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Abstract

Both indoor and outdoor scene perceptions are essential for
embodied intelligence. However, current sparse supervised
3D object detection methods focus solely on outdoor scenes
without considering indoor settings. To this end, we
propose a unified sparse supervised 3D object detection
method for both indoor and outdoor scenes through learn-
ing class prototypes to effectively utilize unlabeled objects.
Specifically, we first propose a prototype-based object min-
ing module that converts the unlabeled object mining into a
matching problem between class prototypes and unlabeled
features. By using optimal transport matching results, we
assign prototype labels to high-confidence features, thereby
achieving the mining of unlabeled objects. We then present
a multi-label cooperative refinement module to effectively
recover missed detections through pseudo label quality
control and prototype label cooperation. Experiments
show that our method achieves state-of-the-art performance
under the one object per scene sparse supervised setting
across indoor and outdoor datasets. With only one labeled
object per scene, our method achieves about 78%, 90%, and
96% performance compared to the fully supervised detector
on ScanNet V2, SUN RGB-D, and KITTI, respectively, high-
lighting the scalability of our method. Code is available at
https://github.com/zyrant/CPDet3D.

1. Introduction
3D object detection attracts more and more attention, as it
is crucial for the vision tasks such as autonomous driving
and emboddied robotics [15, 41, 50]. Conventional 3D
object detection [25, 29, 35, 45, 55] relies on a large number
of precise annotations, which are labor-intensive and time-
consuming. How to achieve efficient and accurate 3D
object detection under limited annotations has become an
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Figure 1. Comparison of sparse supervised 3D object detection
methods. Previous methods rely on the premise of full category
coverage within each scene, achieved through a GT sampling
strategy, as represented in (a). This approach encounters
limitations in indoor scenes, which have scene-specific categories.
In contrast, we propose a unified sparse 3D object detection
scheme (b) applicable to both indoor and outdoor scenes, utilizing
nearest prototype retrieval for effective object mining.

important research topic in the field of 3D object detection.
Current 3D object detection methods designed for lim-

ited annotations can be roughly categorized into weakly
supervised [24, 44], semi supervised [7, 9, 34, 51], and
sparse supervised methods [20, 42]. Weakly supervised
methods use weaker supervision than box annotations as
constraints, such as point-level annotations (i.e., box cen-
ters). However, point-level annotations cannot provide
precise box attributes. These works require a small number
of precise annotations [24] or synthetic 3D shapes [44].
Semi supervised 3D object detection naturally involves
precise annotations in some scenes of the datasets, while
the rest remain unlabeled. These types of works achieve
better performance than point supervision. Nonetheless,
semi supervision faces two drawbacks. First, there is a
domain gap between labeled and unlabeled scenes, which
makes information transfer ineffective when the gap is
large. Second, annotating an entire scene is hindered by its
complexity and density, making the process labor-intensive.
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Figure 2. Visualization of GT sampling on indoor dataset ScanNet
V2. Unlike outdoor autonomous driving scenes, indoor objects
have specific classes, making the use of GT sampling impractical.
As shown in the image, placing a bathroom-specific “toilet” in the
living room is unreasonable.

To reduce domain gap and labor cost, sparse supervised
3D object detection annotates a limited number of anno-
tations within each scene. However, sparse supervised
3D object detection still faces the challenge of a large
number of missing annotations within scenes. Current
sparse supervised 3D object detection methods [20, 42]
are specifically designed for outdoor scenes and use a GT
Sampling strategy [45] to ensure all categories (i.e., car,
pedestrian, and bicycle) are present in a single scene, as
shown in Fig. 1. With such a strategy, they can mine the
unlabeled objects of all categories from an individual scene.
In contrast, indoor scenes contain scene-specific categories
and it would be unreasonable to place a bathroom specific
“toilet” in the living room, as shown in Fig. 2. Therefore,
existing methods are primarily applied to outdoor scenarios
and face limitations when handling indoor environments,
which restricts their applicability.

In this paper, we propose a sparse supervised 3D object
detection method that can achieve impressive results in both
indoor and outdoor environments through learning class
prototypes to effectively leverage the unlabeled objects.
Specifically, the method contains two modules: a prototype-
based object mining module and a multi-label cooperative
refinement module. The first module formulates the object
mining problem as an optimal transport matching task
between clustered class prototypes and unlabeled features.
Initially, we generate class-aware prototypes that repre-
sent the class aware feature representations by clustering
the features of labeled objects across scenes. Then, by
applying optimal transport for matching, we establish a
correspondence between these prototypes and unlabeled
features beyond a single scene. Based on the matching
results, we assign category labels (prototype labels) to
high-confidence features, enabling the mining of unlabeled
objects. The second module includes iterative pseudo
labeling and prototype label cooperating. The iterative
pseudo labeling generates high-quality pseudo labels by
filtering out inaccurate predictions, while the prototype
label cooperating builds on the above process to fill in

missed detections by assigning prototype labels to unde-
tected objects. Our contributions are listed as follows:
• We propose a unified solution for sparse supervised 3D

object detection, effective across both indoor and outdoor
environments.

• We develop a prototype-based object mining module
that assigns prototype labels to unlabeled objects beyond
scene limitations and a multi-label refinement module
that recovers missed detections with pseudo and proto-
type labels in a self-training approach.

• Extensive results show that our method achieves 78%
and 90% performance compared to the fully supervised
detector with only 7% and 26% annotations on ScanNet
V2 [4] and SUN RGB-D [30]. Besides, experiments on
outdoor KITTI show that our method achieves up to 96%
of fully supervised performance under sparse supervision.

