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Abstract

Analyzing underwater fish imagery is critical for ecologi-
cal monitoring but remains difficult due to visual degrada-
tion and costly annotations. We introduce FishDetector-
R1, a unified MLLM-based framework for fish detection,
segmentation, and counting under weak supervision. On
the DeepFish dataset, our framework achieves substantial
gains over baselines, improving AP by 20% and mIoU by
10%, while reducing MAE by 30% and GAME by 35%.
These improvements stem from two key components: a
novel detect-to-count prompt that enforces spatially con-
sistent detections and counts, and Reinforcement Learn-
ing from Verifiable Reward (RLVR) with a complementary
scalable paradigm leveraging sparse point labels. Ablation
studies further validate the effectiveness of this reward de-
sign. Moreover, the improvement generalizes well to other
underwater datasets, confirming strong cross-domain ro-
bustness. Overall, FishDetector-R1 provides a reliable and
scalable solution for accurate marine visual understanding
via weak supervision. The project page for FishDetector-
R1 is https://umfieldrobotics.github.io/
FishDetector-R1.

1. Introduction

Recent advances in underwater perception systems have un-
derscored the growing need for robust visual understanding
of marine environments, where visual data play a central
role in ecological monitoring, fisheries management, and
underwater exploration [31–33]. Effective analysis requires
not only detecting fish but also performing instance-level
segmentation and estimating their counts, which supports
downstream tasks such as species identification, behavioral
analysis, and habitat mapping. However, these tasks remain
particularly challenging in underwater imagery, where low
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visibility, color distortion, and light scattering severely de-
grade the performance of conventional vision models.
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Figure 1. Our proposed FishDetector-R1 aims to achieve AI-
enabled fish image analysis with the guidance of sparse point la-
bels and text prompts.

Over the past decade, a range of learning-based ap-
proaches have been proposed to address these challenges.
Fully supervised instance segmentation methods achieve
strong performance but rely heavily on large-scale, densely
annotated datasets [2, 5, 25, 39]. The high cost and la-
bor intensity of generating pixel-wise annotations make
such approaches difficult to scale in underwater environ-
ments [17, 18, 28]. As a more annotation-efficient alter-
native, point-level weak supervision offers significant ad-
vantages in terms of speed and scalability [4, 16]. However,
existing weakly supervised methods based on point anno-
tations often suffer from a substantial performance gap rel-
ative to fully supervised models because sparse points pro-
vide limited pixel-level guidance [15, 30]. This leaves a key
question: how can we close the weak-to-dense performance
gap in challenging underwater settings while still relying
only on sparse, scalable point-level labels?

We address this gap with two complementary ingredi-
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ents. First, we find that foundation models are well posi-
tioned to fill this gap due to their transferable visual un-
derstanding capabilities from large-scale pretraining. Mul-
timodal large language models (MLLMs) like GPT-4 se-
ries [1, 12, 24], Qwen2.5-VL series [3] and Gemini se-
ries [6, 34] combine rich semantic knowledge with strong
reasoning capability, while segmentation foundation mod-
els such as SAM [14, 27] can complement them by pro-
viding robust semantic priors for accurate mask generation
from sparse prompts, enabling effective deployment in vi-
sually challenging domains.

Second, we develop an effective framework that tailors
the MLLM to the specific challenges of underwater fish
visual analysis. We propose a novel joint detect–to-count
task formulation that turns sparse point labels into con-
sistent, verifiable reward signals to enforce spatial align-
ment between the predicted detection and counting num-
ber. Building on recent successes of Reinforcement Learn-
ing from Verifiable Rewards (RLVR) for adapting founda-
tion models [20–22, 37, 38], we fine-tune the MLLM under
this detect–to-count objective, yielding mutually reinforc-
ing gains in detection and counting while supplying precise
spatial priors that guide segmentation mask generation ef-
fectively. To the best of our knowledge, we are the first to
integrate an MLLM with a segmentation foundation model
to tackle scalable marine fish visual analysis—covering de-
tection, instance segmentation, and counting—using only
weak point-level supervision.

Together, these two ingredients constitute FishDetector-
R1 (Fig. 1), a unified framework for detection, segmen-
tation, and counting from weak point-level supervision.
FishDetector-R1 moves beyond prior approaches that treat
these tasks in isolation and yields concurrent improvements
across all three tasks. To summarize, our contributions are
as follows:

1. We propose FishDetector-R1, the first unified frame-
work to integrate an MLLM with a segmentation founda-
tion model for comprehensive marine fish analysis (de-
tection, segmentation, and counting) using only weak,
point-level supervision.

2. We design a novel joint detect–to-count learning
paradigm to adapt foundation models to the challenging
underwater domain in a complementary manner. By for-
mulating sparse point labels as verifiable rewards within
an RLVR framework, our method enforces spatial and
numerical consistency, enabling the generation of high-
quality masks from minimal annotation.

