implicit Inference
By training with these pseudo-labels and enforcing both
spatial consistency and token-based attention, we obtain a
3D segmentation model that generalizes effectively to new
scenes. At inference time, given multi-view images and im-
plicit instruction, our model produces a coherent 3D seg-
mentation without requiring any 3D manual annotations.
This paradigm effectively transfers the rich 2D multimodal
knowledge into 3D, enabling label-free 3D reasoning seg-
mentation.

4. Experiments
This section presents the experimental results for three chal-
lenging tasks, focusing on reasoning segmentation. For the
3D reasoning segmentation task, we adopt Instruct3D [18]
as benchmarks, which is derived from ScanNet++ [51],
which retains only nearly complete 3D instances. After fil-
tering, the dataset is split into 136 scenes for training and
45 for validation, yielding 1,034 and 321 question-answer
pairs, respectively. Due to the limited open-source evalu-
ation datasets in this area, we try to evaluate our method
on similar tasks like 3D intention grounding (3D-IG) [28]
and grounding benchmarks without object names (VG-w/o-
ON) [46]. These two datasets are built on ScanNet [13],
leveraging its scene annotations for evaluation. Implemen-
tation details, additional experiments, and qualitative results
are provided in the supplementary material.

4.1. Main Results
3D Reasoning Segmentation. Instruct3D is derived from
ScanNet++ [51], which retains only nearly complete 3D
instances. Removing explicit instructions and annotations
from Instruct3D makes the task much harder since models
can no longer rely on direct object names or step-by-step
instructions and must infer the user’s intent from implicit
hints. After filtering, the dataset is split into 136 scenes
for training and 45 for validation, yielding 1,034 and 321
question-answer pairs, respectively.

As shown in Table 1, MLLM-For3D shows significant
gains in 3D reasoning segmentation accuracy over Rea-
son3D on the filtered Instruct3D [18] benchmark. Remov-
ing explicit instructions and annotations from Instruct3D
makes the task much harder since models can no longer
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rely on direct object names or step-by-step instructions and
must infer the user’s intent from implicit hints. In this set-
ting, MLLM-For3D achieves about 15% higher Acc@0.25
and 10% higher Acc@0.50 than Reason3D. It also improves
mean IoU by 10 points, indicating more precise mask pre-
dictions. These improvements highlight MLLM-For3D’s
stronger reasoning capability: it can understand complex
or implicit instructions to segment the correct 3D regions
even when keywords are missing. In contrast, the Rea-
son3D baseline struggles without explicit instructions since
it was designed to output masks based on more direct tex-
tual descriptions. Overall, MLLM-For3D’s ability to inter-
pret implicit instructions leads to better performance in the
3D reasoning segmentation task.
VG-w/o-ON: Spatial Reasoning without Object Names
In the 3D visual grounding without object names task,
MLLM-For3D achieves state-of-the-art results as shown
in Table 2, outperforming the EDA baseline and others.
VG-w/o-ON is a particularly challenging benchmark vari-
ant where the language query describes spatial relationship
of the target object without naming it explicitly. Conven-
tional 3D referring models struggle here since they typi-
cally rely on matching object names in the query. Indeed,
we observe drastic drops in baseline performance: meth-
ods like ScanRefer [3] and TGNN [23] see their accuracy
plunge to nearly chance level (e.g., 10% success) when
object names are missing. Even EDA [46] reaches only
26.5% Acc@0.25 and 21.6% Acc@0.50 when object names
are missing, much lower than on normal queries. MLLM-
For3D overcomes this limitation by using the query’s de-
scriptive and contextual instructions to infer the target.
It delivers roughly 12–13% higher Acc@0.25 and 8–9%
higher Acc@0.50 than EDA on the VG-w/o-ON bench-
mark, along with a notable improvement in mIoU.

