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Abstract

Real-time monocular 3D object detection remains chal-
lenging due to severe depth ambiguity, viewpoint shifts,
and the high computational cost of 3D reasoning. Exist-
ing approaches either rely on LiDAR or geometric priors
to compensate for missing depth, or sacrifice efficiency to
achieve competitive accuracy. We introduce LeAD-M3D, a
monocular 3D detector that achieves state-of-the-art accu-
racy and real-time inference without extra modalities. Our
method is powered by three key components. Asymmetric
Augmentation Denoising Distillation (A2D2) transfers geo-
metric knowledge from a clean-image teacher to a mixup-
noised student via a quality- and importance-weighted
depth-feature loss, enabling stronger depth reasoning with-
out LiDAR supervision. 3D-aware Consistent Matching
(CM3D) improves prediction-to-ground truth assignment by
integrating 3D MGIoU into the matching score, yielding
more stable and precise supervision. Finally, Confidence-
Gated 3D Inference (CGI3D) accelerates detection by re-
stricting expensive 3D regression to top-confidence regions.
Together, these components set a new Pareto frontier for
monocular 3D detection: LeAD-M3D achieves state-of-the-
art accuracy on KITTI and Waymo, and the best reported
car AP on Rope3D, while running up to 3.6× faster than
prior high-accuracy methods. Our results demonstrate that
high fidelity and real-time efficiency in monocular 3D detec-
tion are simultaneously attainable—without LiDAR, stereo,
or geometric assumptions.

1. Introduction

Monocular 3D Object Detection (M3D) aims to predict the
3D position, orientation, and size of objects from a sin-
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Figure 1. Runtime vs. Accuracy on the KITTI test set, using
AP0.7

3D|R40 Mod (in %, ↑) and runtime (in ms, ↓). We provide dif-
ferent model variants (N to X) to balance runtime and accuracy.
LeAD-M3D offers a Pareto frontier over existing approaches. Our
most accurate model outperforms the recent most accurate ap-
proach MonoDiff [69], while being 3.6× faster. Using TensorRT
further improves runtime, enabling real-time inference of even our
largest model variant (X). For a fair comparison, all reported meth-
ods are re-evaluated on the same hardware (NVIDIA RTX 8000)
if the code is publicly available.

gle RGB image. This setup is widely available and easy
to deploy for autonomous driving [7, 14], robotics [42],
medicine [1], and city infrastructure [72]. However, es-
timating depth information from a single 2D image plane
introduces strong ambiguity, and is the dominant source
of error in M3D [58, 92]. This problem only intensifies
for viewpoint changes different from the training distribu-
tion [60, 99]. Moreover, recent methods emphasize accu-
racy over runtime efficiency [51, 69], which makes it hard
to deploy for real-world scenarios. A model that learns ex-
clusively from 3D box supervision, generalizes across view-
points, and offers efficient inference remains lacking.

To resolve this ambiguity of the accuracy-efficiency
trade-off, knowledge distillation (KD) for efficient student
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models is a popular and powerful solution. In M3D, the
main challenge is estimating depth information from the
single 2D image plane [58]. Because of this, many meth-
ods use LiDAR [16, 28, 87, 88, 93] to create a teacher-
student asymmetry, allowing the student to learn high-
quality 3D geometric cues. However, in real-world ap-
plications, LiDAR-based supervision is not always avail-
able [17, 109]. Thus, we propose a LiDAR-free KD
pipeline, which leverages the asymmetric denoising dis-
tillation [27] strategy to transfer knowledge from a strong
teacher model to a lightweight student.

Unlike prior distillation approaches that give the teacher
privileged data such as LiDAR depth [16, 18, 22, 87, 93],
we propose Asymmetric Augmentation Denoising Distilla-
tion (A2D2). We build five M3D model variants with differ-
ent model scales, i.e. N / S / M / B / X, following the YOLO
family [83]. We train our largest variant (X) as a teacher
model to provide expertise. Then, we freeze the teacher
model and train the student model to denoise the mixup-
augmented [100] input images, with the training supervised
by matching the teacher’s object-level depth features com-
puted from the clean input images. A dynamic feature loss
further weights each channel according to the teacher’s pre-
diction quality and the feature’s importance, focusing learn-
ing on reliable and informative cues. This process strength-
ens the student’s geometric reasoning without requiring any
depth maps or extra modalities, such as LiDAR.

To complement A2D2, we introduce two additional com-
ponents. First, we introduce 3D-aware Consistent Match-
ing (CM3D), which improves the prediction-to-ground truth
assignment by incorporating a 3D Intersection over Union
(IoU) term into the matching criterion. This joint 2D–3D
alignment allows the model to learn from supervision that
better reflects actual 3D localization quality. Second,
we propose Confidence-Gated 3D Inference (CGI3D), a
lightweight inference strategy that restricts the costly 3D
regression head to high-confidence regions identified by a
fast 2D classifier. This reduces redundant computation and
accelerates inference with no loss in accuracy. Together, we
present LeAD-M3D, Leveraging Asymmetric Distillation
for Real-time Monocular 3D Detection. These components
yield a strong balance between accuracy and speed (cf .
Fig. 1).

LeAD-M3D achieves state-of-the-art (SOTA) results
across multiple benchmarks while running in real-time. On
KITTI [23], we achieve the highest AP3D across all diffi-
culty levels among monocular methods and surpass even
LiDAR- and geometry-assisted approaches, while running
3.6× faster than the next-best high-accuracy model. On
Waymo [79], we improve over the previous best by 2.97
AP0.5

3D (Level 1), and on Rope3D [99], we increase AP0.7
3D

for cars by 3.59 compared to the prior state of the art. More-
over, our second-largest model variant (B) still provides

the fastest runtime compared to all existing M3D meth-
ods. These results demonstrate that LeAD-M3D achieves
high accuracy and real-time efficiency, all without relying
on LiDAR, stereo, or ground-plane assumptions. We fur-
ther showcase that LeAD-M3D exhibits strong cross-view
generalization on Rope3D [99].

Our main contributions can be summarized as follows:
• We propose Asymmetric Augmentation Denoising Dis-

tillation (A2D2), a novel, LiDAR-free knowledge distil-
lation scheme for M3D. It transfers geometric knowledge
using mixup-based information asymmetry and a quality-
and importance-weighted feature loss, strengthening the
student’s depth reasoning without requiring privileged
depth information.

• We introduce CM3D, a dynamic task alignment strategy
that significantly improves prediction-to-ground truth as-
signment by incorporating a 3D MGIoU term. This en-
ables better object localization by aligning predictions
based on both 2D and 3D geometric quality.

• We propose CGI3D, a lightweight inference strategy that
restricts the costly 3D regression head to high-confidence
regions. This effectively reduces head-level FLOPs and
enables real-time inference without any degradation in
detection accuracy.

• We demonstrate the effectiveness of our LeAD-M3D
on three established datasets, KITTI, Waymo, and
Rope3D. LeAD-M3D obtains state-of-the-art accuracy on
all datasets, without relying on LiDAR, stereo, or geo-
metric priors, and provides a new Pareto frontier for the
accuracy-efficiency trade-off (cf . Fig. 1).

2. Related Work

2.1. Monocular 3D object detection

Existing M3D methods can be broadly grouped into three
categories. The first uses extra data, such as LiDAR [28,
66, 70, 87, 91, 97], object shape cues [43, 54], tempo-
ral consistency [13], ground planes [10, 76], or stereo im-
ages [19], during training to compensate for sparse 3D box
supervision. The dependency on additional data limits ap-
plicability to real-world applications where these modalities
are unavailable, e.g., LiDAR is not present in certain traf-
fic [81, 109] or drone [17, 60] views. The second family in-
jects geometric constraints to regularize depth. A common
assumption is that the apparent 2D height of an object is in-
versely proportional to its depth, which yields a scale prior
by relating the estimated 3D height to the 2D height. Those
methods [33, 68, 92, 108] encode variants of these priors.
However, these constraints largely hold under car-view set-
tings with near-zero roll and pitch but will restrict deploy-
ment to forward-facing automotive cameras [60, 99, 109].
The third family relies only on 3D bounding boxes for su-
pervision without auxiliary modalities or hard-coded pri-



ors [20, 29, 31, 35, 47]. We focus on this category of mod-
els to maximize applicability across camera viewpoints and
datasets. Our approach naturally fits this family because it
allows for full flexibility with respect to object orientation,
explicitly supporting arbitrary SO(3) rotations rather than
being constrained by viewpoint-specific priors like the in-
verse 2D height-depth relationship.

2.2. Knowledge distillation
knowledge distillation (KD) [5, 24, 59, 74] is a general
technique for transferring knowledge from a highly accu-
rate teacher model to improve a smaller student model’s
accuracy without impacting its runtime. Previous M3D
methods achieve this teacher–student asymmetry by giv-
ing the teacher an easier problem or more informative
data, e.g., giving LiDAR, allowing the monocular student
to learn high-quality 3D geometric cues. On the other
hand, ADD [87] and FD3D [88] remove the LiDAR de-
pendency by providing the teacher with ground truth ob-
ject positions or object-wise depth maps. Our approach
takes a different angle on this paradigm. Instead of giving
the teacher more information, we give the student strongly
augmented mixup images [100], while the teacher receives
both clean images. Moreover, compared to previous meth-
ods [16, 28, 87, 88, 93], we design the distillation loss dy-
namically weighted by the teacher’s prediction quality and
feature importance, resulting in better distillation.

2.3. Real-time object detection
Real-time 2D detection [8, 38, 41, 56, 67, 82, 85, 104] has
seen sustained progress on the accuracy–efficiency fron-
tier. Among them, the YOLO series remains a prominent
line of research [38, 41, 82], and we build our real-time
M3D model based on YOLOv10 [83], which enables non-
maximum suppression (NMS)-free inference at test time.
Existing M3D methods require long [66, 70, 91] or mod-
erate inference time [47, 52], and most provide only a sin-
gle model size [47, 55, 92]. On the contrary, we follow
YOLOv10 and have five model variants for different accu-
racy and efficiency tradeoffs. By introducing our A2D2,
each variant raises its accuracy without extra inference cost.
Moreover, our proposed CGI3D for inference-side optimiza-
tions further reduces runtime by up to 30% with zero accu-
racy impact. This leads our second-largest model variant
(B) to outperform the previous fastest baseline in speed.

3. Method
3.1. Problem statement
The goal of an M3D method is to estimate 3D bounding
boxes and object categories from a single RGB image. For-
mally, let Im be an RGB image with an intrinsic camera
matrix K ∈ R3×3, and let B̂(Im) = {b̂3D1 , ..., b̂3Dn } denote

the estimated 3D bounding boxes for objects in Im. Each
box b̂3Di is defined by its location (xi, yi, zi) ∈ R3, dimen-
sions (wi, hi, li) ∈ R3, orientation represented by a rotation
matrix Ri ∈ SO(3), and category ci ∈ C (e.g., “vehicle”).
For autonomous driving, Ri is often reduced to a single an-
gle θ ∈ [−π, π], representing the yaw of the object.