3. We conduct extensive quantitative and qualitative exper-
iments on the DeepFish dataset [25] to demonstrate the
effectiveness of the proposed FishDetector-R1 pipeline,
achieving performance competitive with and even sur-
passing fully supervised methods. We further validate
its strong generalization through zero-shot transfer on

another underwater dataset [13].

2. Related Work
2.1. Fish Detection in Underwater Scenes
Fully supervised segmentation methods [7, 17, 39] achieve
high accuracy in underwater scenes by training on dense
pixel-wise annotations. However, such labels are time-
consuming and costly to obtain, especially in underwa-
ter imagery where object boundaries are often ambigu-
ous [17, 28]. To reduce annotation cost, weakly supervised
approaches [15, 16, 30] use point-level labels that are faster
to collect [4], but typically yield lower segmentation perfor-
mance due to the lack of dense spatial supervision, creat-
ing a clear gap between fully and weakly supervised mod-
els. While prior methods improve annotation efficiency,
none have closed this gap on challenging underwater seg-
mentation tasks. In contrast, FishDetector-R1 is the first
framework to effectively leverage only point-level supervi-
sion to achieve high-quality instance segmentation, match-
ing or surpassing fully supervised baselines on the Deep-
Fish benchmark [25].

2.2. Visual Foundation Models
Visual foundation models such as SAM [14] and SAM
2 [27] provide flexible segmentation from simple prompts
like points or bounding boxes and demonstrate strong gen-
eralization across diverse visual domains. Their ability to
operate in a zero-shot setting makes them attractive for do-
mains with limited labels. Recent adaptations to underwater
imagery, such as AquaSAM [36] and WaterSAM [11], at-
tempt to specialize these models by either freezing encoders
or introducing lightweight adapters to improve segmenta-
tion under challenging visual conditions like turbidity and
color distortion. While effective, their reliance on dense
supervision limits scalability and practicality in annotation-
scarce scenarios. In contrast, our method effectively lever-
ages sparse point-level labels to train a unified framework
for joint detection, segmentation, and counting with rein-
forcement fine-tuning, supporting scalable deployment.

2.3. Multimodal Large Language Models
MLLMs such as GPT-4.1 [24], Llama [35], and Qwen2.5-
VL [3] combine visual perception with natural language
reasoning, enabling object grounding, spatial reasoning,
and prompt-based visual interaction. These models show
strong potential in general domains for zero-shot ground-
ing and segmentation by aligning semantic priors from lan-
guage instructions with visual content. However, their
application to underwater imagery remains largely unex-
plored, even though underwater monitoring demands high-
level reasoning to discern subtle visual cues. In this work,
we adapt an open-source MLLM with weak point-level su-
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SAM 2

Figure 2. Overview of the proposed FishDetector-R1 framework. A two-stage detect-to-count pipeline integrates an MLLM with SAM
2 to jointly perform detection, segmentation, and counting. Reinforcement fine-tuning with GRPO and weak point-level supervision adapts
the MLLM, ensuring consistency between detection and counting while enabling pixel-wise segmentation with only sparse labels.

pervision to generate reliable bounding boxes and keypoints
under noisy underwater conditions. These semantic priors
then guide SAM 2 for instance-level segmentation, bridg-
ing the gap between high-level reasoning and fine-grained
perception in an annotation-efficient manner.

2.4. Reinforcement Learning for MLLMs

Reinforcement Learning from Verifiable Reward (RLVR)
has emerged as an effective strategy to improve the rea-
soning and alignment capabilities of both language mod-
els and multimodal models [40].While traditional methods
like PPO [29] and DPO [26] are widely adopted, more re-
cent approaches such as GRPO [9] offer improved stability
and efficiency via group preference optimization. Building
on this, frameworks like Perception-R1 [38], Seg-R1 [37],
and VisionReasoner [21] extend RL fine-tuning to multi-
modal perception, showing strong results in detection, seg-
mentation, and counting. However, these works typically
treat each task in isolation with separate reward functions,
and focus on general-domain benchmarks, leaving domain-
specific settings like underwater imagery underexplored.

Our work addresses this gap by applying GRPO with point-
level supervision and a unified reward design that jointly
couples detection and counting. This enables all three
tasks—detection, segmentation, and counting—to reinforce
one another, improving adaptation under weak supervision.