2. Related Work
3D Object Detection with Full Supervision. For point-

based methods, VoteNet [25] adopts deep hough voting
to group features and generate proposals. As a follow-
up work, RBGNet [36] introduces a ray-based feature
grouping module to capture points on the object surface
features. For voxel-based methods [5, 16, 27–29, 35, 45,
47, 56], CenterPoint [47] proposes a center-based head for
single-stage detection. PillarNet [29] proposes an efficient
method for gathering features on pillars. FCAF3D [27]
introduces the anchor-free style into 3D indoor object
detection. Based on this, TR3D [28] further improves
the results of with a simpler structure. SPGroup3D [56]
introduces the superpoints to express instance consistency.
Although these methods have achieved high performance,
they rely on intensive labeling, highlighting the need for
more efficient alternatives to reduce manual annotations.

3D Object Detection with Limited Supervision. Sim-
ilar to the 2D counterpart [26, 38], limited supervision in
3D area [31] is gaining growing attention. Weakly3D [24]
uses partially precise box annotations and BacktoReal [44]
adopts synthetic datasets. SESS [51] introduces the first
semi supervised 3D object detection using the mean-teacher
framework [32]. 3DIoUMatch [34] adds IoU estimation
for pseudo-label filtering, while DQS3D [7] adopts a dense
match strategy [1, 17, 53]. DPKE [9] proposes the dual-
perspective knowledge enrichment. For sparse supervised
settings, SS3D [20] uses GT Sampling to increase object
count in sparse scenes, while Xia et al. [42] leveraged BEV
features for object mining [18] and further improved its
performance with a mix-feature enhancement [43]. How-
ever, outdoor GT Sampling does not suit indoor scenes, as
objects like “toilet” can’t be copied into living room. In
this paper, we introduce the first attempt to addresses sparse
supervised 3D object detection across indoor and outdoor
environments.
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Figure 3. The architecture of our method for sparse supervised 3D object detection is as follows. Given a point cloud and a detector, we
first project the features from the detector and cluster them into class-aware prototypes. Based on the learned similarity between prototypes
and features, we assign pseudo labels to unlabeled objects. Next, we introduce an effective refinement module that cooperatively utilizes
sparse, pseudo, and prototype labels to reduce missed detections during iterative training.

Prototype-based Learning. Cluster based methods [13,
14], particularly in 2D semantic segmentation [21–23, 39,
40, 48, 54], prototypes help to cluster distinctive features.
ContrastiveSeg [39] enhances global pixel relationships,
while ProtoSeg [54] optimizes pixel-prototype correspon-
dence. In 3D detection, Prototypical VoteNet [52] applies
prototypes for few-shot learning. Unlike the methods men-
tioned above that use prototypes during both training and
testing, our method uses prototypes only during training,
thereby not impacting the testing phase.

3. Method

In this section, we introduce our method in three parts. First,
in Sec. 3.1, we introduce the prototype-based object mining
module, which is designed to identify unlabeled objects
across diverse scenes using class-aware prototypes. Then,
in Sec. 3.2, we describe the multi-label cooperative refine-
ment module, which integrates pseudo labels with prototype
labels to reduce missed detections and improve detection
accuracy. Finally, we describe the training strategy for our
framework in Sec. 3.3. An overview of our method is shown
in Fig. 3.

3.1. Prototype-based Object Mining

Due to the rich geometric information in point clouds, only
a small amount of precise bounding boxes are required
to achieve satisfactory performance compared to category

labels [46]. In the sparse 3D object detection, some precise
bounding box annotations are already provided. Therefore,
we focus on mining category labels to further improve
detection performance. In indoor scenes, it is difficult to
acquire the features of all categories using a single scene
under one object per scene sparse supervised setting. To
address this, we propose a prototype-based object mining
module to identify unlabeled objects. This includes class-
aware prototype clustering to learn class-specific prototypes
across scenes and prototype label matching to assign labels
based on these prototypes.

Class-aware Prototype Clustering. In order to acquire
the features of all categories in datasets, we introduce
the class-aware prototype clustering to explore cross-scene
semantic feature distributions.

Given a point cloud, it is fed into the detector to obtain
proposal features. Define the proposal features from the
detector as X ∈ RN×C , where N and C represent the
number of proposals and the feature dimension, respec-
tively. We first use a projector consisting of several multi-
layer perceptrons (MLPs) to obtain the projected features
F ∈ RN×C and enhance the feature diversity. After that,
based on the projected features F , we leverage the labeled
features to build class-aware prototypes. Suppose there are
K categories and take the k-th category as an example,
we obtain the semantic features Fk ∈ RM×C (M <<
N ) corresponding to k-th category through the class-aware
mask Mk ∈ RN×1. This process can be formulated as

3



Algorithm 1 Class-aware Prototype Clustering.