3.2. Overview
Prior M3D methods largely optimize accuracy, while run-
time efficiency is often secondary. We address this by in-
troducing Leveraging Asymmetric Distillation for Real-
time Monocular 3D Detection (LeAD-M3D), a novel
M3D method built on YOLOv10 [83]. As shown in Fig. 2
(b), we follow [47] and extend YOLOv10 with standard
3D detection heads, i.e. 3D offset, 3D dimension, orien-
tation, depth and depth uncertainty heads, a postprocess-
ing pipeline, and 3D losses. This baseline establishes an
efficient architectural foundation for M3D, which we de-
note as YOLOv10-M3D. We show more details in the sup-
plementary material. As shown in Fig. 2 (a), our overall
pipeline further extends the baseline M3D model with three
proposed components. A2D2 enhances standard KD tech-
niques by integrating a novel augmentation-based denois-
ing task. CM3D lifts the standard 2D prediction-to-ground
truth assignment to 3D space. Finally, CGI3D reduces head
FLOPs during inference without impacting the predictions.

3.3. Asymmetric Augmentation Denoising Distilla-
tion (A2D2)

KD is an effective route to balance accuracy with real-time
requirements. KD methods for M3D often create an in-
formation asymmetry by easing the teacher’s task. Since
depth estimation is the core bottleneck in M3D, these meth-
ods [16, 28, 93] simplify the teacher’s predictions enor-
mously by adding LiDAR depth [16, 28, 87, 88, 93]. This
further strengthens the transfer for M3D yet introduces a
modality dependency. Moreover, standard KD losses trans-
fer all features uniformly [16, 28, 87, 88, 93]. Ignoring vari-
ation in the teacher’s quality and the varying influence of
feature channels on the final depth. To address these issues,
we propose Asymmetric Augmentation Denoising Distil-
lation (A2D2), a LiDAR-free KD scheme that couples an
asymmetric mixup-based denoising task with quality- and
importance-weighted feature alignment.

Mixup-based information asymmetry. Unlike previ-
ous methods, we leverage Mixup3D [47, 60] to augment
the student input, enabling the student to learn to match
the teacher’s instance-depth features despite augmentation,
thereby creating the desired asymmetry without requiring
extra modalities. In particular, we blend two images at the
pixel level and require the student model to predict all ob-
jects for both images. Crucially, mixup preserves object ge-
ometry in image coordinates, i.e. projected centers, depths,
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Figure 2. Overview of LeAD-M3D. (a) We distill high-dimensional instance-depth features from a large teacher to a compact student. To
create an information gap, the teacher sees clean images. The student receives a mixup image and must reproduce the teacher’s intermediate
features (Sec. 3.3). This frames distillation as a denoising task, which removes mixup-induced artifacts. CM3D uses ground truth to pair
corresponding teacher and student predictions (cf . Sec. 3.4). (b) The model architecture in detail. Dim. stands for dimension head, Orient.
stands for orientation head, and Uncert. stands for depth uncertainty head.

dimensions, and orientation remain consistent. We exploit
this invariance to cast distillation as a denoising objective in
feature space.

As shown in Fig. 2 (a), first, we feed two clean im-
ages to the teacher and the corresponding mixup image to
the student. Second, we use 3D-aware Consistent Match-
ing (CM3D) (Sec. 3.4) to assign each ground truth object to
its best matching prediction from the teacher and separately
to its best match from the student. This establishes explicit
student–teacher pairs for the same underlying object, en-
abling feature-level distillation between corresponding pre-
dictions. It is worth noting that we distill the depth features
from the depth head rather than generic backbone activa-
tions, where the scalar depth is obtained by multiplying the
depth features FT

n,i ∈ R64 by a weight matrix WT ∈ R64.
We found that depth features yield more effective transfer
for the 3D task.

Quality- and importance-weighted distillation loss. To
address that the standard KD losses ignore variation in
teacher quality and the unequal influence of feature chan-
nels, we propose to reweight the feature loss with indica-
tors measuring the prediction quality of the teacher and the
importance of each feature. For the teacher’s quality, we
weight the distillation loss by a score based on the relative
depth error:

ηn,i =
zn,i

max
(
|zn,i − ẑTn,i|, ϵ

) , (1)

where zn,i and ẑTn,i denote ground truth and teacher-
predicted depth for instance i in image n. We set ϵ = 0.1
for stability. Using a relative error mitigates bias toward
nearby objects, which naturally exhibit smaller absolute er-
rors. For feature importance, the channels with larger abso-

lute weights contribute more to the final prediction. There-
fore, we define the normalized importance per channel q as:

ωq =
|WT

q |∑
q′ |WT

q′ |
. (2)

We now combine these weights with an L1 align-
ment over instance-depth features. Let In be the set
of ground truth instances in image n matched to stu-
dent–teacher predictions by CM3D. Let FT

n,i,q and FS
n,i,q

denote teacher and student instance-depth features for chan-
nel q ∈ {1, . . . , 64}. We define the quality- and importance-
weighted feature-loss as:

Ldistill =
1∑
n|In|

∑
n

∑
i∈In

64∑
q=1

ωq·ηn,i·
∣∣FT

n,i,q−FS
n,i,q

∣∣ .
(3)

Training. We adopt offline KD with a frozen teacher. We
first train the largest model variant X with standard supervi-
sion, i.e. classification loss Lcls, 2D bounding box loss L2D,
and 3D bounding box loss L3D, then freeze it as the teacher
for student training. Then during A2D2 training, we super-
vise the student models with the total loss as:

L = Lcls + L2D + L3D + Ldistill , (4)

while mixup is applied with probability 0.5. We show
more details for training losses in the supplementary.

3.4. 3D-aware Consistent Matching (CM3D)
Both supervised training and our A2D2 method require re-
liable assignments between model predictions and ground
truth objects. Without robust matching, noisy or misaligned
pairs can degrade both training stability and final accuracy,
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Figure 3. 3D-aware Consistent Matching (CM3D). Disam-
biguating prediction-to-ground truth assignments in crowded 3D
scenes by integrating 2D and 3D overlaps (cf . Sec. 3.4).

especially in challenging scenarios like mixup, where mul-
tiple objects with similar 2D projections coexist. To address
this, we propose 3D-aware Consistent Matching (CM3D),
which ranks prediction–ground truth pairs using class con-
fidence and both 2D and 3D box agreement.

The 2D matches in our baseline YOLOv10-M3D are de-
termined by ranking all prediction-ground truth pairs using
the score s2D

i,j , and selecting the top-k pairs:

s2D
i,j = p̂αi,cj · IoU

(
b̂2D
i , b2D

j

)β
, (5)

where i indexes predictions, j indexes ground truth, p̂i,cj
is the predicted probability for class cj , b̂2D

i and b2D
j are the

predicted and ground truth 2D bounding boxes, and α, β are
hyperparameters. We extend this to 3D by incorporating
the Marginalized Generalized IoU (MGIoU) [40] between
predicted and ground truth 3D boxes (cf . Fig. 3):

s2D/3D
i,j = s2D

i,j ·MGIoU
(
b̂3D
i , b3D

j

)γ
, (6)

with predicted and ground truth 3D bounding boxes b̂3D
i and

b3D
j and hyperparameter γ. MGIoU offers a 3D overlap sur-

rogate that remains informative even without box intersec-
tion, which is common early in training or for small, dis-
tant objects. It aggregates location, size, and orientation,
and is invariant to object dimensions, unlike corner-based
losses [45].

Compared to static anchor-based assignments used in
many M3D methods [52, 60], our dynamic 2D/3D scor-
ing better disambiguates crowded scenes and mixed content
(e.g., under mixup). The 2D term stabilizes learning when
3D estimates are crude, while the 3D term helps to separate
overlapping predictions as accuracy improves.

3.5. Confidence-Gated 3D Inference (CGI3D)
Many M3D detectors run their regression heads densely
over full feature maps. As most locations correspond to
background, a substantial portion of the computation is
wasted. Therefore, we propose Confidence-Gated 3D In-
ference (CGI3D) to restrict expensive regression to likely
object locations as shown in Fig. 4:
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…
Dim Head
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Class Head
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B x k x 128 x 3 x 3
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Figure 4. Confidence-Gated 3D Inference (CGI3D): FLOP
reduction and speedup by restricting 2D/3D regression to high-
confidence locations (cf . Sec. 3.5).

1. After obtaining the neck features, we run inference on
the classification head densely across the entire feature
map.

2. We select the top-k locations by class confidence.
3. We extract 3×3 local patches centered at these locations.
4. Instead of applying them densely, we now apply the 2D

and 3D regression heads only on these patches.
During training, we keep the dense head computation for

simplicity. At inference, we move the baseline top-k selec-
tion earlier and run the 2D/3D heads only on 3×3 patches
around top-k locations, yielding outputs identical to dense
evaluation, because the heads’ effective receptive field is ex-
actly 3×3 (one 3×3 conv followed by two 1×1 convs). This
is simpler than Region of Interest (RoI) pooling (typically
7×7 grids [71]) and avoids bilinear interpolation, substan-
tially reducing head-level FLOPs with no accuracy loss.

4. Experiments
4.1. Datasets and metrics
We evaluate our approach on the standard benchmarks for
M3D: KITTI [23] and Waymo [79]. To demonstrate gener-
alization across diverse camera perspectives, we include the
traffic-view benchmark Rope3D [99] for comparison.
KITTI [23]. We use the standard split [9] (3,712 train,
3,769 val, 7,518 test). We report AP3D|R40(primary) and
APBEV|R40(secondary) on Easy/Mod./Hard difficulty levels,
focusing on Mod. as the primary benchmark. We apply
IoU thresholds of 0.7 for cars and 0.5 for pedestrians and
cyclists.
Waymo [79]. Waymo is a large-scale car-view dataset. We
use front-camera images (52,386 train, 39,848 val) follow-
ing the protocol established by DEVIANT [39]. We report
AP3D and APH3D at IoU thresholds of 0.5 and 0.7 for level
1 (L1) and level 2 (L2).
Rope3D [99]. We use the heterologous split (40,333 train,



Table 1. Comparison with lightweight M3D methods (< 30M parameters) on the KITTI [23] test set for the car category. Extra
highlights methods that utilize auxiliary data during training to improve accuracy. Params: Million model parameters. GFLOPs: Giga
FLOPs per image during inference time. Time: For a fair comparison, inference time is shown in ms for batch size 1 without TensorRT
(hardware: NVIDIA RTX 8000).