Such results denotes that our approach is capable of spa-
tial reasoning by connect the spatial relationship to the cor-
rect object in space. This contextual reasoning allows it
to maintain high grounding accuracy despite the missing
noun, whereas methods like EDA falter because they try
to decompose the sentence and end up misled or unsure
without an explicit object name. By leveraging the abun-
dant semantic information of a 2D MLLM, MLLM-For3D
fills in the semantic gaps (the missing object names) with
informed guesses and uses the 3D visual input to confirm
those guesses. This results in superior grounding perfor-
mance under this no-name condition. We will then discuss
in the ablation study how our proposed spatial consistency
enhances the spatial reasoning ability.
3D Intention Grounding (3D-IG). On the Intent3D dataset
for the 3D intention grounding task, MLLM-For3D outper-
forms the specialized IntentNet [28], which requires de-
tecting the object that fulfills an implicit human intention
(e.g. “I want something to support my back” implies “pil-

3D Reasoning Segmentation Venue Modality Instruct3D (val)

Methods Acc@0.25 Acc@0.50 mIoU

LLM Agent-based Model
LLM-Grounder† [49] [ICRA’24] 3D 23.7 15.6 17.2

LLM-based Model (w/ label)
TGNN† [23] [AAAI’22] 3D 4.76 4.76 3.51
Reason3D† [22] [3DV’25] 3D 18.35 10.55 12.43

MLLM-based Model (w/ label)
LISA-7B (MLLM-For3D) - 3D+2D 45.5 38.7 31.9
LISA-13B (MLLM-For3D) - 3D+2D 46.7 39.0 32.3
VideoLISA (MLLM-For3D) - 3D+2D 48.2 40.4 34.5

MLLM-based Model (w/o label)
LISA-7B (MLLM-For3D) - 3D+2D 39.1 29.7 23.9
LISA-13B (MLLM-For3D) - 3D+2D 40.9 30.5 26.4
VideoLISA (MLLM-For3D) - 3D+2D 41.0 32.1 28.2

Table 1. Evaluation of 3D Reasoning Segmentation on In-
struct3D [18] (val). Our method achieves state-of-the-art perfor-
mance with both label-free and labeled settings. † indicates that
we re-trained TGNN, Reason3D using the filters Instruct3D train-
ing set for a fair comparison on this benchmark.

Methods Venue Acc@0.25 ↑ Acc@0.50 ↑ mIoU ↑

LLM-based Model (w/ label)
ScanRefer [3] [ECCV’20] 10.51 6.20 -
TGNN* [23] [AAAI’21] 11.64 9.51 8.13
InstanceRefer [36] [ICCV’21] 13.92 11.47 -
BUTD-DETR [24] [ECCV’22] 11.99 8.95 -
M3DRef-CLIP [53] [ICCV’23] 18.3 14.8 10.29
EDA [46] [CVPR’23] 26.50 21.20 -
Reason3D† [22] [3DV’25] 17.64 13.11 13.05
IntentNet [28] [ICLR’25] 28.12 22.63 18.92

MLLM-based Model (w/ label)
LISA-7B (MLLM-For3D) - 31.88 29.90 28.10
LISA-13B (MLLM-For3D) - 32.52 30.15 29.81
VideoLISA (MLLM-For3D) - 33.12 31.21 30.45

MLLM-based Model (w/o label)
LISA-7B (MLLM-For3D) - 26.49 22.12 21.05
LISA-13B (MLLM-For3D) - 27.31 24.49 23.93
VideoLISA (MLLM-For3D) - 29.50 25.61 24.28

Table 2. Evaliation results on VG-w/o-ON (val) evaluated by
Acc and mIoU.; * auxiliary mask head. † indicates that we re-
trained Reason3D using the ScanRefer[3] training set for a fair
comparison on this benchmark.

low” on a chair). This is challenging because the target
object’s name may never be mentioned explicitly. Intent-
Net, a task-specific model, achieves 41.9% AP@0.25 and
25.4% AP@0.50 on this benchmark. MLLM-For3D sur-
passes this with 6–7 point higher AP@0.25 and 5 point
higher AP@0.50 (as well as a 7% absolute gain in mIoU),
indicating it more reliably identifies the correct object from
just the implied intent.