3. Methodology

3.1. Overview

We propose a two-stage framework, FishDetector-R1, that
integrates an MLLM (Qwen2.5-VL [3]) with a segmenta-
tion foundation model (SAM 2 [27]) for underwater fish de-
tection, segmentation, and counting as illustrated in Fig. 2.
In the first stage, guided by a detect-to-count prompt,
Qwen2.5-VL takes an input image, localizes each fish with
a bounding box and keypoint, and then derives the total
count from its detections, promoting consistency between
localization and counting. In the second stage, these spa-
tial priors are passed to SAM 2 to generate high-resolution
pixel-wise instance masks. To further adapt the frame-
work to underwater imagery, we apply RL fine-tuning to
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Qwen2.5-VL with weak point labels. This training step pre-
cedes SAM 2, ensuring that the MLLM learns to generate
spatially consistent detections and counts, which then serve
as strong priors for segmentation. Motivated by recent find-
ings (e.g., Perception-R1 [38]), we directly apply RL fine-
tuning without a preliminary supervised fine-tuning (SFT)
stage. Our empirical results confirm that this strategy im-
proves task performance while preserving annotation effi-
ciency.

3.2. Prompt Design
To support joint detection, segmentation, and counting, we
design a structured prompt tailored for Qwen2.5-VL, an
MLLM with strong grounding and reasoning capabilities.
As shown in Fig. 3, given an underwater RGB image, the
model is prompted to first localize each fish instance with
the total count directly derived from detections, following
a detect-to-count strategy. This formulation encourages the
model to understand that reliable counting depends on accu-
rate localization, i.e., it must “know where the fish are” be-
fore reporting how many fish there are (example in Fig. 4).
The resulting detection outputs – bounding boxes and key-
points – are also passed as spatial priors to SAM 2, enabling
high-quality instance segmentation. In this way, the prompt
design unifies all three tasks within a single pipeline.

We adopt a structured output format composed of three
distinct components: <think>, <detection>, and
<fish count>.
• The <think> field records the model’s internal reason-

ing and visual understanding process.
• The <detection> field contains structured outputs

for each fish instance, including a bounding box and a
central keypoint, which both support counting and serve
as effective prompts for SAM 2.

• The <fish count> field provides the total number of
fish, derived from the detections to ensure consistency be-
tween localization and counting.
This design enforces a detect-to-count reasoning pro-

cess, provides explicit spatial cues to guide segmentation,
and ensures response completeness. Furthermore, during
RL fine-tuning, the predicted count is compared against
weak point-level annotations to construct reward signals,
aligning detection and counting objectives without requir-
ing dense labels.

3.3. Group Relative Policy Optimization
Following recent RL fine-tuning work on MLLMs [20,
21, 37], we adopt Group Relative Policy Optimization
(GRPO) [9] as our post-training strategy. GRPO is an ef-
ficient reinforcement learning framework that removes the
need for a separate critic by directly comparing the rela-
tive quality of responses within a group. Given a task in-
put t, the current policy πθold generates a set of G can-

Input Prompt

Given an underwater image. Your
task is to identify and localize
all visible fish in the image.

Follow these steps:
Step 1: Identify all fish in the
image. For each detected fish,
draw a bounding box enclosing
its entire visible body.
Step 2: Within each bounding
box, identify the keypoint
corresponding to the center of
the fish.
Step 3: Return the number of
fish based on your detection.

<think>
In the image, there is a fish that is clearly
visible and occupies a significant portion of
the frame. The bounding box is drawn
around the fish, ensuring it encapsulates the
entire visible body of the fish. The keypoint
is located at the center of the fish body,
which is the most central point of the fish.
</think>

<detection> [{"bbox_2d": [342, 118,
642, 294], "point_2d": [595, 203],
"label": "fish"}] </detection>

<fish_count> 
         1
 </fish_count>

Output Response

Q&A Pairs from MLLMInput Image

Figure 3. Example Q&A pairs from FishDetector-R1 using our
designed detect-to-count prompt.

didate responses {o1, o2, . . . , oG} with corresponding re-
wards {r1, r2, . . . , rG}. These rewards are normalized
within the group to compute relative advantages, which are
then used to update the policy. This group-wise formulation
provides more stable optimization while reducing training
costs compared to traditional actor–critic methods.

The GRPO objective function is defined as:

JGRPO(θ) = Eoi∼πθold

[
1

G

G∑
i=1

min

(
πθ(oi|t)
πθold(oi|t)

Âi,

clip
(

πθ(oi|t)
πθold(oi|t)

, 1− ϵ, 1 + ϵ

)
Âi

)]
− βDKL(πθ∥πref) (1)

where ϵ is the clipping threshold, β is the coefficient of the
KL penalty, and Âi denotes the normalized advantage for
response oi, computed as:

Âi =
ri − mean({r1, . . . , rG})

std({r1, . . . , rG})
(2)

By leveraging group-wise comparisons and reward nor-
malization, GRPO enables stable and sample-efficient pol-
icy optimization purely based on relative preferences.