Method Extra Params ↓ GFLOPs ↓ Time ↓
AP0.7

3D|R40 ↑ AP0.7
BEV|R40 ↑

Easy Mod. Hard Easy Mod. Hard

MonoNERD [91] LiDAR 6.6 4 220 1 380.3 22.75 17.13 15.63 31.13 23.46 20.97
MonoSGC [32] LiDAR 23.1 173 35.0 27.01 16.77 14.61 35.78 23.27 19.92
OccupancyM3D [66] LiDAR 28.3 389 213.9 25.55 17.02 14.79 35.38 24.18 21.37
DPLFLEX [101] Unlabeled 21.5 152 28.9 24.19 16.67 13.83 33.16 22.12 18.74

MonoUNI [33] Geometry 22.7 122 23.2 24.75 16.73 13.49 33.28 23.05 16.39
MonoCD [92] Geometry 21.8 171 28.1 25.53 16.59 14.53 33.41 22.81 19.57

MonoCon [52] — 19.6 115 15.5 22.50 16.46 13.95 31.12 22.10 19.00
DDML [15] — 19.6 115 15.5 23.31 16.36 13.73 — — —
MonoLSS [47] — 21.5 127 20.2 26.11 19.15 16.94 34.89 25.95 22.59

LeAD-M3D N (Ours) — 3.8 14 9.7 24.31 16.49 14.14 32.22 21.72 19.41
LeAD-M3D S (Ours) — 10.1 38 10.2 27.28 18.87 16.37 34.86 24.17 21.32
LeAD-M3D M (Ours) — 19.7 88 13.3 28.08 19.47 17.66 36.21 25.46 22.89
LeAD-M3D B (Ours) — 24.9 133 13.9 29.10 20.17 18.34 37.65 26.63 23.75

4,676 val), a more challenging setting with changing cam-
era views. Accuracy is evaluated using AP3D|R40 and the
Rope [99] score at IoU thresholds of 0.5 and 0.7 for Mod.
difficulty, considering the car and big vehicle classes.

4.2. Comparison with lightweight M3D models
In Tab. 1, we compare our model with lightweight M3D
methods in terms of accuracy, FLOPs, model size, and run-
time. MonoNeRD [91] uses fewer parameters than any prior
method (6.6 M). Despite this, our second-smallest model
(S) surpasses MonoNeRD in accuracy while being trained
LiDAR-free; notably, it runs over 100× faster at inference.
We trace the surprisingly low speed of MonoNeRD to its
compute-heavy 3D volume processing, which dominates its
latency. In terms of FLOPs, our third-largest model (M)
requires 25 % fewer FLOPs than the fastest alternatives,
DDML [15] and MonoCon [52], yet outperforms all ex-
isting methods on 5 out of 6 metrics. Our second-largest
model (B size) maintains a faster runtime than the fastest ex-
isting lightweight baseline while surpassing all prior meth-
ods in accuracy.

4.3. Comparison with SOTA M3D models

KITTI [23] test set. In Tab. 2, we compare our largest
model LeAD-M3D X with SOTA models on the KITTI
test set (requiring submission to the test server). LeAD-
M3D outperforms all existing methods in AP3D|R40, includ-
ing those that leverage geometric priors or extra training
data. Furthermore, our model runs 3.6× faster than the pre-
vious SOTA MonoDiff [69] (cf . supplementary material).

Waymo [79] validation set. Similarly, our largest model
(X) achieves the best results on the Waymo validation

Table 2. Comparison with state-of-the-art (SOTA) monocular
methods on the KITTI [23] test set for the car category. Ex-
tra highlights methods that utilize auxiliary data during training to
improve accuracy.

Method Extra
AP0.7

3D|R40 ↑

Easy Mod. Hard

MonoDistill [16] LiDAR 24.31 18.47 15.76
ADD [87] LiDAR 25.61 16.81 13.79
HSRDN [93] LiDAR 22.01 13.61 13.10
MonoFG [22] LiDAR 24.35 16.46 13.84
MonoSTL [18] LiDAR 25.33 16.13 13.35
MonoSG [19] Stereo 25.77 16.70 14.22
DK3D [89] LiDAR 25.63 16.82 13.81
MonoTAKD [51] LiDAR 27.91 19.43 16.51

DA3D [34] Geometry 27.76 20.47 17.89
MoGDE [108] Geometry 27.25 17.93 15.80
MonoDGP [68] Geometry 26.35 18.72 15.97

Cube R-CNN [4] — 23.59 15.01 12.56
MonoDETR [102] — 25.00 16.47 16.38
MonoPSTR [95] — 26.15 17.01 13.70
FD3D [88] — 25.38 17.12 14.50
MonoDiff [69] — 30.18 21.02 18.16
MonoMAE [35] — 25.60 18.84 16.78
GATE3D [31] — 26.07 18.85 16.76
LeAD-M3D X (Ours) — 30.76 21.20 18.76

set [79] (see Tab. 3) without geometric assumptions or extra
training data. For AP0.5

3D Level 1, we surpass the previous
best model [47] by 2.97 AP. Even our second-largest model
(B) attains a higher AP0.5

3D than all existing methods.

Rope3D [99] validation set. In Tab. 4, we compare
our approach on Rope3D [99] (traffic view). LeAD-
M3D scores the best result for the car category. For
the rare category big vehicle, it performs second-best to



Table 3. Comparison with SOTA monocular methods on the
Waymo [79] validation set for the vehicle category. We compare
with methods that use the same training and validation set as in
DEVIANT [39].

Method AP0.5
3D ↑ AP0.7

3D ↑

L1 L2 L1 L2

PatchNet [57] 2.92 2.42 0.39 0.38
PCT [84] 4.20 4.03 0.89 0.66
GUPNet [55] 10.02 9.39 2.28 2.14
DEVIANT [39] 10.98 10.29 2.69 2.52
MonoJSG [49] 5.65 5.34 0.97 0.91
MonoCon [52] 10.07 9.44 2.30 2.16
Stereoscopic [36] 7.18 7.17 1.72 1.61
MonoRCNN++ [77] 11.37 10.79 4.28 4.05
MonoUNI [33] 10.98 10.38 3.20 3.04
MonoXiver-GUPNet [53] 11.47 10.67 — —
MonoXiver-DEVIANT [53] 11.88 11.06 — —
DDML [15] 10.14 9.50 2.50 2.34
MonoAux [48] 9.82 9.25 3.92 3.57
NF-DVT [63] 11.32 11.24 2.76 2.64
MonoLSS [47] 13.49 13.12 3.71 3.27
SSD-MonoDETR [26] 11.83 11.34 4.54 4.12
GroundMix [60] 11.89 10.50 3.10 2.73
MonoCD [92] 11.62 11.14 3.85 3.50
MonoDGP [68] 12.36 11.71 4.28 4.00

LeAD-M3D N (Ours) 12.14 10.73 2.96 2.61
LeAD-M3D S (Ours) 13.24 12.08 3.53 3.11
LeAD-M3D M (Ours) 14.55 12.86 3.98 3.51
LeAD-M3D B (Ours) 15.04 13.29 4.29 3.78
LeAD-M3D X (Ours) 16.46 14.54 4.82 4.24

Table 4. Comparison with SOTA monocular methods on the
Rope3D heterologous benchmark [99]. GPF highlights methods
that do not require ground plane [76, 96, 99] input. We report
AP0.7

3D|R40 and Rope score [99] for cars and big vehicles (BV).

Method GPF Car ↑ BV ↑

AP Rope AP Rope

M3D-RPN [2] ✗ 11.09 28.17 3.39 21.01
MonoDLE [58] ✗ 12.16 28.39 3.02 19.96
MonoFlex [103] ✗ 11.24 27.79 13.10 28.22
BEVHeight [96] ✗ 5.41 23.09 1.16 18.53
CoBEV [76] ✗ 6.59 24.01 2.26 19.71

M3D-RPN [2] ✓ 6.05 23.84 2.78 20.82
Kinematic3D [3] ✓ 5.82 23.06 1.27 18.92
MonoDLE [58] ✓ 3.77 21.42 2.31 19.55
MonoFlex [103] ✓ 10.86 27.39 0.97 18.18
BEVFormer [46] ✓ 3.87 21.84 0.84 18.42
BEVDepth [44] ✓ 0.85 19.38 0.30 17.84
MonoCon [52] ✓ 10.71 27.55 1.61 19.25
GroundMix [60] ✓ 12.86 29.37 3.90 21.06

LeAD-M3D N (Ours) ✓ 9.67 25.46 1.80 19.17
LeAD-M3D S (Ours) ✓ 13.33 28.59 4.16 21.25
LeAD-M3D M (Ours) ✓ 14.31 29.62 4.95 22.14
LeAD-M3D B (Ours) ✓ 15.05 30.13 5.40 22.41
LeAD-M3D X (Ours) ✓ 16.45 31.34 8.71 25.15

Table 5. Ablation study on the effectiveness of the CM3D (cf .
Sec. 3.4) and the A2D2 (cf . Sec. 3.3). Experiments are conducted
on the KITTI [23] validation set. The first line and last line denote
the baseline YOLOv10-M3D B and LeAD-M3D B, respectively.

A2D2 CM3D Car AP0.7
3D|R40

2D IoU 3D MGIoU Easy ↑ Mod. ↑ Hard ↑

1 ✓ 25.68 19.60 17.47
2 ✓ ✓ 26.26 20.43 17.71

3 ✓ ✓ 27.12 21.81 19.34
4 ✓ ✓ 26.34 21.49 19.12
5 ✓ ✓ ✓ 28.33 22.72 19.98

MonoFlex [103] with ground plane input. In a fair com-
parison (i.e., the ground plane is not given to MonoFlex),
our AP3D|R40 on big vehicle is substantially higher than
MonoFlex.

4.4. Ablation study
We conduct our ablation study on the KITTI [23] validation
set and report AP0.7

3D|R40 on the Mod. split. All ablations use
the B model.
Main ablation. Tab. 5 analyzes the contributions of the
proposed CM3D and Distill components. The full model
(row 5) achieves a substantial 2.67 AP gain over the baseline
(row 1). Integrating CM3D (row 2) contributes 0.83 AP, and
the 1.23 AP drop when excluding the 2D IoU term (row
4) underscores the critical need for combining 2D and 3D
cues. Crucially, the Distill module (row 3) which is our
primary contribution yields the largest single boost of +2.29
AP, affirming its role as the key driver of the overall result.
A2D2 ablation. In Tab. 6, we conduct an ablation study
on the key components of our A2D2 framework. Distill-
ing backbone features reduces AP by 0.42, confirming that
depth features are a more effective KD target than generic
backbone features. Removing the feature-importance in-
dicator reduces AP by 0.68, slightly more than removing
the teacher-quality indicator (0.44 AP), indicating channel
selectivity is the stronger weighting mechanism. Perform-
ing online instead of offline distillation reduces AP by 0.92,
likely because the strongest distillation targets emerge only
late in training, coinciding with the learning rate decay nec-
essary for depth convergence. Finally, feeding the teacher
the same mixup image as the student, i.e. removing the
clean–mixed asymmetry, yields the largest decline of 1.15
AP, confirming that denoising is essential to A2D2’s effec-
tiveness.
Runtime ablation. We evaluate the runtime of LeAD-
M3D N in Tab. 7, detailing the impact of our two main
modifications over the baseline: reducing the head channel
dimensions from 128 to 64, and applying CGI3D. The chan-
nel reduction yields a minor runtime decrease (0.7ms) and
reduces FLOPs by ca. 40%, while AP remains roughly the
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Figure 5. Qualitative results on the KITTI [23] validation set. LeAD-M3D X achieves more accurate depth estimates than
YOLOv10-M3D X. Best viewed in color and with zoom. Bird’s-eye view (BEV) color coding: Ground truth , YOLOv10-M3D X ,
LeAD-M3D X , and field of view .

Table 6. Detailed ablation study on A2D2 (cf . Sec. 3.3). We
report AP0.7

3D|R40 for cars on the KITTI [23] validation set using the
B model. Results are sorted according to model accuracy.