For further comparison shown in Table 3, our method
MLLM-For3D is evaluated under two settings: (i) with
labeled 3D-text data (pink rows) and (ii) without labels
(yellow rows). Despite the absence of manual 3D anno-
tations in the label-free setting, our model surpasses the
specialized IntentNet[28] by a notable margin. For in-
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3D Intention Grounding Venue Modality LLM/MLLM Backbone Intent3D (val)

Methods Top1-Acc@0.25 Top1-Acc@0.50 AP@0.25 AP@0.50 mIoU

LLM-based Model
BUTD-DETR [24] [ECCV’22] 3D RoBERTa [34] 47.12 24.56 31.05 13.05 -
EDA [46] [CVPR’23] 3D RoBERTa [34] 43.11 18.91 14.02 5.00 -
3D-VisTA [55] [ICCV’23] 3D BERT [14] 42.76 30.37 36.1 19.93 -
Chat-3D-v20 [20] [NIPS’24] 3D+2D Vicuna-7B [44] 5.86 5.24 0.15 0.13 -
Chat-Scene [20] [NIPS’24] 3D+2D Vicuna-7B [44] 36.71 32.78 3.23 2.58 -
IntentNet [28] [ICLR’25] 3D RoBERTa [34] 58.34 40.83 41.90 25.36 -
Reason3D† [22] [3DV’25] 3D Flan-T5[12] - - 61.71 51.68 47.30

MLLM-based Model (w/ label)
LISA-7B (MLLM-For3D) - 3D+2D LLaVA-2 - - 57.31 47.92 42.98
LISA-13B (MLLM-For3D) - 3D+2D LLaVA-2 - - 58.40 48.75 44.13
VideoLISA (MLLM-For3D) - 3D+2D LLaVA-Phi-3-V [41] - - 59.90 50.01 45.18

MLLM-based Model (w/o label)
LISA-7B (MLLM-For3D) - 3D+2D LLaVA-2 - - 48.24 39.61 34.53
LISA-13B (MLLM-For3D) - 3D+2D LLaVA-2 - - 49.92 40.10 35.75
VideoLISA (MLLM-For3D) - 3D+2D LLaVA-Phi-3-V [41] - - 50.89 41.56 36.92

Table 3. Evaluation of 3D Intention Grounding on the Intent3D [28] validation set. The best results are in bold, and the second-best
results are underlined. † indicates that we re-trained Reason3D using the Intent3D training set for a fair comparison on this benchmark.
The color gradient reflects different model backbones in MLLM-For3D.

stance, comparing the best label-free variant VideoLISA
(MLLM-For3D) with IntentNet, we observe an improve-
ment of +9.0 points on AP@0.25 (41.90% → 50.89%) and
+16.2 points on AP@0.50 (25.36% → 41.56%). This indi-
cates that a multimodal LLM can better interpret diverse
intention phrases and incorporate broader world knowl-
edge than a system trained on fixed detection templates.
Meanwhile, Reason3D [22] remains slightly ahead of our
approach. We attribute this gap to Reason3D’s mask-as-
embedding paradigm, which excels at implicit intent rea-
soning by leveraging large language models for direct seg-
mentation tokens. Nonetheless, MLLM-For3D still demon-
strates strong generalization across intent expressions, ef-
fectively combining detection and segmentation reasoning
in a label-free manner. In contrast, IntentNet is tailored pri-
marily for detection, and Reason3D focuses on search-plus-
segmentation. Our method’s multimodal design instead of-
fers a more balanced approach, achieving second-best re-
sults while using no 3D labels.

4.2. Visual Comparisons

Figure 4 presents qualitative examples comparing our
MLLM-For3D framework against a previous state-of-the-
art baseline on 3D reasoning segmentation tasks. Each row
shows the ground-truth rendered scene, the predicted mask
from the baseline, our result, and the text query. In the first
example (left two columns), for the instruction “The con-
tainer designated for holding waste and it is the one closest
to the door”, the baseline incorrectly merges multiple ob-
jects or fails to capture the target, whereas MLLM-For3D
precisely identifies only the correct container. In another

example (right columns), given “If you want to let in nat-
ural light and fresh air once the air starts at night, which
part of the room would you open?”, the baseline misses key
portions under occlusion, while our approach segments the
relevant object more completely. These comparisons show
that our model follows high-level instructions more faith-
fully, resolving common failure modes (e.g., mixing up ob-
ject types or ignoring occluded areas) by leveraging LLM-
driven 3D reasoning.