1: Input: Proposal features X ∈ RN×C , initial class-
aware prototypes P ∈ RK×O×C ;

2: Output: Updated prototypes P ′ ∈ RK×O×C .
3: // Projector with MLPs
4: F = Projector(X)
5: // Class-aware cluster and prototype update
6: for k ← 0 to K do
7: if k is valid class (Mk!= 0) then
8: // Obtain class features and prototypes
9: Fk = F ∗Mk, Index Pk

10: // Compute mapping by Sinkhorn-Knopp
11: Lk = diag(u) exp

(P⊤
k Fk

κ

)
diag(v)

12: for i← 0 to O do
13: // Update the prototypes with µ
14: p′

k,i ← µpk,i + (1− µ) 1
Nk

∑Nk

i=1Fk,i

15: else
16: Continue
17: Return P ′

follows:
Fk = F ∗Mk (1)

Mk is a boolean mask to select the true positive pro-
jected features. Suppose the prototypes of the k-th category
are Pk ∈ RO×C , where O > 1 ensures the feature diversity
of the same category. Next, we need to obtain the matching
matrix between M semantic features and O prototypes so
that we can update the prototypes. We model the matching
between prototypes and features as an optimal transport
problem and choose the Sinkhorn-Knopp iteration [3, 39]
to obtain the feature-to-prototype matching matrix Lk ∈
RM×O. The solver can be given as follows:

Lk = diag(u) exp
(P⊤

k Fk

κ

)
diag(v) (2)

where u ∈ RM and v ∈ RO are renormalization vectors,
computed by a few steps of Sinkhorn-Knopp iteration.
P⊤

k Fk ∈ [0, 1] represents the cosine similarity between
prototypes and semantic features. Based on the matching
matrix Lk ∈ RM×O, we update each prototype with
momentum toward the mean of the clustered embeddings.
Hence, the i-th prototype of class k is updated as:

p′
k,i ← µpk,i + (1− µ)

1

Nk

Nk∑
i=1

Fk,i (3)

where Fk,i represents one of the l2-normalized projected
features being mapped to the i-th prototype of class k.
µ ∈ [0, 1] is a momentum coefficient. In each iteration, the
updated p′ is assigned as the new p for the following iter-
ation. Finally, we introduce a prototype-feature contrastive

warm-up

(a) init prototypes (b) updated prototypes

Figure 4. t-SNE results of class-aware prototypes before and after
warm-up on ScanNet V2.

loss [10] as the specific objective function for this module.
This loss forces features belonging to the same prototypes
to be closer while pushing features with different prototypes
away. Algorithm 1 summarizes our class-aware prototype
clustering.

Prototype Label Matching. After obtaining the class-
aware prototypes, we propose a prototype label object
matching module for unlabeled objects label matching.
However, as shown in Fig. 4, the initial prototypes are
initialized using a truncated normal distribution, making
them indistinguishable across classes. If we use such
prototypes for label matching, this will lead to the confusion
of network learning. Therefore, we set warm-up iterations
before label matching.

After the warm-up, we obtain the distinguishable class-
aware prototypes P ∈ RK×O×C and projected features
F ∈ RN×C of the j-th scene. For the j-th scene, we attain
an affinity matrix A = F⊤P ∈ RN×K×O of projected fea-
tures and class-aware prototypes via a dot-product operation
and assume that its classification scores from the detector
are S ∈ RN×K . To realize label propagation for unlabeled
objects, we use the S and A′ ∈ RN×K to compute the
propagation probability W ∈ RN×K for the j-th scene,
which is formulated as:

W = S ⊙A′,

whereA′ = argmax
i=1,...,O

(A) (4)

where ⊙ is the Hadamard product and W indicates the
probability of features belonging to a certain kind of cat-
egory. A′ represents the affinity matrix obtained by as-
signing each feature to one of the prototypes in each
category based on the highest probability. In this module,
we consider both the semantic information and feature
similarities simultaneously. Based on W , we derive the
category labels Cf ∈ RN×1 for features by:

Cf = argmax
i=1,...,K

(W ) (5)

In Eq. (5), each feature in the j-th scene is assigned a
category based on the highest probability in each row of
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Figure 5. Visualization of real mined prototype labels. The colors
in detailed views denote the object categories including chair,
table, door, garbage bin, and cabinet. To highlight the labels, we
sparsify the point clouds and visualize different types of labels
separately. The first column (a) and (c) represent the labeled one
object per scene. The second column (b) and (d) represent the real
mined prototype labels during training.

W . Because these category labels are generated by the
class-aware prototypes, we call them prototype labels for
short to distinguish the categories of the true sparse labels.
After we obtain the Cf , it is essential to filter out three
special regions including background regions, regions with
true sparse labels, and regions outside of the input point
cloud range, as they may affect the detection accuracy.
Specifically, we derive the foreground boolean mask Mf ∈
RN×1 using a score threshold αpro based on classification
score, the true label boolean mask Ms ∈ RN×1 based on
sparse labels, and the range boolean mask Mr ∈ RN×1

computed based on the specified point cloud input range.
Therefore, the remaining prototype labels are obtained by:

C ′
p = Cp ∗Mf ∗Ms ∗Mr (6)

where C ′
p ∈ RE×1 (E << N ) denotes the remaining pro-

totype labels and we set a prototype classification loss in
this module to take advantage of them. The real mined
prototype labels during training are shown in Fig. 5. It is
evident that our module can identify the unlabeled objects
in the scenes, even if these categories are not labeled in the
scenes.

3.2. Multi-label Cooperative Refinement
Iterative training improves the performance in limited an-
notation settings by relying on pseudo labels. Generally
speaking, high thresholds ensure the quality of pseudo
labels, but also lead to missed detections. Existing methods
solve this problem by dynamically adjusting the threshold
in complex ways [37] to achieve a balance. Here, we
propose an effective solution to address this problem by
integrating sparse, pseudo, and prototype labels.