Method Easy ↑ Mod. ↑ Hard ↑

LeAD-M3D B (Ours) 28.33 22.72 19.98
Ours w/ backbone features 27.56 22.30 19.82
Ours w/o quality indicator 27.79 22.28 19.63
Ours w/o importance indicator 27.33 22.04 19.37
Ours w/ online self-distillation 27.45 21.80 19.57
Ours w/o clean images 17.19 21.57 19.27

Ours w/o A2D2 26.26 20.43 17.71

same. In contrast, applying CGI3D alone reduces runtime
by two-thirds and total FLOPs by ca. 75%. By combin-
ing both optimizations, we achieve a total runtime reduc-
tion of 40% and an overall FLOPs decrease of over 80%.
The exceptional efficacy of CGI3D stems from the fact that
3D head computation forms a significant bottleneck; as the
heads maintain a fixed channel dimension while the back-
bone scales (e.g., smaller YOLO models), their computa-
tional cost becomes disproportionately large. A closer anal-
ysis (cf . supplementary material) shows that CGI3D directly
targets this issue, achieving a 6.79ms reduction in 2D/3D
head computation which heavily compensates for its minor
0.26ms overhead for patch extraction.

4.5. Qualitative results

In Fig. 5 we show qualitative results on the KITTI [23]
validation set. Our method produces noticeably more ac-
curate depth estimates, particularly for moderate- and far-
range objects where monocular depth is most challeng-
ing. We attribute these improvements primarily to the
denoising-enhanced distillation (A2D2), which helps the
compact student recover geometric cues under strong aug-
mentations. Additional qualitative results on Rope3D [99]
are provided in the supplementary material.

Table 7. Ablation study on the effectiveness of our speedups
(Sec. 3.5). We evaluate the design choices on the KITTI vali-
dation set using the N model. Ch.: Number of channels in the
regression heads. AP: Car Moderate accuracy is reported on the
KITTI [23] validation set. Time: KITTI runtime in ms.

CGI3D Ch. AP0.7
3D|R40 ↑ GFLOPs ↓ Time ↓

128 18.33 81.0 16.2
✓ 128 18.33 19.5 10.9

64 18.41 45.8 15.5
✓ 64 18.41 14.4 9.7

5. Conclusion

We presented LeAD-M3D, a monocular 3D detection
framework that unifies asymmetric geometric distilla-
tion, 3D-aware matching, and confidence-gated infer-
ence to achieve state-of-the-art accuracy with real-time
efficiency—without LiDAR, stereo, or geometric priors.
By strengthening depth reasoning through denoising-based
distillation and allocating computation adaptively, LeAD-
M3D establishes a new Pareto frontier for monocular 3D
perception across KITTI, Waymo, and Rope3D.

LeAD-M3D opens several promising research direc-
tions. First, extending asymmetric distillation to lever-
age large-scale unlabeled data—for example, through self-
supervised or teacher-free denoising—could further en-
hance the scalability and robustness of monocular 3D mod-
els. Second, while our method generalizes well across mul-
tiple datasets, developing a domain-agnostic 3D detector
capable of zero-shot transfer to unseen environments is an
exciting problem. Finally, integrating our framework into
temporal or multi-view settings is another open challenge.

Overall, LeAD-M3D demonstrates that accurate, real-
time monocular 3D detection is not only feasible but a vi-
able foundation for broader advances in scalable 3D vision.
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A. LeAD-M3D

A.1. Architecture overview

Our model builds on the YOLOv10 architecture [83]. We
extract multi-scale features at strides 8 and 16. YOLOv10
employs dual prediction heads: a one-to-one head and a
one-to-many head. During training, both heads provide su-
pervision, which improves gradient flow and learning stabil-

Supplementary Table 8. 3D prediction heads added to
YOLOv10 [83] following MonoLSS [47]. In case of
KITTI [23] / Waymo [79] 12 bins and 12 residuals are learned
(multi-bin). In case of Rope3D [99] the SO(3) orientation matrix
is learned.

Head Output channels

2D bounding box offset head 2
2D dimension head (2D height, 2D width) 2
Projected 3D center offset head 2
3D size head (h,w, l) 3
3D depth head 1
Depth uncertainty head 1
Multi-bin orientation head 24
SO(3) orientation head 6

ity. At inference time, we discard the one-to-many head and
use only the one-to-one head. This design eliminates the
need for NMS, which accelerates inference while maintain-
ing a favorable accuracy–efficiency trade-off through dense
training supervision.

A.2. Extending the 2D baseline to 3D

We follow best practices [47] and extend YOLOv10 with
standard 3D detection heads, postprocessing pipeline, and
3D losses.

2D/3D detection heads. For clarity, we summarize the
additional 3D prediction heads and their output channels
in Table Tab. 8. These heads complement YOLOv10 with
3D heads and replace the original 2D-specific outputs in
YOLOv10. All losses are computed per object once on the
one-to-one head and up to 10 times for dense supervision
on the one-to-many head. We employ the following losses:

• Classification loss. For classification, we use the binary
cross-entropy (BCE) loss:

Lcls =

N∑
n=1

2∑
l=1

∑
hj∈Hl

∑
wk∈Wl

BCE
(
pn,l,hj ,wk

, p̂n,l,hj ,wk

)
,

(7)
where N is the batch size, Wl and Hl are the spatial di-
mensions at pyramid level l, pclsn,l,hj ,wk

are ground truth
probabilities, and p̂clsn,l,hj ,wk

are predicted probabilities.
• 2D offset loss. We use L1 loss for the 2D bounding box



center offset:

Lo2D =
1∑
n |In|

N∑
n=1

∑
i∈In

∣∣o2D
n,i − ô2D

n,i

∣∣ , (8)

where Ib denotes the instances in batch item n, o2D
n,i is

the ground truth 2D bounding box offset and ô2D
n,i is the

predicted 2D bounding box offset.
• 2D size loss. We apply L1 loss to the 2D bounding box

dimensions (width and height):

Ld2D =
1∑
n |In|

N∑
n=1

∑
i∈In

∣∣d2D
n,i − d̂2D

n,i

∣∣ , (9)

where d2D
n,i and d̂2D

n,i are the ground truth and predicted 2D
bounding box dimensions (width, height).

• 3D size loss. We predict 3D dimensions as offsets to
class-wise mean dimensions and use the following loss:

Ld3D =
1∑
n |In|

N∑
n=1

∑
i∈In

∣∣d3D
n,i − d̂3D

n,i

∣∣ , (10)

where d3D
n,i and d̂3D

n,i are the ground truth and predicted 3D
dimensions.

• 3D offset loss. We use L1 loss for the projected 3D center
offset:

Lo3D =
1∑
n |In|

N∑
n=1

∑
i∈In

∣∣o3D
n,i − ô3D

n,i

∣∣ , (11)

where o3D
n,i and ô3D

n,i are the ground truth and predicted
projected 3D center offsets to the anchor center.

• Depth loss. We use a Laplacian depth loss that incorpo-
rates predicted uncertainty σ̂b,i:

Lz =
1∑
n |In|

N∑
n=1

∑
i∈In

(√
2· |zn,i − ẑn,i|

σ̂n,i
+
1

2
·log σ̂n,i

)
,

(12)
where zn,i and ẑn,i are the ground truth and predicted
depth estimates.

• Orientation loss. For KITTI [23] and Waymo [79], we
use the multi-bin approach [62]:

Lrot =
1∑
n |In|

N∑
n=1

∑
i∈In

[
CE

(
Θbin

n,i, Θ̂
bin
n,i

)
+

12∑
c=1

1Θbin
n,i,c=1

[∣∣Θres
n,i,c − Θ̂res

n,i,c

∣∣] , (13)

where 1 is the indicator function, Θbin
n,i and Θ̂bin

n,i are
ground truth and predicted bin probabilities, and Θres

n,i,c

and Θ̂res
n,i,c are ground truth and predicted angle residuals.

For Rope3D [99], we predict allocentric orientation using
Gram-Schmidt orthogonalization [105], following prior
work [4, 60, 61]. We convert allocentric to egocentric
orientation at inference:

Lrot =
1∑
n |In|

N∑
n=1

∑
i∈In

∣∣Ralloc
n,i − R̂alloc

n,i

∣∣ , (14)

where Ralloc
n,i and R̂alloc

n,i are the ground truth and predicted
allocentric SO(3) orientation matrices.

• Total loss. The total loss presented in the main paper
splits up into the following task-related losses:

L2D = λd2DLd2D + λo2DLo2D (15)

L3D = λd3DLd3D + λo3DLo3D + λrotLrot + λzLz (16)

We set the loss weights as follows:

λd2D = 0.02 , λo2D = 0.02 , λd3D = 1.0 ,

λo3D = 1.0 , λrot = 1.0 , λz = 1.0 ,

λdistill = 0.1 .

A.3. CGI3D algorithm
In Algorithm 1 we provide the algorithmic representation of
CGI3D presented in the main paper.

A.4. Implementation details

Hardware and runtime evaluation. We train on a single
NVIDIA RTX 8000 GPU. All runtime evaluations are also
conducted on the same hardware. Latency is defined as the
total execution time, measured from the start of the forward
pass through the completion of all post-processing opera-
tions. This measurement includes associated CPU activity
within the post-processing step, but excludes image-to-GPU
data transfer. For the measurements, we perform a warmup
phase followed by 1000 forward passes with batch size 1
and report the median inference time. Due to TensorRT’s
numerical quantization, a slight AP variance of ± 0.2 can
be observed. For TensorRT we use the following param-
eters: Half tensor, simplify, workspace 16GB, image size
384×1280 and batch size 1.
Training configuration. We use gradient accumulation to
simulate a virtual batch size of 64. We apply the Adam op-
timizer [37] with an initial learning rate of 0.001, weight
decay of 0.0005, and 3 warmup epochs. We use cosine
annealing as the learning rate scheduler. For distillation,
we use the features from the one-to-one head as targets
for both student heads. We empirically observe that the
L model architecture of YOLOv10-M3D offers no benefit
over the B model despite the larger capacity. We therefore



Algorithm 1 Confidence-Gated 3D Inference (CGI3D)

Require: Neck features F (8), F (16); heads fcls, f2d, f3d; top-k value k
Ensure: Local 2D/3D predictions at selected multi-scale locations

1: P (8) ← fcls
(
F (8)

)
▷ dense class scores on stride-8 grid

2: P (16) ← fcls
(
F (16)

)
▷ dense class scores on stride-16 grid

3: [S, lvl, coord]← TaggedConcat
(
Flatten(P (8)),Flatten(P (16))

)
▷ concatenate scores; keep origin level (8/16) and coordinates

4: J ← TopKIndices(S, k) ▷ indices into concatenated scores
5: centers←

(
lvl[J ], coord[J ]

)
▷ selected centers with FPN tags

6: Q← Extract3x3
(
F (8),F (16),Nbr3×3(centers)

)
▷ gather all 3×3 patches from their respective FPN maps

7: b2D ← f2d(Q) ▷ compute 2D outputs for gathered patches
8: b3D ← f3d(Q) ▷ compute 3D outputs for gathered patches
9: return b2D, b3D, S[J ]

exclude the L model from our experiments. CM3D replaces
the prediction-to-ground truth scoring of YOLOv10-M3D.
Other matching criteria (e.g. maximum anchor radius) of
YOLOv10 [83] are kept.