3.4. Reward Design
The overall reward function used for RL fine-tuning con-
sists of four components: (1) a format reward, (2) an accu-
racy reward, (3) a count reward, and (4) a non-repetition re-
ward. Each component is designed to encourage the model
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to produce syntactically valid, semantically accurate, and
non-redundant outputs that align with weak point-level su-
pervision.
Format Reward. The format reward Rformat has two sub-
parts: response structure formatting and detection content
formatting.
• The response is required to contain three structured tags:
<think>, <detection>, and <fish count>. A
correct structural response yields 1.0 reward.

• The content within the <detection> tag must follow
the format: {"bbox 2d": [x1, y1, x2, y2],
"point 2d": [x, y], "label": "fish"}.
If all predicted instances match this structure, the model
receives up to 3.0 additional reward points.

Detection Accuracy Reward. To encourage correct de-
tection and precise localization, we design an accuracy re-
ward Rdetect. Predicted keypoints are matched to ground-
truth points using the Hungarian algorithm within a Eu-
clidean distance threshold. A prediction is considered valid
if its distance to a ground-truth point is within a predefined
threshold. The reward is defined as:

accuracy reward = λdetect ·
(
Nvalid

Ngt

)
, (3)

where Nvalid denotes the number of matched predictions
and Ngt the total number of ground-truth fish. λdetect spec-
ifies the maximum reward assigned to the accuracy perfor-
mance, which is set to 4.0 empirically. The accuracy reward
scales proportionally with the fraction of correctly matched
instances.

In addition, we enforce consistency between the number
of detected instances Npred and the reported count Ncount in
the <fish count> tag by introducing a match reward:

match reward =

{
0, if Npred = Ncount,

−1, otherwise.
(4)

The overall detection-related reward is then computed
as:

Rdetect = accuracy reward + match reward. (5)

This formulation jointly optimizes detection and count-
ing: accurate localization improves counting reliability,
while consistent counting further encourages complete de-
tection.
Count Reward. To further enforce correct enumeration, a
count reward Rcount is assigned based on whether the pre-
dicted count matches the number of ground-truth instances:

Rcount =

{
1, if Ncount = Ngt

−1, otherwise
(6)

where Ncount is the number of fish reported by the model
and Ngt the total number of ground-truth fish.

Non-Repetition Reward. To mitigate repetitive responses
and promote output diversity, we adopt a non-repetition re-
ward Rnon-repeat inspired by Seg-Zero [20].
Total Reward. The total reward used for RL optimization
is defined as:

Rtotal = w1 ·Rformat+w2 ·Rdetect+w3 ·Rcount+w4 ·Rnon-repeat
(7)

where α and β control the relative weight of detection
and counting rewards. This formulation jointly accounts
for syntactic correctness, localization accuracy, count fi-
delity, and output diversity, thereby providing rich supervi-
sion signals at minimal annotation cost. We examine the ef-
fect of different reward–weight configurations and find that
the absolute reward scale matters little, whereas the rela-
tive balance between components is critical for final per-
formance—consistent with GRPO’s reliance on group-wise
relative advantages rather than absolute magnitudes. Based
on this observation, we set w1, w2, w3, and w4 to 1, as
this configuration consistently yielded the strongest perfor-
mance across our initial sweeps and offered a stable trade-
off between detection and counting quality.

4. Experiments
4.1. Evaluation Setting
As discussed in Sec. 1, FishDetector-R1 is a unified frame-
work for comprehensive marine fish analysis including de-
tection, segmentation, and counting using weak supervision
signals. We evaluate FishDetector-R1 on all these tasks fol-
lowing standard protocals. Specifically, for segmentation,
we measure mean Intersection-over-Union (mIoU) between
predicted masks and ground-truth annotations. For detec-
tion, we follow the COCO evaluation protocol [18] and
report Average Precision (AP) and Average Recall (AR)
across multiple IoU thresholds. Here we report the value
of AP0.5:0.95 and AR0.5:0.95, representing the mean AP and
AR computed at IoU thresholds from 0.5 to 0.95. Fur-
thermore, to measure counting accuracy, we employ sev-
eral complementary metrics. Mean Absolute Error (MAE)
quantifies counting error, while the Match Rate evaluates
the consistency between the predicted and ground-truth
counts. Given predicted counts ŷi and ground-truth counts
yi for N images, the MAE and Match Rate are calculated
as:

MAE =
1

N

N∑
i=1

|ŷi − yi| , (8)

Match Rate =
1

N

N∑
i=1

⊮(ŷi = yi) , (9)

where ⊮(·) is the indicator function that equals 1 if the
predicted count exactly matches the ground truth and 0 oth-
erwise.
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Table 1. Unified comparison of detection (AP0.5:0.95, AR0.5:0.95), segmentation (Foreground, Background, mIoU), and counting (MAE,
Match Rate, GAME) performance across baseline and proposed MLLM variants on the testset of DeepFish FishSeg and FishLoc subset.
The best result in each column is shown in bold, and the second best is underlined.