Iterative Pseudo Labeling. The first thing is to generate
high-quality pseudo labels. This process involves the
following steps. Suppose the one stage detector generates

the predictions yj of the j-th input point cloud scene. We
establish a classification score threshold, αcls, to eliminate
predictions from yj that are likely contain incorrect results.
Then, to avoid assigning multiple pseudo labels to the same
object [12]. We set an IoU filter, which eliminates out the
one with the lower score among the paired bounding boxes
with an IoU threshold αiou. Finally, it is important to con-
sider objects that have both true and pseudo labels. We build
a collision filter to select true sparse labels. Specifically, we
filter out the pseudo labels that have a collision exceeding
the threshold αcol with the true annotations. The above
steps can be described as the following formula:

y′j = Score Filter(yj , αcls) (7)

y′j = IoU Filter(y′j , αiou) (8)

y′j = Collision Filter(y′j , αcol) (9)

where y′j is the subset of predictions after these steps. In
our setting, we set a high threshold to ensure the quality of
the pseudo labels.

Prototype Label Cooperating. After previous steps,
there may still be some positive objects that are considered
negative samples due to missing detections. To address
this, we develop a practical pipeline with these steps:
(1) Foreground / background separation via classification
scores; (2) Identification of labeled regions (sparse la-
bels and pseudo labels); (3) Prototype-based labeling of
residual foreground areas as missed objects. Compared
with MixSup [46] and WS3D [24], which also use multi-
label cooperation (3D bounding boxes + BEV labels),
our method reduces annotation requirements by utilizing
only partial 3D bounding box annotations. This approach
not only alleviates the burden of data annotation but also
makes our approach more scalable while maintaining good
detection performance.

3.3. Training Strategy
Our method follows the standard two-stage training
paradigm for limited annotations. First, we train an initial
detector using sparse annotations. During this process,
we introduce a prototype-based mining module. The loss
function for the first stage is as follows:

Lstage1 = Ldet + Lpcon + Lpcls (10)

where Ldet is the same as the detection loss in [28], and
Lpcls is the Focal loss [19]. Lpcon is an Info-NCE loss [10].

After obtaining the initial detection model, we use it to
generate pseudo-labels for unlabeled data. In this stage, we
introduce two modules: prototype-based mining and multi-
label cooperative refinement. The total loss of this stage is
written as:

Lstage2 = Lstage1 + Lref (11)

where Lref is the detection loss [28], which is computed
using the pseudo labels.

5



Table 1. Comparison with state-of-the-art methods on indoor datasets under the sparse setting. All methods are based on TR3D.

Methods Present at Paradigm
ScanNet V2 SUN RGB-D

mAP@0.25 mAP@0.5 mAP@0.25 mAP@0.5

FCAF3D [27] ECCV Fully Supervised 70.7 56.0 63.8 48.2
TR3D [28] ICIP 72.0 57.4 66.3 49.6

TR3D [28] ICIP

Sparse Supervised

37.6 21.8 53.9 36.3
Co-mining [38] AAAI 43.3 26.4 55.9 39.0
SparseDet [26] ICCV 46.0 28.2 56.7 38.8

CoIn [42] ICCV 38.3 23.8 54.8 37.1
CPDet3D (ours) - 56.1 40.8 60.2 43.3

Table 2. Comparison with state-of-the-art methods on outdoor dataset under the sparse setting. All methods are based on Voxel-RCNN. *
indicates results with R11 and 3% limited cost.

Methods Present at Paradigm
Car-3D AP (R40) Car-BEV AP (R40)

Easy Moderate Hard Easy Moderate Hard

CenterPoint [47] CVPR Fully Supervised 89.0 80.5 76.5 92.9 89.0 87.5
Voxel-RCNN [5] AAAI 92.3 85.2 82.8 95.5 91.2 88.9

Voxel-RCNN [5] AAAI

Sparse Supervised

72.5 54.9 44.8 83.6 71.4 57.7
SS3D* [20] CVPR 88.8 78.5 76.9 - - -
CoIn [42] ICCV 84.5 68.4 58.0 92.3 81.0 70.2

CoIn++ [42] ICCV 92.0 79.5 71.5 96.1 88.8 82.5
CPDet3D (ours) - 94.1 82.2 72.6 96.2 91.8 83.9

Table 3. Comparison with state-of-the-art semi supervised
methods on the validation of ScanNet V2.

Methods Present at mAP@0.25 mAP@0.5

SESS [51] CVPR 32.0 14.4
IoUMatch [34] CVPR 40.0 22.5

DKPE [9] AAAI 44.0 27.0
Diff-SS3D [11] NeurIPS 43.5 27.9
Diff3DETR [6] ECCV 45.1 29.2

DQS3D [7] ICCV 49.2 35.0
CPDet3D (ours) - 54.6 36.6

4. Experiments

4.1. Datasets and Evaluation Metrics
We evaluate our method on two indoor datasets and one
outdoor dataset: ScanNet V2 [4], SUN RGB-D [30], and
KITTI [8]. For indoor datasets, we use mean average
precision (mAP) with IoU thresholds of 0.25 and 0.5 as
the metrics. For the outdoor dataset, we use 3D Average
Precision (AP) at 40 recall thresholds (R40). ScanNet V2
includes annotations for 18 object categories, with 1,201
training samples and 312 validation samples. Following the
2D method [49], we randomly retain one annotated object
in each scene. SUN RGB-D is another indoor dataset for
3D object detection, with around 5,000 samples each for
training and validation. We use one annotated object per

scene for sparse supervised 3D object detection. KITTI
is widely recognized for outdoor 3D object detection. We
divide the 7,481 scenes into 3,712 for training and 3,769 for
validation, using the same sparse supervised setting as [42]
with 2% labeled cost.