Data augmentation. We apply the following augmenta-
tions during training: horizontal flipping with probability
0.5, random cropping with probability 0.5, translation aug-
mentation with a maximum shift of 0.1 times the image size,
scaling with resize factors between 0.6 and 1.4, and mixup
with probability of 0.5 and a blending ratio of 0.5 (follow-
ing previous work[47, 60]). We empirically observe that the
overall accuracy is relatively robust to modest changes of
the mixup probabilities and blending ratios; for simplicity,
we keep both at 0.5.

Dataset-specific settings. On KITTI [23], we train both
teacher and student for 400 epochs each. On Rope3D [99],
we train for 100 epochs. On Waymo [79], we train for
45 epochs. For Waymo [79] and Rope3D[99], we use
50% of the original image resolution to accelerate experi-
ments. We follow GroundMix [60] and learn virtual depth
for Rope3D[99], as it contains images with varying intrinsic
parameters.

Hyperparameters. For CM3D, we set α = 0.5, β = 1.0,
and γ = 1.0. Our baseline and LeAD-M3D follows the
2D detector YOLOv10 [83] and outputs the top-k predic-
tions during inference. For top-k selection in CGI3D, we use
k = 50 for KITTI and Waymo, and k = 200 for Rope3D.
As all methods use a top-k based selection by default, an
enabled CGI3D produces the same predictions as if it were
deactivated.

B. Experiments

B.1. Generalization of A2D2 to other baselines

To demonstrate the generality of our A2D2 approach,
we integrate it into two other popular M3D methods,
MonoLSS [47] and MonoCD [92], and report the results
in Supplementary Tab. 9.

Supplementary Table 9. Ablation study on the effectiveness of
A2D2 on different baseline detectors. Results are shown for cars
on the KITTI [23] validation set.

AP0.7
3D|R40Car ↑

Method
Easy Mod. Hard

MonoLSS [47] 25.91 18.29 15.94
MonoLSS [47] + A2D2 27.53 20.05 16.99
Impr. +1.62 +1.76 +1.05

MonoCD [92] 24.22 18.27 15.42
MonoCD [92] + A2D2 28.30 21.00 18.56
Impr. +4.08 +2.73 +3.14

Since these methods employ different 2D detection ar-
chitectures, we retain their original label-assignment strate-
gies and do not apply our CM3D. Furthermore, as both
models only offer a single standard size, we first train them
conventionally and then use the resulting model as a self-
distillation teacher for our method.

Despite these architectural differences and constraints,
we observe consistent performance gains across all evalu-
ation metrics. This confirms that our mixup [100]-based
denoising distillation effectively transfers and provides ben-
efits to diverse baseline architectures.

B.2. Ablation study
A2D2 ablation. In Supplementary Tab. 10, we comple-
ment the A2D2 ablation study in the main paper. We use
AP Moderate as the primary metric. Replacing the relative
depth error with absolute depth error for the teacher-quality
weight reduces AP by 0.42. We hypothesize this overem-
phasizes near-range objects (with naturally smaller absolute
residuals), which skews the data distribution and thereby
harms generalization.

Replacing our sophisticated distillation pipeline with
vanilla distillation (i.e., without importance and quality
weighting, using backbone instead of depth feature for dis-



Supplementary Table 10. Detailed ablation study on A2D2. We
report AP0.7

3D|R40 for cars on the KITTI [23] validation set using the
B model. Results are sorted by Mod. accuracy.

Method Easy ↑ Mod. ↑ Hard ↑

LeAD-M3D B (Ours) 28.33 22.72 19.98
Ours w/ absolute quality ind. 28.03 22.30 19.68
Ours w/ online self-distillation 27.45 21.80 19.57
Ours w/ simple distillation 26.10 20.50 17.73
Ours w/ MixSKD [94] 25.14 19.68 18.22

Ours w/o A2D2 26.26 20.43 17.71

tillation, and without the asymmetric augmentation) leads
to a substantial drop of 2.22 AP and only a minimal gain
of 0.07 AP vs. not applying knowledge distillation at all.
This highlights the crucial role of our bespoke distillation
components. We hypothesize this minimal improvement
occurs because, without the quality weighting, the student
only benefits from the difference in model capacity; how-
ever, the B and X models tend to perform similarly (cf .
Supplementary Tab. 16), leading to negligible gains.

Finally, we evaluate replacing our distillation strategy
with MixSKD [94]. This substitution results in the largest
performance drop of 3.04 AP, an expected result. MixSKD
is primarily designed for classification tasks, whereas our
distillation approach (A2D2) was specifically engineered
for the geometric and structured nature of M3D. To clar-
ify this significant performance gap, we provide a detailed
comparison highlighting the core methodological differ-
ences that explain the observed 3.04 AP drop:
• MixSKD is tailored for image classification tasks,

whereas our method is designed for M3D. As a re-
sult, MixSKD distills classification or backbone features,
whereas our approach focuses on distilling depth features.

• MixSKD performs distillation across all spatial features.
This means, in case of MixSKD most of the distillation
happens for background rather than foreground features.
In contrast, A2D2 distills instance-specific features only.

• MixSKD relies on interpolated features for distillation,
whereas our framework distills teacher features.

• MixSKD performs online self-distillation, while we per-
form offline distillation (cf . A2D2 ablation in the main
paper).

• We employ quality and importance weighting to focus
distillation on valuable teacher knowledge, a component
absent in MixSKD.

• Beyond the core feature distillation loss, MixSKD re-
quires additional components, including a discriminator
head, distinct auxiliary branches, and multiple logit dis-
tillation losses. In contrast, our method outperforms it
with a simpler design relying solely on a single feature

distillation loss.

Supplementary Table 11. Comparison of detection accuracy
with and without pretrained weights for different methods on
the KITTI [23] validation set. P: Indicates, whether pretrained
weights are used (MonoLSS [47], MonoDGP [68]: ImageNet [73],
LeAD-M3D X: MS-COCO [50]).

Method P AP0.7
3D|R40 Mod. Car ↑

MonoDGP [68] ✓ 22.34
MonoDGP [68] ✗ 13.93 -37.6%

MonoLSS [47] ✓ 18.29
MonoLSS [47] ✗ 15.85 -13.3%

LeAD-M3D X (Ours) ✓ 22.94
LeAD-M3D X (Ours) ✗ 19.21 -16.3%

Effect of pretrained weights. Most monocular 3D meth-
ods initialize with ImageNet [73] pretrained weights. For
YOLOv10, only MS-COCO [50] pretrained weights are
publicly available. We therefore adopt MS-COCO initial-
ization. MS-COCO provides denser 2D bounding box su-
pervision than ImageNet, though the dataset is over 100
times smaller. To assess the impact of pretraining, we com-
pare accuracy with and without pretrained weights across
LeAD-M3D and other SOTA methods [47, 68] in Supple-
mentary Tab. 11. Notably, without pretraining, our accu-
racy remains higher than MonoLSS [47] with pretraining.
The relative drops of 13.3% and 16.3% are similar, indi-
cating stable learning. In contrast, MonoDGP [68] suffers
a 37.6% drop without pretraining. We hypothesize this in-
stability stems from attention layers, which require more
extensive pretraining. We conclude that our approach is ro-
bust to pretraining and that MS-COCO weights provide no
inherent advantage.

Backbone ablation. In Supplementary Tab. 12, we per-
form an ablation study on the feature extractor by replacing
the standard YOLOv10 [83] backbone with the Efficient-
NetV2 [80] (ENV2) series. These ENV2 models are initial-
ized using ImageNet [73] pretrained weights only, ensuring
no 2D supervision was involved. Following our standard
distillation procedure, we train the largest variant (ENV2-L)
as the teacher, distilling knowledge to student models L, M,
and S. We observe consistent accuracy improvements over
the baseline, with two of the three ENV2 models achiev-
ing even higher detection accuracy than LeAD-M3D X.
This superior accuracy is also confirmed for the test set
in Supplementary Tab. 13, where the ENV2 L backbone
outperforms the YOLOv10 X backbone in 5 out of 6 met-
rics. Yet, the computational cost is higher for the ENV2
backbone. Due to this efficiency trade-off, we retain the



Supplementary Table 12. Detection accuracy for different back-
bones on the KITTI [23] validation set. We compare the
YOLOv10 [83] backbones (MS-COCO [50] pretrained) with Ef-
ficientNetV2 [80] backbones (ImageNet [73] pretrained). Time:
Inference time for batch size 1 without TensorRT (hardware:
NVIDIA RTX 8000).

Method Backbone Time ↓ AP ↑

LeAD-M3D YOLOv10 [83] N 9.7 18.41
LeAD-M3D YOLOv10 [83] S 10.2 20.65
LeAD-M3D YOLOv10 [83] M 13.3 22.34
LeAD-M3D YOLOv10 [83] B 13.9 22.72
LeAD-M3D YOLOv10 [83] X 23.6 22.94

YOLOv10-M3D EfficientNetV2 [80] S 32.5 19.76
LeAD-M3D EfficientNetV2 [80] S 24.8 22.70

YOLOv10-M3D EfficientNetV2 [80] M 41.2 19.86
LeAD-M3D EfficientNetV2 [80] M 31.6 23.36

YOLOv10-M3D EfficientNetv2 [80] L 58.5 19.99
LeAD-M3D EfficientNetv2 [80] L 51.4 23.64

Supplementary Table 13. Detection accuracy on the KITTI[23]
test set. LeAD-M3D with EfficientNetV2 [80] (ENV2) weights
outperforms YOLOv10-M3D X and MonoTAKD [51] in 5 out of 6
metrics. Notice that our approach runs more than five times faster
than MonoTAKD [51] and requires no LiDAR input.

Method AP0.7
3D|R40 ↑ AP0.7

BEV|R40 ↑

Easy Mod. Hard Easy Mod. Hard

MonoTAKD [51] 27.91 19.43 16.51 38.75 27.76 24.14

LeAD-M3D X 30.76 21.20 18.76 38.33 26.57 23.74
LeAD-M3D w/ ENV2 [80] L 31.18 20.86 19.10 39.74 27.35 24.43

Supplementary Table 14. Runtime Comparison between
YOLOv10-M3D N (Baseline) and LeAD-M3D N (Ours) on the
KITTI [23] validation set. Our method consistently achieves a
significantly faster runtime across all tested devices compared to
the baseline. CPU inference uses the Intel Xeon Gold 6254 and
GPU inference uses the NVIDIA RTX 8000.

Method Baseline ↓ Ours ↓ Change

CPU 541.7 ms 243.4 ms - 55 %
GPU 16.2 ms 9.7 ms - 40 %
GPU w/ TensorRT 1.9 ms 1.4 ms - 26 %

YOLOv10 [83] architecture as the standard backbone for
our main experiments.

Runtime comparison across devices. In Supplementary
Tab. 14, we comprehensively compare the inference la-
tency of our proposed LeAD-M3D N against the baseline
YOLOv10-M3D N across CPU, standard GPU, and Ten-
sorRT environments. Our head-level modifications yield
substantial speed ups across all platforms: 55% on the

Supplementary Table 15. Runtime decomposition of the differ-
ent model components. CGI3D saves significant computation
time at the 2D/3D regression heads. We evaluate the design
choices on the KITTI [23] validation set using the N model. All
runtimes are evaluated with an NVIDIA RTX8000 and without ex-
porting to TensorRT.