4.3. Ablation studies & Analysis
We conduct extensive ablations to verify each component’s
contribution. The quantitative results are shown in Table 4.
(a) 2D Projection Baseline: First, we compare against a
baseline that applies a 2D reasoning segmentation model
to 3D scenes by projection. We unproject the multi-view
masks generated by LISA-7B back to the point cloud. This
naive approach yields much lower accuracy – roughly 50%
lower mIoU – than our full 3D method. The projected base-
line often produces incomplete or misaligned segmentations
since each view sees only part of the scene without cross-
view consistency enforcement. This highlights the impor-
tance of reasoning directly in 3D rather than per-view 2D.
(b) Spatial Consistency Module: Next, we ablate the
multi-view spatial alignment module. Disabling this mod-
ule (so that each view is processed independently) leads
to inconsistent masks and a drop of 2-4% in segmenta-
tion accuracy. Enforcing spatial consistency across views
improves performance: by aligning features in 3D space,
the model learns a unified segmentation that is viewpoint-
invariant, resolving ambiguities from single perspectives.
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MLLM-For3D
(Ours)

(b) Where is the entrance or exit to 
the room? if were enter ing it , the 
blank bookshelf would be on the left.

GT
Rendered 

Scene

Reason3D

Text
(a) The container  designated for  

holding waste and it  is the one 
closest to the door.

(c) Where is the object used for  
sitting in front of the desk?

(d) If you want to let in natural light and 
fresh air or gaze at the stars at night, which 
par t of the room would you open?

Figure 4. Qualitative comparisons of our MLLM-For3D versus a previous state-of-the-art method. For each row, we show the
ground-truth rendered scene (left), the baseline’s prediction, our result, and the textual query. Our method accurately interprets implicit
user instructions and produces coherent 3D masks, even under challenging scenarios like occlusion or ambiguous references.

Ablation Study
+Lspatial +Lsemantic

Intent3D (val) VG-w/o-ON (val)

Methods Acc@0.25 Acc@0.50 mIoU Acc@0.25* Acc@0.50* mIoU*

(a) Baseline 29.25 25.26 19.75 20.2 17.24 11.56
(b) Spatial Consistency ✓ 34.53 28.75 21.02 23.2 19.1 18.48
(c) Token-for-Query ✓ 33.92 28.53 20.93 24.5 20.7 19.92
(d) Full Configuration ✓ ✓ 39.1 29.7 23.9 26.49 22.12 21.05

Table 4. Ablation study evaluating the effectiveness of each proposed component on the Intent3D and VG-w/o-ON validation sets. The
best results are in bold.

(c) Token-for-Query Mechanism: We examine the impact
of our query-specific token design, which assigns a unique
token embedding for each textual query for semantic align-
ment guidance. Removing this mechanism causes a notable
uptick in false positives – the model sometimes activates
multiple objects or unrelated regions for a single query.
With the token-for-query in place, the model focuses on one
target at a time, reducing false positives by 30% (and im-
proving mIoU by 2 points). This mechanism ensures one
coherent mask per query and consistent segmentation even
when multiple queries are issued in one scene.
(d) Backbone Variants: Finally, we also investigate the im-
pact of different model sizes and backbone types. Replac-
ing the smaller LISA-7B with the larger LISA-13B (13B
parameters) improves performance by approximately 1–2%
on all evaluated benchmarks, indicating that a more ex-
pressive language-vision model better interprets complex
user instructions. Moreover, incorporating a video-capable
backbone (VideoLISA) yields an additional 1.5% improve-
ment on average, suggesting that temporal context further
enhances the model’s reasoning ability.

5. Conclusion

We introduce MLLM-For3D, a novel framework that
adapts MLLMs for 3D reasoning segmentation via a label-
free paradigm. Our approach tackles challenges such as
single-view hallucination and cross-view inconsistencies
by employing an attention-based fusion strategy along-
side a Token-for-Query mechanism, enabling coherent 3D
pseudo-label generation without manual 3D annotations.
Experiments on three challenging benchmarks reveal that
our method achieves SOTA performance in label-free set-
tings, and demonstrates further improvements when 3D la-
bels are made available. These results confirm the effective-
ness of our adaptation strategy and open new avenues for
scalable, language-guided 3D scene understanding. How-
ever, the method can be computationally demanding, as it
involves multiple inferences of 2D MLLMs and a 3D back-
bone. Future work may explore more efficient architectures,
better uncertainty modeling of pseudo-labels, and broader
generalization to complex, real-world 3D environments.
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