Model Detection Segmentation Counting

AP0.5:0.95 ↑ AR0.5:0.95 ↑ Foreground ↑ Background ↑ mIoU ↑ MAE ↓ Match Rate ↑ GAME ↓

Baseline

GPT-4.1 5.47 17.43 43.77 98.69 71.23 0.387 0.796 1.394
Gemini-2.0-flash 54.60 61.24 84.01 99.64 91.83 1.879 0.582 3.434
Gemini-2.5-flash 24.10 46.46 57.14 98.85 78.00 2.228 0.568 3.081
Qwen2.5-VL 3B 44.63 62.12 45.10 97.64 71.67 0.604 0.616 1.136
Qwen2.5-VL 7B 48.05 55.84 81.25 99.58 90.42 0.579 0.706 0.915
LangSAM 35.37 68.41 81.33 99.54 90.43 1.347 0.323 1.782

Ours

FishDetector-Base 3B 53.58 62.21 67.88 99.10 83.49 0.647 0.691 0.901
FishDetector-R1 3B 61.71 66.64 86.47 99.69 93.08 0.386 0.760 0.613

FishDetector-Base 7B 47.52 58.67 80.86 99.56 90.21 0.497 0.715 0.924
FishDetector-R1 7B 60.71 63.63 87.90 99.78 93.84 0.398 0.765 0.587

In addition, we report the Grid Average Mean Absolute
Error (GAME) [8] to compute counting errors at different
spatial scales, where each image is divided into 4L non-
overlapping grids at level L. The error is then computed
over all sub-regions:

GAME(L) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

4L∑
r=1

|ŷri − yri | , (10)

GAME =
1

4

4∑
L=1

GAME(L), (11)

where ŷri and yri denote the predicted keypoints and
ground-truth point labels in the r-th region of the i-th im-
age. Lower values of GAME indicate better spatial consis-
tency in counting predictions, reducing cases where totals
are correct but fish are mislocalized.

We conduct experiments using the open-source Deep-
Fish benchmark [25]. We evaluate grounding (i.e., detection
and segmentation) performance on the test split of the Deep-
Fish FishSeg subset. For counting, we use the test split of
the DeepFish FishLoc subset. We also test FishDetector-R1
on the SUIM dataset [13] to demonstrate the generalization
capability of FishDetector-R1 across different environments
and fish species in Sec. 4.4.

4.2. Implementation Details
We build our framework based on the 3B and 7B vari-
ants of Qwen2.5-VL [3]. For FishDetector-Base, we use
the official pretrained Qwen2.5-VL weight with our detect-
to-count prompt design. For FishDetector-R1, we apply
GRPO fine-tuning on the training split of the DeepFish lo-
calization subset [25], which contains 1,600 images with
point-level fish annotations. Full parameter fine-tuning
on the Qwen2.5-VL is performed on 4 × NVIDIA A100
GPUs, with a batch size of 16 per device and 8 rollouts

per input. Training is conducted only on the MLLM for
4 epochs with a learning rate of 1 × 10−6. The SAM 2
is frozen and only used for segmentation evaluation. We
include more implementation details in the supplementary
material.

4.3. Experimental Results
4.3.1. Overall Comparison
Baselines. We benchmark our framework against state-of-
the-art MLLMs, including GPT-4.1 [24], Gemini-2.0/2.5 [6,
34], and Qwen2.5-VL [3], across detection, segmentation,
and counting. Specifically, we prompt the MLLMs to gen-
erate coordinates of bounding boxes, which are then passed
to SAM 2 [27] to further generate segmentation masks. The
MLLMs are also instructed to output the total number of
fish, serving as their predictions for the counting task. The
prompts are designed to be compact and general. We use the
same prompts for these MLLMs to ensure fair comparison.
Detailed prompts can be found in the supplementary mate-
rial. Additionally, we compare it against LangSAM [23], a
representative open-source model capable of open-set de-
tection and segmentation by leveraging SAM 2 [27] and
Grounding DINO [19].
Quantitative Results. The overall comparison is shown
in Tab. 1. Our model achieves consistent and substan-
tial improvements over all baselines across the three tasks.
Notably, FishDetector-Base, which applies the detect-to-
count prompt without any gradient-based fine-tuning, al-
ready yields clear gains over Qwen2.5-VL, confirming the
effectiveness of our prompt design. Building on this,
FishDetector-R1 further surpasses FishDetector-Base in all
tasks, demonstrating the benefits of our proposed reward
formulation and RLVR pipeline. We also observe that
the 3B variant of FishDetector-Base gains more from the
detect-to-count prompting than the 7B variant, suggesting
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To accurately count the number of fish in the image, I'll
analyze the visible parts of the fish and their positions:
1. There is one fish clearly visible near the center-right
of the image.
2. There appears to be another fish partially behind the
first one.
Given these observations, here are the detected fish:
[{"point_2d": [508, 136], "label": "fish"},
 {"point_2d": [594, 207], "label": "fish"}]
The total number of fish detected is
2 <fish_count>2</fish_count>