Component Baseline ↓ Ours ↓ Change

Backbone 8.17 ms 8.18 ms + 0.01 ms

Classification head 0.41 ms 0.41 ms - 0.00 ms
Patch extraction — 0.26 ms + 0.26 ms
2D/3D regression heads 7.37 ms 0.58 ms - 6.79 ms
Decoding 0.22 ms 0.28 ms + 0.06 ms

Total head 8.00 ms 1.53 ms - 6.47 ms
Total 16.17 ms 9.71 ms - 6.46 ms

CPU and 40% on the standard GPU, confirming benefits in
compute-bound regimes. Critically, the speed up decreases
to 26% in the sub-2ms TensorRT environment. This clear
dependency demonstrates the transition to an overhead-
bound state in highly optimized hardware, where fixed costs
(e.g., kernel launch latency) dominate the total runtime and
thus limit the realized benefit of computational savings.
Furthermore, in terms of memory footprint, LeAD-M3D N
demonstrates superior efficiency, requiring a peak memory
of 169.4MB and reserved memory of 224.4MB, compared
to 211.2MB (peak) and 249.6MB (reserved) for YOLOv10-
M3D N, respectively.

Runtime decomposition. In Supplementary Tab. 15, we
present a detailed runtime decomposition of LeAD-M3D N
against YOLOv10-M3D N, complementing the high-level
total runtime results. Specifically, while the CGI3D patch
extraction introduces a minor 0.26 ms overhead, it enables
a substantial 92% reduction in the 2D/3D head’s computa-
tional cost. For this patch extraction, we evaluated a cus-
tom CUDA kernel but found that simple indexing proved
equally efficient; we therefore adopt the simpler implemen-
tation. The minor variations observed in the backbone and
decoding runtimes are attributed to standard measurement
noise.

B.3. Comparison with state-of-the-art methods
KITTI [23] validation set. Supplementary Tab. 16 com-
pares LeAD-M3D with other methods on the KITTI [23]
validation set. LeAD-M3D X achieves the highest accuracy
among all variants and offers the best accuracy-to-runtime
trade-off. We also observe consistent gains across all model
sizes compared to our baseline, confirming the effectiveness
of our proposed components.

KITTI [23] test set. Supplementary Tab. 17 provides the
comprehensive KITTI [23] test results for the car category,



Supplementary Table 16. Comparison with SOTA monocular
methods on the KITTI [23] validation set for the car category
(IoU=0.7, R40). Extra highlights methods that utilize auxiliary
data during training to improve accuracy. Time: For a fair com-
parison, inference time is shown in ms for batch size 1 without
TensorRT (hardware: NVIDIA RTX 8000). † As no code is avail-
able, we report the author’s reported runtime, if it is available. AP:
Moderate accuracy is shown.

Method Extra Time ↓ AP0.7
3D|R40 ↑

MonoDistill [16] LiDAR 46.7 16.03
ADD [87] LiDAR —† 16.81
MonoNeRD [91] LiDAR 1380.3 19.96
HSRDN [93] LiDAR —† 13.61
MonoFG [22] LiDAR 56† 16.46
MonoSTL [18] LiDAR 25.7 17.14
MonoSGC [32] LiDAR 35.0 19.55
OccupancyM3D [66] LiDAR 213.9 19.96
DPLFLEX [101] Unlabeled 28.9 19.84
MonoSG [19] Stereo 36† 20.77
MonoTAKD [51] LiDAR 270.1 22.61

HomoLoss [25] Geometry 28.9† 16.89
MonoDDE [45] Geometry 36† 19.75
MonoATT [107] Geometry 56† 22.47
MonoUNI [33] Geometry 23.2 16.73
MonoCD [92] Geometry 28.1 19.37
DA3D [34] Geometry 24.1 21.68
MoGDE [108] Geometry —† 20.35
MonoDGP [68] Geometry 68.1 22.34

MonoCon [52] — 15.5 19.01
MonoDETR [102] — 47.8 16.47
DDML [15] — 15.5 19.43
MonoPSTR [95] — 35.0 17.01
FD3D [88] — 40† 20.23
MonoLSS [47] — 20.2 18.29
MonoDiff [69] — 86† 22.02
MonoMAE [35] — 38† 20.90

YOLOv10-M3D N (Baseline) — 16.2 14.52
LeAD-M3D N (Ours) — 9.7 18.41

YOLOv10-M3D S (Baseline) — 16.7 17.85
LeAD-M3D S (Ours) — 10.2 20.65

YOLOv10-M3D M (Baseline) — 21.0 19.26
LeAD-M3D M (Ours) — 13.3 22.34

YOLOv10-M3D B (Baseline) — 21.5 19.60
LeAD-M3D B (Ours) — 13.9 22.72

YOLOv10-M3D X (Baseline) — 31.7 19.98
LeAD-M3D X (Ours) — 23.6 22.94

serving as a detailed appendix to the main paper summaries.
LeAD-M3D obtains the highest score on the primary met-
ric, AP0.7

3D|R40, demonstrating strong geometric accuracy.
In contrast, MonoTAKD [51] reports higher numbers on
AP0.7

BEV|R40. We attribute this outcome to the inherent design
difference: AP0.7

BEV|R40 is tightly coupled to raw depth qual-
ity, a task where MonoTAKD gains a significant fadvan-
tage by being trained with additional dense LiDAR depth

supervision. This extra data modality simplifies depth pre-
diction and inflates depth-error sensitive metrics. More im-
portantly, MonoTAKD’s dependency on compute-intensive
3D volume processing results in an inference speed that
is more than an order of magnitude slower than ours. As
shown in Supplementary Tab. 13, when utilizing a different
backbone, such as EfficientNetv2, LeAD-M3D outperforms
MonoTAKD [51] in five out of six metrics while maintain-
ing a runtime over 5x faster and training purely on image
data.

While the car category is the primary focus on KITTI,
we also evaluate on pedestrian and cyclist categories. Sup-
plementary Tab. 18 reports average accuracy across all three
categories. Our two largest models achieve the highest aver-
age accuracy among methods that do not use extra training
data.

While MonoLSS [47] achieves higher accuracy on the
pedestrian category, we hypothesize this is due to their
Learnable Sample Selection (LSS) module. This module
lets the model shift the focus of the heads to meaningful
areas of the feature map, which might be particularly rele-
vant for the elongated pedestrian bounding boxes. However,
its overall average precision is still significantly lower than
ours.

Among methods with extra data, only MonoTAKD [51]
surpasses our average accuracy. While our car and pedes-
trian accuracy is higher, MonoTAKD achieves a higher cy-
clist accuracy. We hypothesize this is due to additional Li-
DAR supervision, which provides denser training signals
for the cyclist category. This category is extremely under-
represented in KITTI, making extra supervision more valu-
able.

Rope3D [99]. Supplementary Tab. 19 provides the com-
plete Rope3D [99] performance table. The results are con-
sistent with those shown in the main paper, further con-
firming our method’s effectiveness across diverse datasets
and viewpoints. MonoFlex [103] achieves higher accu-
racy on the big vehicle class when supplied with ground-
plane inputs; however, its Big Vehicle accuracy degrades by
−92.6% AP0.7

3D when ground-plane inputs are unavailable.

Waymo [79]. Supplementary Tab. 20 presents the full
Waymo [79] results, comparing the baseline with our ap-
proach. These results are obtained using the training and
validation split defined by DEVIANT [39].

The DEVIANT [39] vs. CaDDN [70] Waymo protocols.
The original Waymo dataset is a multi-view benchmark.
CaDDN [70] adapted it for M3D by using every third frame
for training and filtering objects not visible in the front-view
camera. Since then, two primary versions have emerged:



Supplementary Table 17. Comparison with SOTA monocular methods on the KITTI [23] test set for the car category. Extra highlights
methods that utilize auxiliary data during training to improve accuracy. Params: Million model parameters. GFLOPs: Giga FLOPs per
image. Time: For a fair comparison, inference time is shown in ms for batch size 1 without TensorRT (hardware: NVIDIA RTX 8000).
We highlight the best performing methods among the methods without geometric assumptions and without extra training data. † With no
code available, we present the author’s stated runtime, where provided.

Method Venue Extra Params ↓ GFLOPS ↓ Time ↓
AP0.7

3D|R40 ↑ AP0.7
BEV|R40 ↑

Easy Mod. Hard Easy Mod. Hard

MonoDistill [16] ICLR 22 LiDAR 50.1 159 46.7 22.97 16.03 13.60 31.87 22.59 19.72
ADD [87] AAAI 23 LiDAR — — —† 25.61 16.81 13.79 35.20 23.58 20.08
MonoNeRD [91] CVPR 23 LiDAR 6.6 4220 1380.3 22.75 17.13 15.63 31.13 23.46 20.97
HSRDN [93] TIV 24 LiDAR — — —† 26.37 16.39 14.22 36.49 23.96 19.67
MonoFG [22] ACM 24 LiDAR — — 56† 24.35 16.46 13.84 32.42 21.64 18.60
MonoSTL [18] TCSVT 24 LiDAR 50.0 159 25.7 25.33 16.13 13.35 33.87 22.42 19.04
MonoDSSMs-A ACCV 24 LiDAR 23.6 — 28.8† 21.47 14.55 11.78 28.84 19.54 16.30
MonoSGC [32] TIV 24 LiDAR 23.1 173 35.0 27.01 16.77 14.61 35.78 23.27 19.92
OccupancyM3D [66] CVPR 24 LiDAR 28.3 389 213.9 25.55 17.02 14.79 35.38 24.18 21.37
DPLFLEX [101] CVPR 24 Unlabeled 21.5 152 28.9 24.19 16.67 13.83 33.16 22.12 18.74
MonoSG [19] RAL 25 Stereo — — 36† 25.77 16.70 14.22 33.46 22.12 19.16
DK3D [89] TPAMI 25 LiDAR 19.6 — 30.1† 25.63 16.82 13.81 35.23 23.59 20.10
MonoTAKD [51] CVPR 25 LiDAR 46.9 810 270.1 27.91 19.43 16.51 38.75 27.76 24.14

HomoLoss CVPR 22 Geometry 21.5 152 28.9 21.75 14.94 13.07 29.60 20.68 17.81
MonoDDE CVPR 22 Geometry — — 36† 25.53 16.59 14.53 33.41 22.81 19.57
PDR [75] TCSVT 23 Geometry — — 29† 23.69 16.14 13.78 — — —
MonoATT [107] CVPR 23 Geometry — — 56† 24.72 17.37 15.00 36.87 24.42 21.88
MonoUNI [33] NeurIPS 23 Geometry 22.7 122 23.2 24.75 16.73 13.49 33.28 23.05 16.39
DA3D [34] TIM24 Geometry 20.1 93 24.1 27.76 20.47 17.89 36.83 26.92 23.41
MonoCD [92] CVPR 24 Geometry 21.8 171 28.1 25.53 16.59 14.53 33.41 22.81 19.57
MoGDE [108] TPAMI 25 Geometry — — —† 27.25 17.93 15.80 38.84 26.02 23.27
MonoDGP [68] CVPR 25 Geometry 43.3 276 68.1 26.35 18.72 15.97 35.24 25.23 22.02