4.2. Implementation Details
We use TR3D [28] for indoor scenes and Voxel-RCNN [5]
with Centerhead [47] for outdoor scenes as the base de-
tectors for our experiments. All experiments are imple-
mented using the mmdetection3d [2] and OpenPCDet [33]
frameworks, respectively. In terms of class-aware prototype
clustering, the step number and κ are set to 3 and 0.05. The
momentum update coefficient and the prototype number for
each class are set to 0.9 and 10, based on experimental
results. For prototype label matching, we set the warm-up
iterations and αpro to 1000 and 0.2, respectively. In multi-
label cooperative refinement module, we set αcls, αiou, and
αcol to 0.2, 0.5, and 0.2.

4.3. Comparisons with State-of-the-art Methods
Comparison with sparse supervised methods. For
indoor setting, Tab. 1 reports the quantitative results on
the ScanNet V2 [4] and SUN RGB-D [30] validation sets
under one object per scene setting. From Tab. 1, we
can see that the performance of detectors trained on one
object per sparse supervised setting decreases . For our
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Figure 6. Results for different numbers of prototypes, warm-up iterations, and momentum coefficients.

Table 4. Statistical results regarding the recall of labels.

Number
Sparse
Label

Prototype
Labels

Pseudo
Labels mAR

1 ✓ 8.3
2 ✓ ✓ 47.8
3 ✓ ✓ 33.4
4 ✓ ✓ ✓ 67.1

method, we achieve average improvements of 11.3 and
4.0 compared to the SparseDet [26] on ScanNet V2 and
SUN RGB-D, respectively. In addition, compared to fully
supervised methods, our method achieves 78% and 90% of
fully supervised performance with just one annotation per
scene on the ScanNet V2 and SUN RGB-D. For outdoor
scenes, we present the results in Tab. 2. As shown in Tab. 2,
we observe a similar trend where our method outperforms
CoIn++ at the moderate level, achieving a 2.7 improvement
in Car-3D AP (82.2 v.s. 79.5) and a 3.0 improvement in
Car-BEV AP (91.8 v.s. 88.8).

We present the qualitative results in Fig. 7, which clearly
prove the effectiveness of our approach. These results
demonstrate our method is robust to point cloud scanning
technologies as it extracts representations of object cate-
gories from a global perspective and enables our method
to perform well across various datasets.

Comparison with semi supervised methods. Semi
supervision is another common setting for label efficient
3D object detection. To benchmark our sparse supervised
method against semi supervised methods, we use the Scan-
Net V2 [4]. In this dataset of 1201 training scenes with
around 20 object in each scene [4, 9], a 5% scene label rate
in the semi-supervised setting (e.g., DQS3D) and one object
per scene in our sparse supervised setting both yield about
1200 labeled objects, enabling a fair comparison. As shown
in Tab. 3, our model achieves an advantage over the SOTA
semi supervised method DQS3D on ScanNet V2, i.e., 5.4
on mAP@0.25 and 1.6 on mAP@0.5.

4.4. Label Statistical Analysis
The quality of mined labels determines the upper bound of
detection performance. Therefore, we analyzed the quality

Table 5. Ablation study of key components including PLM, CPC,
and MCR.

Number PLM CPC MCR mAP@0.25 mAP@0.5

1 37.6 21.8
2 ✓ 38.0 23.5
3 ✓ ✓ 39.3 26.5
4 ✓ 51.9 32.3
5 ✓ ✓ 54.2 38.3
6 ✓ ✓ ✓ 56.1 40.8

of mined labels on the ScanNet V2 training set in terms
of both precision and recall. In terms of precision, pseudo
labels defined by overlap with ground truth have a precision
of 95.5, ensuring that most contribute positively to model
performance. Prototype labels, defined within the ground
truth bounding box, have a precision of about 71.1. During
inference, Non-Maximum Suppression (NMS) filters low-
quality predictions, reducing the impact of errors.

In terms of recall, we use mean average recall (mAR)
as the metric. From Tab. 4, we can see that only sparse
labels are used, and the mAR is 8.3. Using sparse and
prototype labels results in an mAR of 47.8, which is a slight
improvement. In contrast, using sparse and pseudo labels
alone increases the mAR significantly to 33.4. When all
labels are combined, the mAR further increases to 67.1,
confirming that the complementarity between these two
types of labels provides more useful labels.

4.5. Ablation Study

We conduct extensive ablation studies on the one object per
scene setting of ScanNet V2.

Effect of Different Components. We first ablate the
effects of different components of our model in Tab. 5. The
base model is TR3D [28] under the one object per scene
setting. Introducing prototype label matching (“PLM”) in
experiment 2 and just using the classification score for label
matching slightly improves mAP@0.25 from 37.6 to 38.0.
This result shows that label assignment based solely on
the classification score is suboptimal in a sparse supervised
setting. Next, comparing experiment 2 and experiment 3,
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CPDet3D (ours) Ground Truth

Figure 7. Visualization results of our method on the ScanNet V2,
SUN RGB-D, and KITTI validation sets trained under one object
per scene sparse supervised setting.

Table 6. αpro and αcls at different thresholds for mAP@0.5.