<think> 1. Identify Fish: The image shows a murky underwater scene with visible fish
swimming among the roots and rocks. The fish appear to be small and are
distinguishable from the other objects in the scene. 2. Bounding Box for Fish: For
each fish detected, a bounding box should tightly enclose the entire visible body of
the fish. The fish are small and scattered, so each fish should have its own bounding
box. 3. Keypoint Identification: Within each bounding box, the keypoint corresponding
to the center of the fish body should be identified. This is typically the center of the
fish's body, which is usually near the middle of the fish. 4. Count of Fish: The number
of fish detected should be returned as a count. </think>

FishDetector-R1 Qwen2.5-VL

Inaccurate
Localization

<detection>[{"bbox_2d":
[552,147,582,190],  "point_2d":
[565,170], "label": "fish"},
......, {"bbox_2d":
[522,88,552,126], "point_2d":
[536,104], "label":
"fish"}] </detection>
 <fish_count>4</fish_count>

Input Image

: GT Point Labels : Predict Keypoints : Predict bbox

Figure 4. Qualitative Comparison between Qwen2.5-VL and FishDetector-R1. On a challenging scene from DeepFish FishLoc, our
detect-to-count strategy enables more accurate localization and structured outputs.

Table 2. Comparison of segmentation accuracy (mIoU) on Deep-
Fish FishSeg dataset across different supervision methods. The
best result in each column is shown in bold, and the second best is
underlined.

Method Supervision Type mIoU

DeepFish [28] Dense Annotations 93.0
A-LCFCN [15] Point Labels 86.2
FishDetector-R1 3B Point Labels 93.1
FishDetector-R1 7B Point Labels 93.8

that larger models benefit less from prompt-only adaptation
and thus require additional alignment (e.g., RL fine-tuning)
to fully realize performance gains. While LangSAM
achieves the highest AR and the fourth highest mIoU, the
poor detection precision and counting performance high-
light the significant limitation of misdetection. The model
struggles to distinguish fish-like objects in the background,
undermining its reliability.
Qualitative Comparison. Figure 4 presents a comparison
with the original Qwen2.5-VL in a challenging crowded
scene, illustrating that FishDetector-R1 maintains stronger
performance even under difficult conditions. We present
more qualitative results in the supplementary material.

4.3.2. Comparison with Traditional Fully & Weakly Su-
pervised Methods

To complete our evaluation, we compare FishDetector-R1
with both fully and weakly supervised baselines. For the
fully supervised setting, we report the DeepFish bench-
mark [28], which trains a segmentation model using dense
pixel-level masks with a ResNet-50 backbone [10]. For
the weakly supervised setting, we include A-LCFCN [15],
a state-of-the-art point-supervised method trained on the
same DeepFish FishLoc subset.

As shown in Tab. 2, there is a clear performance gap be-
tween weak and dense supervision (86.2 vs. 93.0 mIoU).

Table 3. Comparison of segmentation accuracy (mIoU) on the Fish
(and Vertebrates) (FV) category of SUIM dataset [13]. The best
result in each column is shown in bold, and the second best is un-
derlined.

Method Foreground Background mIoU

LangSAM 66.20 96.51 81.35
Qwen2.5-VL 3B 30.74 91.96 61.35
Qwen2.5-VL 7B 30.33 93.05 61.69
FishDetector-Base 3B 37.85 95.46 66.66
FishDetector-Base 7B 46.76 94.86 70.81
FishDetector-R1 3B 70.18 97.66 83.92
FishDetector-R1 7B 69.67 97.72 83.70

Remarkably, FishDetector-R1 closes this gap entirely. With
only sparse point annotations, the 3B variant matches the
fully supervised baseline, while the 7B variant surpasses it.
This demonstrates that our approach effectively combines
weak supervision with the spatial reasoning and semantic
priors inherent in foundation models. By leveraging multi-
modal prompting and reinforcement alignment, our frame-
work not only exceeds traditional weakly supervised meth-
ods but also rivals dense annotation-based models, offering
a scalable and annotation-efficient solution for underwater
segmentation.