MonoCon [52] AAAI22 — 19.6 115 15.5 22.50 16.46 13.95 31.12 22.10 19.00
Cube R-CNN [4] CVPR 23 — 47.2 142 27.3 23.59 15.01 12.56 31.70 21.20 18.43
MonoDETR [102] ICCV 23 — 37.7 119 47.8 25.00 16.47 16.38 33.60 22.11 18.60
DDML [15] NeurIPS 23 — 19.6 115 15.5 23.31 16.36 13.73 — — —
MonoPSTR [95] TIM 24 — 38.0 96 35.0 26.15 17.01 13.70 34.79 22.88 19.40
FD3D [88] AAAI 24 — — — 40† 25.38 17.12 14.50 34.20 23.72 20.76
MonoLSS [47] 3DV 24 — 21.5 127 20.2 26.11 19.15 16.94 34.89 25.95 22.59
MonoDiff [69] CVPR 24 — — — 86† 30.18 21.02 18.16 — — —
MonoMAE [35] NeurIPS 24 — — — 38† 25.60 18.84 16.78 34.14 24.93 21.76
GATE3D [31] CVPRW 25 — — — 82† 26.07 18.85 16.76 33.94 25.06 22.04

LeAD-M3D N (Ours) — 3.8 14 9.7 24.31 16.49 14.14 32.22 21.72 19.41
LeAD-M3D S (Ours) — 10.1 38 10.2 27.28 18.87 16.37 34.86 24.17 21.32
LeAD-M3D M (Ours) — 19.7 88 13.3 28.08 19.47 17.66 36.21 25.46 22.89
LeAD-M3D B (Ours) — 24.9 133 13.9 29.10 20.17 18.34 37.65 26.63 23.75
LeAD-M3D X (Ours) — 36.3 218 23.6 30.76 21.20 18.76 38.33 26.57 23.74

• The original CaDDN version applies the same initial ob-
ject filtering to both the training and validation sets.

• The alternative DEVIANT [39] version is more restric-
tive. It additionally removes objects whose projected 3D
centers fall outside the image from the training set, but
retains them in the validation set.

The DEVIANT version has become more common in recent
literature. We therefore adopt it for our main experiments
(cf . the main paper and Supplementary Tab. 20).

For completeness, we also provide results on the CaDDN
version in Supplementary Tab. 21. LeAD-M3D X achieves

the highest accuracy while being 2 to 43 times faster than
existing methods. Our analysis of prior work reveals that
the primary computational bottlenecks in methods like Oc-
cupancyM3D [66], MonoNeRD [91], CaDDN [70], and
CMKD [28] stem from two key stages: lifting the 2D image
to a 3D volume and the subsequent 3D volume processing.
Specifically, CaDDN [70] faces an additional drag due to
the use of computationally intensive fully connected layers
for depth estimation.



Supplementary Table 18. Performance comparison with SOTA M3D methods on the KITTI [23] test set. Extra highlights methods
that utilize auxiliary data during training to improve accuracy. We highlight the best performing methods among the methods without
geometric assumptions and without extra training data.

Method Extra
Car. AP0.7

3D|R40 ↑ Ped. AP0.5
3D|R40 ↑ Cyclist AP0.5

3D|R40 ↑ Average AP3D|R40 ↑

Easy Mod. Hard Easy Mod. Hard Easy Mod. Hard Easy Mod. Hard

CMKD [28] LiDAR 25.09 16.99 15.30 17.79 11.69 10.09 9.60 5.24 4.50 17.49 11.37 9.96
MonoRUn [6] LiDAR 19.65 12.30 10.58 10.88 6.78 5.83 1.01 0.61 0.48 10.51 6.56 5.63
CaDDN [70] LiDAR 19.17 13.41 11.46 12.87 8.14 6.76 7.00 3.41 3.30 13.01 8.32 7.17
DD3D [64] LiDAR 23.22 16.34 14.20 13.91 9.30 8.05 2.39 1.52 1.31 13.17 8.64 7.85
AutoShape [54] Shapes 22.47 14.17 11.36 5.46 3.74 3.03 5.99 3.06 2.70 11.31 6.99 5.70
MonoEF [106] Odometry 21.29 13.87 11.71 4.27 2.79 2.21 1.80 0.92 0.71 9.12 5.86 4.88
MonoDistill [16] LiDAR 24.31 18.47 15.76 12.79 8.17 3.39 5.53 2.81 2.40 14.21 9.82 7.18
MonoJSG [49] LiDAR 24.69 16.14 13.64 11.02 7.49 6.41 5.45 3.21 2.57 13.72 8.95 7.54
DCD [43] Shapes 23.81 15.90 13.21 10.37 6.73 6.28 4.72 2.74 2.41 12.97 8.31 7.30
Pseudo-Stereo [12] LiDAR 23.74 17.74 15.14 16.95 10.82 9.26 11.22 6.18 5.21 17.30 11.58 9.87
MonoPGC [86] LiDAR 24.68 17.17 14.14 14.16 9.67 8.26 5.88 3.30 2.85 14.91 10.05 8.42
MonoNeRD [91] LiDAR 22.75 17.13 15.63 13.20 8.26 7.02 4.79 2.48 2.16 13.58 8.88 8.27
OPA-3D [78] LiDAR 24.60 17.05 14.25 16.64 11.04 9.38 7.52 4.79 4.22 16.25 11.23 9.28
HSRDN [93] LiDAR 26.37 16.39 14.22 14.35 9.90 8.71 13.29 6.85 6.24 18.00 11.04 9.72
OccupancyM3D [66] LiDAR 25.55 17.02 14.79 14.68 9.15 7.80 7.37 3.56 2.84 15.87 9.91 8.48
DPLFLEX [101] Unlabeled 24.19 16.67 13.83 11.66 7.52 6.16 8.41 4.51 3.59 14.75 9.57 7.86
MonOri [98] LiDAR 25.20 16.77 14.45 18.97 12.76 11.00 9.47 5.87 5.35 17.88 11.80 10.27
MonoSG [19] Stereo 25.77 16.70 14.22 14.72 9.53 7.87 4.18 2.65 2.09 16.12 9.62 8.06
MonoTAKD [51] LiDAR 27.91 19.43 16.51 16.15 10.41 9.68 13.54 7.23 6.86 19.20 12.36 11.01

MonoPair [11] Geometry 13.04 9.99 8.65 10.02 6.68 5.53 3.79 2.12 1.83 8.95 6.26 4.79
GUPNet [55] Geometry 20.11 14.20 11.77 14.95 9.76 8.41 5.58 3.21 2.66 13.55 9.06 7.61
MonoFlex [103] Geometry 19.94 13.89 12.07 9.43 6.31 5.26 4.17 2.35 2.04 11.18 7.52 6.46
MonoDDE [45] Geometry 24.93 17.14 15.10 11.13 7.32 6.67 5.94 3.78 3.33 13.45 9.41 8.37
DEVIANT [39] Geometry 21.88 14.46 11.89 13.43 8.65 7.69 5.05 3.13 2.59 14.45 8.75 7.39
HomoLoss [25] Geometry 21.75 14.94 13.07 11.87 7.66 6.82 5.48 3.50 2.99 13.03 8.70 7.62
YOLOBU [90] Geometry 22.43 16.21 13.73 11.68 7.58 6.22 5.25 2.83 2.31 13.12 8.87 7.42
MonoRCNN++ [77] Geometry 20.08 13.72 11.34 12.26 7.90 6.62 3.17 1.81 1.75 11.84 7.81 6.88
SSD-MonoDETR [26] Geometry 24.52 17.88 15.69 12.64 9.88 8.58 7.79 5.76 4.33 14.98 11.17 9.53
PDR [75] Geometry 23.69 16.14 13.78 11.61 7.72 6.40 2.72 1.57 1.50 12.67 9.77 7.23
MonoATT [107] Geometry 24.72 17.37 15.00 13.20 8.26 7.02 4.79 2.48 2.16 14.23 9.37 8.06
MonoUNI [33] Geometry 24.75 16.73 13.49 15.78 10.34 8.74 7.34 4.28 3.78 15.96 10.45 8.67
DA3D [34] Geometry 27.76 20.47 17.89 4.62 2.95 2.58 3.37 1.86 1.48 11.92 8.43 7.32
MoGDE [108] Geometry 27.25 17.93 15.80 11.27 8.33 7.67 7.02 3.96 3.41 15.18 10.07 8.96
MonoDGP [68] Geometry 26.35 18.72 15.97 15.04 9.89 8.38 5.28 2.82 2.65 15.56 10.48 9.00

MonoCon [52] — 22.50 16.46 13.95 13.10 8.41 6.94 2.80 1.92 1.55 12.80 8.93 7.33
MonoDTR [30] — 24.52 18.57 15.51 15.33 10.18 8.61 5.05 3.27 3.19 14.97 10.67 9.10
Cube R-CNN [4] — 23.59 15.01 12.56 11.17 6.95 5.87 3.65 2.67 2.28 12.80 8.21 6.90
DDML [15] — 23.31 16.36 13.73 14.90 10.28 8.70 5.38 2.89 2.83 14.53 9.84 8.42
MonoPSTR [95] — 26.15 17.01 13.70 13.26 8.84 6.99 7.11 4.75 4.21 15.51 10.20 8.30
MonoLSS [47] — 26.11 19.15 16.94 17.09 11.27 10.00 7.23 4.34 3.92 16.81 11.59 10.29
MonoDiff [69] — 30.18 21.02 18.16 13.51 8.94 7.28 8.52 5.55 4.35 17.40 11.84 9.93
MonoMM [21] — 21.13 15.67 12.97 14.86 9.95 8.34 6.82 3.82 3.75 14.27 9.81 8.35
GATE3D [31] — 26.07 18.85 16.76 16.25 10.53 8.91 — — — — — —

LeAD-M3D N (Ours) — 24.31 16.49 14.14 12.78 8.18 6.80 6.11 3.34 3.10 14.40 9.34 8.01
LeAD-M3D S (Ours) — 27.28 18.87 16.37 15.91 9.95 8.44 4.61 2.38 2.40 15.93 10.40 9.07
LeAD-M3D M (Ours) — 28.08 19.47 17.66 15.91 10.15 8.62 8.95 5.02 4.53 17.65 11.55 10.27
LeAD-M3D B (Ours) — 29.10 20.17 18.34 16.03 10.47 8.91 10.11 6.05 5.11 18.44 12.23 10.79
LeAD-M3D X (Ours) — 30.76 21.20 18.76 16.68 10.98 9.20 9.28 5.48 4.70 18.91 12.55 10.89

B.4. Qualitative results on CM3D

Supplementary Fig. 6 compares the prediction-to-ground
truth assignments between the baseline and our proposed
CM3D. Using a one-to-one assignment, which is also uti-
lized during inference, CM3D achieves better object match-

ing, which we attribute to two main advantages: (1) It ef-
fectively solves misassignments that occur in crowded or
mixup [100]-augmented scenes, where 2D boxes overlap
heavily. Our CM3D strategy resolves this confusion by con-
sidering both 2D and 3D overlap for reliable assignments.