Threshold 0.01 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6

αpro 17.3 24.4 26.5 24.1 21.8 21.8 21.8
αcls 33.7 39.5 40.8 38.1 36.7 33.0 32.3

adding the class-aware prototype clustering (“CPC”) boosts
mAP@0.25 from 38.0 to 39.3 and mAP@0.5 from 23.6 to
26.5. This variant proves that simultaneously considering
the classification score and feature similarity can provide
more accurate prototype labels. Finally, with the multi-label
cooperative refinement module (“MCR”) in experiment 6
achieves the best results, highlighting its benefits.

We also evaluate additional component combinations,
including MCR alone and the combination of PLM and
MCR in Tab. 5. CPC alone is not evaluated, as it does
not directly impact performance. For MCR alone, we
remove prototype labels and use only sparse and pseudo
labels. Comparing experiment 1 and experiment 4 shows
significant improvement, confirming the effectiveness of
iterative training. Adding PLM in experiment 5 further
boosts mAP@0.25 and mAP@0.5 from 51.9 to 54.2 and
from 32.3 to 38.3, proving that prototype labels help recover
missed detections in iterative training.

Choices in Prototype-based Object Mining. In this
section, we study the impact of the number of prototypes,
the iterations of warm-up, and the momentum coefficient.
Fig. 6 (a) suggests that using 10 prototypes for each class
is most effective for representing the differences among
objects in the same category. The different choices of
warm-up iterations and momentum coefficients are shown
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Figure 8. Ablation study of αiou and αcol.

in Fig. 6 (b) and (c), which indicate that with an iteration of
1000 and a coefficient of 0.9, our method achieves the best
performance. This is because a suitable warm-up iteration
and momentum coefficient can make the generated proto-
type labels more stable, thus improving the performance.
Besides, we conduct experiments to compare performance
at different αpro score thresholds in Tab. 6. Since αpro =
0.2 yields the best result, we use this value as the default.

Impact of Multi-label Cooperative Refinement. In
this section, we study the impact of hyper-parameters
selection of multi-label cooperative refinement module.
The hyper-parameters include classification score threshold
αcls, IoU threshold αiou, and collision threshold αcol. We
adjust the αcls from 0.01 to 0.6 to conduct ablation studies.
As shown in Tab. 6, the accuracy at αcls = 0.2 is much
better than the other choices, thus we choose αcls = 0.2.
From Fig. 8, the optimal results for the parameters αiou

and αcol are observed at αiou = 0.5 and αcol = 0.2, where
the mAP@0.5 reaches its highest point. The figure also
demonstrates that variations in these parameters result in
only minor fluctuations in performance.

5. Conclusion

In this paper, we proposed a unified sparse supervised
3D object detection method for indoor and outdoor envi-
ronments. We presented a prototype-based object mining
module with class-aware prototype clustering to learn class
prototypes from limited labeled objects and prototype label
matching to assign labels to unlabeled objects based on
learned similarity. Additionally, a multi-label cooperative
refinement module is designed to integrate high-quality
pseudo labels with prototype labels, avoiding complex it-
erative design. Experiments show that our method achieves
78%, 90%, and 96% of the performance of the fully super-
vised detector in the one object per scene sparse supervised
setting on ScanNet V2, SUN RGB-D, and KITTI.
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Learning Class Prototypes for Unified Sparse Supervised 3D Object Detection

Supplementary Material

6. Overview

In this supplementary material, we first analyze the effect
of semantic and bounding box prediction under limited
annotations (§7.1) and examine the distribution of our
labeled splits by category on indoor datasets (§7.2). Then,
we provide additional experiments (§8), including the per-
formance of our model under different annotation settings
(§8.1), an evaluation of our method extended to other
detectors (§8.2) and comparison between prototypes and
GT sampling 8.3), indoor per-category evaluation results
(8.4), and further qualitative visualizations (§8.5). Finally,
we discuss the limitation and further work (§9) of our
proposed method.

Table 7. Ablation study of the importance of class and regress
branches based on ScanNet V2.

Number Class Regress mAP@0.25 mAP@0.5

1 37.9 21.7
2 ✓ 50.1 31.5
3 ✓ ✓ 51.9 32.3

7. More Analysis

7.1. Effect Analysis

In the prototype-based object mining module, we only
generate the category labels based on prototypes without
generating box labels. To further understand the relative im-
portance of semantic versus bounding box prediction under
conditions of limited labeling, we design an experiment on
ScanNet V2 [4]. For simplicity, we remove the prototype-
based object mining module and simplify the multi-label
collaborative refinement module to use sparse and pseudo
labels. To make a fair comparison, we also ensure that other
conditions are consistent, such as thresholds. This allows
us to isolate and evaluate the contributions of semantic
learning independently based on whether to use the pseudo
labels’ boxes as regression targets.

As detailed in the results presented in the second and
third row of Tab. 7, we observe a modest decrease in
detection performance when only the class branch of the
multi-label cooperative refinement module is active. Specif-
ically, there are declines of 1.8 and 0.8 on mAP@0.25
and mAP@0.5. This relatively small reduction in perfor-
mance suggests that semantic understanding plays a more
important role than bounding box localization in 3D object
detection with sparse annotations. We think the reason for
this discovery is that the 3D point cloud essentially provides

Table 8. The results on validation of ScanNet V2 trained on fully
and sparse supervised settings on the validate of ScanNet V2.

Methods Paradigm mAP@0.25 mAP@0.5

TR3D [28] Fully Supervised 72.0 57.4

TR3D [28] Two Objects 43.5 30.3
ours Per Scene 60.7 45.5

TR3D [28] Three Objects 48.3 34.2
ours Per Scene 64.1 47.7

TR3D [28] One Object 62.9 48.5
ours Per Class Per Scene 69.6 55.5

extensive geometric and structural information about the
environment, as well as the objects within it.