4.4. Generalization Experiment
In addition to experiments in Sec. 4.3, we further evaluate
FishDetector-R1 on an additional underwater fish dataset
(i.e., SUIM [13]) to assess the generalizability to new en-
vironments and new fish species. Specifically, we run zero-
shot inference using FishDetector-Base and FishDetector-
R1 on the SUIM dataset and report segmentation perfor-
mance in Tab. 3. As shown in Tab. 3, FishDetector-R1
substantially outperforms both the base models and prior
multimodal baselines. The performance gain is consistent
across both 3B and 7B variants, highlighting the robustness
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Table 4. Ablation study of FishDetector-R1 (7B) with different reward configurations. Detection (AP0.5:0.95, AR0.5:0.95), segmentation
(Foreground, Background, mIoU), and counting (MAE, Match Rate, GAME) metrics are reported. The best result in each column is shown
in bold, and the second best is underlined.

Reward Setting Detection Segmentation Counting

AP0.5:0.95 AR0.5:0.95 Foreground Background mIoU MAE Match Rate GAME

Base 47.52 58.67 80.86 99.56 90.21 0.497 0.715 0.924
+Rcount 26.46 39.91 51.71 98.59 87.82 0.414 0.770 1.346
+Rdetect 57.10 63.00 87.10 99.68 93.41 0.442 0.757 0.693
+Rcount+Rdetect 60.71 63.63 87.94 99.78 93.84 0.398 0.765 0.587

Table 5. Alignment rate between detected instances and predicted
fish counts from model output response. Higher is better.

Model Alignment Rate (%)↑

3B 7B

FishDetector-Base 97.2 98.6
FishDetector-R1 99.6 100

of our reinforcement alignment and detect-to-count prompt
design. These results indicate that the improvements ob-
served on DeepFish generalize well to new underwater en-
vironments, confirming the scalability and adaptability of
our framework beyond the training distribution.

4.5. Ablation Study
We further conduct ablation studies to examine the role of
each proposed reward component. In this section, we report
results of the 7B model, with additional ablations provided
in the supplementary material.
Reward Design. As shown in Tab. 4, using only the count
reward Rcount improves overall count accuracy (lower MAE
and higher Match Rate), but detection and segmentation
scores drop noticeably. This indicates that the model learns
to match the total number of objects but does not reliably
localize them in the image. Using only the detection reward
Rdetect leads to the opposite trend. Detection and segmenta-
tion performance improve (higher AP/AR and mIoU), and
spatial counting consistency also improves (lower GAME).
However, the total count is still not as accurate as in the
Rcount setting.

When both rewards are used together, the model achieves
the best overall results. Detection and segmentation reach
their highest values, and counting is both more accu-
rate (lowest MAE) and more spatially consistent (lowest
GAME). This shows that these two rewards are comple-
mentary: Rcount provides high-level supervision on object
cardinality, while Rdetect offers fine-grained guidance for
precise localization. Combining them leads to stronger per-
formance across detection, segmentation, and counting.
Internal Detect-to-Count Consistency We evaluate how
consistently the model’s predicted fish count matches

the number of detected instances. As shown in
Tab. 5, FishDetector-Base already produces high agree-
ment, but small mismatches remain. After RL fine-tuning,
FishDetector-R1 achieves near-perfect alignment for both
3B and 7B variants. This indicates that the reward-based
training not only improves accuracy, but also strengthens
the internal link between detection and counting, leading to
more stable and reliable outputs for downstream ecological
analysis.

5. Limitations and Future Work
While FishDetector-R1 achieves notable gains, several lim-
itations remain. First, the computational overhead of
large MLLMs makes real-time deployment on resource-
constrained edge devices challenging. Future work will ex-
plore quantization and edge-optimization to improve effi-
ciency. Second, the framework can still hallucinate spuri-
ous detections or counts in cluttered scenes, highlighting
the need for uncertainty modeling or verification mecha-
nisms to enhance reliability. Third, the current framework
operates on single-frame inputs, limiting its ability to lever-
age temporal cues for tracking or resolving occlusions that
are common in underwater environments. Future extensions
will incorporate temporal modeling to improve robustness
in continuous or video-based monitoring. Finally, although
FishDetector-R1 is class-agnostic by design, in this study
we restrict supervision and evaluation to fish-only detection
and segmentation, which covers a relatively narrow range of
habitats and species. Extending to multi-class and species-
level settings (including non-fish marine life and anthro-
pogenic objects) is an important step toward broader eco-
logical impact.