Supplementary Table 19. Comparison with SOTA monocular methods on the Rope3D heterologous benchmark [99]. Extra highlights
methods that utilize auxiliary data during training to improve accuracy. AP denotes AP3D|R40. R denotes the Rope Score [99].

Method Extra

IoU = 0.5 ↑ IoU = 0.7 ↑

Car Big Vehicle Car Big Vehicle

AP Rope AP Rope AP Rope AP Rope

M3D-RPN [2] Ground plane 36.33 48.16 24.39 37.81 11.09 28.17 3.39 21.01
MonoDLE [58] Ground plane 31.33 43.68 23.81 36.21 12.16 28.39 3.02 19.96
MonoFlex [103] Ground plane 37.27 48.58 47.52 55.86 11.24 27.79 13.10 28.22
BEVHeight [96] Ground plane 29.65 42.48 13.13 28.08 5.41 23.09 1.16 18.53
CoBEV [76] Ground plane, Geometry 31.25 43.74 16.11 30.73 6.59 24.01 2.26 19.71
MOSE [10] Ground plane, Geometry 25.62 — 11.04 — — — — —

M3D-RPN [2] — 21.74 36.40 21.49 35.49 6.05 23.84 2.78 20.82
Kinematic3D [3] — 23.56 37.05 13.85 28.58 5.82 23.06 1.27 18.92
MonoDLE [58] — 19.08 33.72 19.76 33.07 3.77 21.42 2.31 19.55
MonoFlex [103] — 32.01 44.37 13.86 28.47 10.86 27.39 0.97 18.18
BEVFormer [46] — 25.98 39.51 8.81 24.67 3.87 21.84 0.84 18.42
BEVDepth [44] — 9.00 25.80 3.59 20.39 0.85 19.38 0.30 17.84
MonoCon [52] — 38.07 49.44 18.66 32.89 10.71 27.55 1.61 19.25
GroundMix [60] — 47.72 57.26 32.12 43.64 12.86 29.37 3.90 21.06

YOLOv10-M3D N (Baseline) — 27.67 41.05 14.12 30.21 8.57 24.72 0.92 18.60
LeAD-M3D N (Ours) — 38.00 49.39 17.88 33.29 9.67 25.46 1.80 19.17

YOLOv10-M3D S (Baseline) — 34.78 46.87 21.62 36.34 9.01 25.19 2.12 19.67
LeAD-M3D S (Ours) — 43.52 53.89 26.78 40.50 13.33 28.59 4.16 21.25

YOLOv10-M3D M (Baseline) — 43.23 53.68 30.65 43.62 11.88 27.53 3.88 21.12
LeAD-M3D M (Ours) — 45.92 55.84 34.69 46.85 14.31 29.62 4.95 22.14

YOLOv10-M3D B (Baseline) — 42.67 53.25 32.45 45.07 12.55 28.15 4.65 21.83
LeAD-M3D B (Ours) — 46.30 56.14 34.75 46.90 15.05 30.13 5.40 22.41

YOLOv10-M3D X (Baseline) — 44.06 54.38 31.31 44.18 13.87 29.33 4.12 21.54
LeAD-M3D X (Ours) — 49.50 58.72 37.74 49.31 16.45 31.34 8.71 25.15

(2) It encourages the network to assign the highest class
confidence to the prediction with the best overall 2D and
3D quality. This is crucial because, given multiple available
predictions, the model must select only a single, optimal
one for the final output; by incorporating 3D information,
CM3D ensures the selected prediction is globally the best,
whereas the vanilla approach selects based purely on 2D
overlap, neglecting critical 3D accuracy.

B.5. Qualitative results on Rope3D
In Supplementary Fig. 7 we provide qualitative results on
Rope3D [99]. Compared with KITTI [23], Rope3D spans
a substantially wider depth range, which makes accurate
monocular depth estimation even more challenging. Both
methods exhibit some false negatives under heavy occlu-
sion, but our LeAD-M3D consistently produces more accu-
rate depth estimates than the YOLOv10-M3D; in many ex-
amples the improvement is large, with depth errors reduced
by roughly 5–8 m relative to the baseline.



Supplementary Table 20. 3D detection accuracy on the Waymo [79] validation set using the same training and validation set as
DEVIANT[39]. Results are reported for Level 1 and Level 2 difficulty settings at IoU thresholds of 0.5 and 0.7.

IoU Method

Level 1 Level 2

AP3D ↑ APH3D ↑ AP3D ↑ APH3D ↑

All 0-30 30-50 50-∞ All 0-30 30-50 50-∞ All 0-30 30-50 50-∞ All 0-30 30-50 50-∞

0.7

YOLOv10-M3D N 2.34 6.00 0.73 0.07 2.31 5.93 0.72 0.07 2.06 5.90 0.66 0.05 2.04 5.83 0.66 0.05
LeAD-M3D N 2.96 7.68 0.74 0.06 2.93 7.60 0.73 0.06 2.61 7.55 0.67 0.05 2.58 7.48 0.66 0.05

YOLOv10-M3D S 2.71 7.00 0.97 0.09 2.68 6.92 0.96 0.09 2.39 6.88 0.88 0.07 2.37 6.81 0.87 0.07
LeAD-M3D S 3.53 8.82 1.23 0.11 3.49 8.73 1.22 0.10 3.11 8.67 1.11 0.08 3.08 8.59 1.11 0.08

YOLOv10-M3D M 2.95 8.73 1.05 0.09 2.93 8.65 1.04 0.09 2.61 8.60 0.95 0.07 2.58 8.52 0.95 0.07
LeAD-M3D M 3.98 9.95 1.50 0.09 3.94 9.86 1.49 0.09 3.51 9.80 1.36 0.07 3.48 9.71 1.35 0.07

YOLOv10-M3D B 3.13 8.19 1.29 0.10 3.10 8.11 1.28 0.09 2.76 8.06 1.17 0.07 2.73 7.99 1.16 0.07
LeAD-M3D B 4.29 10.82 1.58 0.08 4.25 10.72 1.57 0.08 3.78 10.65 1.43 0.06 3.75 10.55 1.43 0.06

YOLOv10-M3D X 3.34 8.93 1.39 0.12 3.30 8.84 1.38 0.12 2.95 8.80 1.26 0.09 2.92 8.71 1.26 0.09
LeAD-M3D X 4.81 12.08 1.72 0.09 4.76 11.97 1.71 0.09 4.24 11.90 1.56 0.07 4.20 11.79 1.55 0.07

0.5

YOLOv10-M3D N 10.49 24.88 4.40 0.52 10.35 24.55 4.36 0.51 9.26 24.53 4.14 0.41 9.14 24.20 4.11 0.40
LeAD-M3D N 12.14 28.72 4.58 0.49 12.00 28.38 4.54 0.48 10.73 28.32 4.15 0.38 10.60 27.99 4.11 0.37

YOLOv10-M3D S 11.18 26.12 5.58 0.69 11.04 25.80 5.54 0.68 9.88 25.77 5.08 0.54 9.76 25.45 5.04 0.53
LeAD-M3D S 13.24 30.59 6.41 0.81 13.09 30.23 6.36 0.80 12.08 30.17 5.81 0.64 11.94 29.82 5.76 0.63

YOLOv10-M3D M 11.69 29.66 6.33 0.60 11.56 29.27 6.28 0.59 10.34 29.29 5.76 0.47 10.22 28.90 5.71 0.46
LeAD-M3D M 14.55 33.54 7.11 0.63 14.40 33.20 7.07 0.62 12.86 33.12 6.68 0.50 12.74 32.78 6.64 0.49

YOLOv10-M3D B 12.89 30.51 7.07 0.66 12.76 30.18 7.01 0.66 11.40 30.13 6.43 0.52 11.28 29.80 6.37 0.51
LeAD-M3D B 15.04 34.87 7.47 0.47 14.88 34.51 7.42 0.47 13.29 34.44 6.76 0.37 13.15 34.07 6.71 0.37

YOLOv10-M3D X 13.30 31.58 7.57 0.83 13.15 31.18 7.52 0.83 11.77 31.18 6.90 0.65 11.63 30.79 6.85 0.65
LeAD-M3D X 16.46 38.42 8.30 0.58 16.28 38.01 8.25 0.58 14.54 37.93 7.55 0.46 14.39 37.52 7.50 0.45

Supplementary Table 21. Comparison with SOTA monocular
methods on the Waymo [79] validation set for the vehicle cate-
gory (Level 1). Unlike the results in the main paper and Tab. 20,
the same filtering is applied to both the training and validation sets
here, as done in CaDDN [70]- Time: For a fair comparison, infer-
ence time is shown for batch size 1 in ms without TensorRT export
(hardware: NVIDIA RTX 8000).

Method Extra Time ↓ AP0.5
3D ↑ APH0.5

3D ↑

CaDDN [70] LiDAR 547.0 17.54 17.31
CMKD [28] LiDAR 544.2 12.99 12.90
DID-M3D [65] LiDAR 96.7 20.66 20.47
MonoNeRD [91] LiDAR 1275.5 31.18 30.70
OccupancyM3D [66] LiDAR 555.8 28.99 28.66

M3D-RPN [2] — 65.4 3.79 3.63
LeAD-M3D X (Ours) — 28.0 33.03 32.71
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Supplementary Figure 6. Qualitative comparison of matching strategies in the one-to-one head for the KITTI [23] training set:
Vanilla 2D [83] (Baseline) vs. CM3D (Ours). The vanilla 2D matching strategy of the YOLOv10-M3D relies only on the projected 2D
overlap, which can lead to suboptimal assignments in crowded or mixup-augmented scenes (e.g., matching a prediction to a more distant
ground truth object). In contrast, our proposed CM3D strategy also incorporates the MGIoU [40] 3D bounding box overlap, leading to a bet-
ter and more consistent overall assignment in 3D space. Best viewed in color and with zoom. Arrows point from the predicted 3D bounding
boxes to the assigned 3D ground-truth bounding boxes. Color coding: Ground truth , prediction matched by the vanilla 2D approach ,

prediction matched by CM3D , and field of view .
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Supplementary Figure 7. Qualitative results on the Rope3D [99] heterologous validation set. LeAD-M3D X achieves more accurate
depth estimates than YOLOv10-M3D X. Best viewed in color and with zoom. BEV color coding: Ground truth , YOLOv10-M3D X ,
LeAD-M3D X , and field of view .


	Introduction
	Related Work
	Monocular 3D object detection
	Knowledge distillation
	Real-time object detection
	Method
	Problem statement
	Overview
	Asymmetric Augmentation Denoising Distillation (A2D2)
	3D-aware Consistent Matching (CM3D)
	Confidence-Gated 3D Inference (CGI3D)

	Experiments
	Datasets and metrics
	Comparison with lightweight M3D models
	Comparison with SOTA M3D models
	Ablation study
	Qualitative results

	Conclusion
	LeAD-M3D
	Architecture overview
	Extending the 2D baseline to 3D
	CGI3D algorithm
	Implementation details

	Experiments
	Generalization of A2D2 to other baselines
	Ablation study
	Comparison with state-of-the-art methods
	Qualitative results on CM3D
	Qualitative results on Rope3D