7.2. Annotation Analysis
Unlike the well-established sparse 3D object detection
methods for outdoor environments [20, 42], indoor
counterparts remain in a start stage, hindered by the
absence of readily available annotated splits. This lack of
sufficient tailored data has significantly slowed progress
in indoor sparse 3D object detection. To address this
limitation, we construct two dataset splits based on the
widely recognized ScanNet V2 [4] and SUN RGB-D [30]
datasets to advance research in this domain.

We provide a detailed analysis of the dataset splits,
including the precise number of labeled instances for each
object category, as illustrated in Fig. 9 and Fig. 10.
Our analysis reveals a noticeable class imbalance in both
datasets under the fully supervised setting. Specifically,
the most frequently occurring category, “chair”, exhibits
the highest number of annotations, while the “bathtub”
category is significantly underrepresented, highlighting a
disparity in data distribution. Furthermore, when analyzing
the setting where each scene contains only one object per
category, we observe that the issue of class imbalance is
notably mitigated.

8. More Experiments
8.1. More Sparse Supervised Settings
In this section, we first add the labeled objects in each
scene on ScanNet V2 [4], i.e., 2 objects per scene and 3
objects per scene, to verify the effectiveness of our model
in more labeled cases. Tab. 8 indicates that our model
is extensible in more labeled cases, but the results that
can be improved are gradually reduced because the best
case of our model is fully supervised performance. In
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Figure 9. Per category analysis of the number of labels on ScanNet V2.
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Figure 10. Per category analysis of the number of labels on SUN RGB-D.

the case of 2 annotations, our approach achieves 82% of
fully supervised performance. In addition, 87% of fully
supervised performance is achieved in the three labeled
objects setting.

Recently, apart from random annotation, another form of
sparse annotation has also attracted researchers’ attention in
2D object detection, which is called one object per class
per scene [18]. This paradigm, by ensuring at least one
instance of each category is labeled, not only enables a more
comprehensive perception of all categories present in the
scene but also generates a more diverse set of annotations.
From Tab. 8, we can find that the base detector achieves
close to 88% performance of full supervision under one
object per class. Even so, our method attains improvement
and achieves 96% performance compared to the detector
under full supervision.

8.2. Expansion of Detectors

To verify the extensibility of our method to other detectors,
we employ additional detectors for indoor and outdoor sce-
narios. Specifically, FCAF3D [27] and CenterPoint [47] are
utilized for indoor and outdoor environments, respectively.

To extend our method on indoor detector FCAF3D [27],

we need two modifications. The first one is in the prototype-
based object mining module, we add the centerness assisted
with the origin propagation probability W for the prototype
labels generation. The other one is the multi-label coopera-
tive refinement module, we add the centerness [27] to select
the pseudo labels. As shown in Tab. 9, our proposed method
still significantly enhances performance when based on the
FCAF3D detector. In terms of mAP@0.25, we achieve
improvements of 17 and 3.8 compared to the base detector
on ScanNet V2 [4] and SUN RGB-D [30], respectively. In
terms of mAP@0.5, our method shows improvements of
15.5 and 4.7 on ScanNet V2 and SUN RGB-D, respectively.

In the main paper, CenterPoint [47] is used as a one-
stage detector of Voxel-RCNN [5], so we can extend our
method to it with no modifications. The results based on
CenterPoint are presented in Tab. 10. The table compares
the performance of CenterPoint under fully supervised and
sparse supervised paradigms. While sparse supervised
CenterPoint shows significantly reduced performance, our
method (ours+CenterPoint) improves the results substan-
tially, achieving metrics close to the fully supervised de-
tector. These results for indoor and outdoor scenes demon-
strate the scalability of our method.

2



Table 9. Results on validation of ScanNet V2 and SUN RGB-D under sparse supervised setting.

Methods Presented at Paradigm
ScanNet V2 SUN RGB-D

mAP@0.25 mAP@0.5 mAP@0.25 mAP@0.5

FCAF3D [27] ECCV Fully Supervised 70.7 56.0 63.8 48.2

FCAF3D [27] ECCV Sparse Supervised 37.6 21.1 52.3 36.6
ours+FCAF3D - 54.6 36.6 56.1 41.3

Table 10. Comparison with state-of-the-art methods on outdoor dataset under the sparse supervised setting.

Methods Present at Paradigm Car-3D AP (R40) Car-BEV AP (R40)

Easy Moderate Hard Easy Moderate Hard

CenterPoint [47] CVPR Fully Supervised 89.0 80.5 76.5 92.9 89.0 87.5

CenterPoint [47] CVPR Sparse Supervised 49.6 31.5 25.9 56.7 42.5 34.1
ours+CenterPoint - 90.3 76.3 67.1 94.9 88.1 78.9

8.3. Prototype v.s. GT Sampling
In this section, we present a comparative evaluation of the
GT-sampling-based approach and our proposed prototype-
based label mining method. Our method achieves superior
performance, with mAP@0.5 scores of 26.5 and 37.7 on the
ScanNet V2 and SUN RGB-D datasets, respectively, sig-
nificantly outperforming the GT-sampling-based approach,
which yields mAP@0.5 scores of 21.2 and 32.1 on the
same datasets. This performance gap can be attributed
to the limitations of GT sampling, where instance pasting
often leads to geometrically inconsistent contexts. In
contrast, our prototype-based method addresses this issue
by clustering features across all categories and performing
feature matching between prototype features and scene
instance features, thereby ensuring geometrically coherent
contexts.

8.4. Indoor Per-class Evaluation
Following the common experimental setups for indoor 3D
object detection [27, 28], we report the results for each
category on ScanNet V2 [4] and SUN RGB-D [30]. Tab.
11, Tab. 12 report the results of 18 classes of ScanNet V2 at
0.25 and 0.5 IoU thresholds, respectively. Tab. 13, Tab. 14
show 10 classes of SUN RGB-D results on 0.25 and 0.5 IoU
thresholds, respectively. For Scannet V2 and SUN RGB-D,
a comprehensive view of Tab. 11, Tab. 12, Tab. 13, and Tab.
14, shows that the improvement of our method is reflected
in all categories. This improvement is achieved by using the
components we proposed in this paper.

8.5. Quantitative Results
In this section, we provide more quantitative results on
ScanNet V2 [4], SUN RGB-D [30], and KITTI [8]. The
quantitative results of predicted bounding boxes on the

ScanNet V2, SUN RGB-D and KITTI datasets are shown
in Fig. 11, Fig. 12, and Fig. 13, respectively. In particular,
from Fig. 12, we can see that our proposed method can even
detect some unlabeled objects in SUN RGB-D.

9. Limitations
Our method is designed to mine class-aware features from
the entire dataset and assign prototype labels to unlabeled
objects, followed by a simple iterative training process
to progressively enhance model performance under sparse
annotations. Experimental results demonstrate that our ap-
proach significantly improves the performance of the base
detector across indoor and outdoor scenes. However, we
have not yet explored network architecture design tailored
for sparse-supervised 3D object detection, nor have we
explicitly addressed scene-specific corner cases, such as
hard instances at long distances.

To tackle these challenges, future research could focus
on redesigning the network to effectively mine features
for challenging objects and developing adaptive data aug-
mentation strategies to enhance the model’s performance in
challenging cases. This field is still in its early stage of
exploration and remains highly worthy of further research.

3



Table 11. 3D detection scores per category on the ScanNet V2 under one object per scene sparse supervised setting, evaluated at 0.25 IoU
threshold.

Methods cab bed chair sofa tabl door wind bkshf pic cntr desk curt frig showr toil sink bath ofurn mAP

FCAF3D [27] 16.9 48.2 80.9 51.4 44.7 25.9 15.1 27.6 1.5 17.3 49.9 19.6 23.0 38.1 86.9 42.0 53.8 34.5 37.6

TR3D [28] 11.1 72.3 77.2 48.5 34.6 29.3 11.1 29.3 4.5 18.0 48.6 10.0 28.1 15.4 83.2 62.1 62.1 31.1 37.6

CPDet3D (ours) 28.3 83.6 93.8 81.4 54.2 43.6 22.5 40.2 14.8 52.6 62.5 28.7 41.3 47.6 99.7 74.0 92.9 48.8 56.1

Table 12. 3D detection scores per category on the ScanNet V2 under one object per scene sparse supervised setting, evaluated at 0.50 IoU
threshold.

Methods cab bed chair sofa tabl door wind bkshf pic cntr desk curt frig showr toil sink bath ofurn mAP

FCAF3D [27] 5.9 31.1 67.0 35.5 31.2 6.7 1.1 16.6 0.0 0.2 26.4 5.8 16.8 2.0 79.9 11.1 19.0 22.6 21.1

TR3D [28] 3.0 52.4 64.1 33.3 26.5 13.6 0.3 15.3 0.0 2.0 31.3 0.4 23.2 0.4 62.7 16.8 27.1 19.5 21.8

CPDet3D (ours) 13.1 74.0 85.6 68.3 47.2 25.9 5.0 28.2 7.6 24.3 41.6 9.3 29.1 10.5 92.8 43.4 89.2 38.2 40.8

Table 13. 3D detection scores per category on the SUN RGB-D under one object per scene sparse supervised setting, evaluated at 0.25 IoU
threshold.

Methods bath bed bkshf chair desk dresser nstand sofa table toilet mAP

FCAF3D [27] 69.5 81.7 27.2 63.5 21.0 24.6 54.1 59.0 33.2 88.8 52.3

TR3D [28] 64.8 83.8 25.6 67.1 27.2 25.6 56.1 58.6 38.8 91.6 53.9

CPDet3D (ours) 74.6 87.3 30.4 75.7 27.6 31.9 69.4 65.1 65.1 89.0 60.2

Table 14. 3D detection scores per category on the SUN RGB-D under one object per scene sparse supervised setting, evaluated at 0.50 IoU
threshold.

Methods bath bed bkshf chair desk dresser nstand sofa table toilet mAP

FCAF3D [27] 52.4 59.6 8.8 49.0 6.8 14.4 42.4 46.2 19.0 67.1 36.6

TR3D [28] 43.0 58.3 7.8 52.8 8.7 16.9 41.8 45.3 21.1 67.4 36.3

CPDet3D (ours) 74.6 67.6 9.5 63.5 9.4 20.7 57.4 53.3 31.7 67.6 43.3
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Ground Truth

CPDet3D (ours)

Figure 11. Visualization results of our method on the ScanNet V2 validation set trained under one object per scene setting.

Ground Truth

CPDet3D (ours)

Figure 12. Visualization results of our method on the SUN RGB-D validation set trained under one object per scene setting.

Ground Truth

CPDet3D (ours)

Figure 13. Visualization results of our method on the KITTI validation set trained under 10% one object per scene setting.
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