6. Conclusion
We propose FishDetector-R1, a unified framework for
underwater fish detection, segmentation, and counting that
combines an MLLM with SAM 2. Through detect-to-count
prompting and reinforcement fine-tuning with sparse point
labels, our method achieves strong performance across tasks
on the DeepFish dataset. Notably, FishDetector-R1 bridges
the gap between traditional weak and fully supervised mod-
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els, delivering high-quality pixel-wise segmentation with
minimal annotation cost. The improvement further gener-
alizes to other underwater datasets, demonstrating robust
cross-domain scalability. This enables scalable, annotation-
efficient fish analysis, supporting real-world applications
in ecological monitoring and marine habitat assessment.
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Kristoffer Løvall. Automatic segmentation of fish using deep
learning with application to fish size measurement. ICES
Journal of Marine Science, 77(4):1354–1366, 2020. 2
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FishDetector-R1: Unified MLLM-Based Framework with Reinforcement
Fine-Tuning for Weakly Supervised Fish Detection, Segmentation, and Counting

Supplementary Material

In this material, we provide additional results and anal-
yses to further substantiate the effectiveness and practical-
ity of FishDetector-R1. We first describe additional imple-
mentation details, including the RL training setup, prompt
design, and open-source configuration used in our experi-
ments. We then present a series of supplementary ablations:
(i) reward configuration studies on the 3B base model, (ii)
sensitivity analysis over reward weight choices, and (iii)
the impact of different SAM 2 backbone sizes. Next, we
include extended qualitative results on DeepFish [28] for
both segmentation and point-level localization, as well as
zero-shot transfer visualizations on SUIM [13], highlight-
ing robustness across habitats and domains. Finally, we dis-
cuss potential negative societal impacts of our framework in
large-scale ecological and fisheries applications.

7. Additional Implementation Details

We provide additional implementation details to supple-
ment the main paper. We implement and train FishDetector-
R1 based on Easy-R1 [41], an open-source RL training
framework. For all the instances of FishDetector-R1, we set
the temperature value as the default value 1.0. Furthermore,
Tab. 6 summarizes the prompts used during evaluation for
both the MLLM baseline [3] and our FishDetector variants.
For Qwen2.5-VL, we follow the official documentation: the
grounding task uses a detection-style prompt to generate
bounding boxes that are then passed to SAM 2 [27] for
segmentation, while the counting task adopts a point-based
strategy that outputs both the total number of fish and their
2D keypoint locations for evaluating localization accuracy.
In contrast, our detect-to-count prompt in FishDetector-
Base/R1 unifies grounding and counting within a single in-
struction, aiming to enforce consistency between localized
detections and global count predictions. For other MLLM
baselines (e.g., GPT-4.1 [24], Gemini-2.0/2.5 [6, 34]), we
found that their outputs were somewhat sensitive to the
exact same prompt. To ensure a fair comparison and al-
low each baseline to perform optimally, we applied minor
prompt adjustments tailored to each baseline. All baseline
prompts will be released with our open-source package. In
addition, we will release FishDetector-R1 as fully open-
source to benefit the broader community.

8. Supplementary Experiments
8.1. Ablation on Reward Configuration with 3B

Base Model
To further validate the robustness of our approach, we report
ablation experiments on the 3B model, demonstrating that
FishDetector-R1 yields consistent improvements indepen-
dent of the underlying model variant. As shown in Tab. 7,
reward design plays a decisive role in shaping overall per-
formance. While adding the counting reward alone (Rcount)
improves overall count accuracy with less MAE and higher
Match Rate, it substantially degrades both detection and
segmentation accuracy and leads to worst localization pre-
cision, indicating that this signal is insufficient on its own
to guide precise grounding. In contrast, introducing the de-
tection reward (Rdetect) produces substantial gains across all
metrics, increasing AP from 53.6 to 59.8 and mIoU from
83.5 to 93.2, underscoring the importance of explicit local-
ization feedback. Combining Rdetect and Rcount yields the
strongest detection performance and competitive segmen-
tation quality, and achieves more accurate (lowest MAE)
and spatial consistent counting results(lowest GAME), sug-
gesting that the two rewards offer complementary bene-
fits—where Rdetect provides the primary grounding signal
and Rcount contributes additional structural guidance. These
findings confirm the effectiveness of our reward formulation
and the stability of FishDetector-R1 across configurations.

8.2. Ablation on Reward Weight Configuration
To understand how different reward components contribute
to RL fine-tuning, we analyze the effect of varying the re-
ward weights in the total objective. As described in the main
paper, the reward function integrates four complementary
signals—format correctness, detection accuracy, counting
consistency, and non-repetition—to encourage the model
to produce structured, accurate, and non-redundant outputs
under weak point-level supervision. The overall formula-
tion is:

Rtotal = w1 ·Rformat+w2 ·Rdetect+w3 ·Rcount+w4 ·Rnon-repeat.
(12)

In this ablation, we focus on the weights directly related
to task performance, w2 and w3, while keeping w1 and w4

fixed because they regulate structural formatting and repeti-
tion behavior that are irrelevant to our detection or counting
tasks. Full definitions and implementation details for each
reward component are provided in the main paper; here,
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Table 6. Prompts used for MLLM baseline [3] and our FishDetector. Baseline separates grounding and counting, while our detect-to-count
prompt unifies them for consistency.

Method Task Prompt Example

Qwen2.5-VL
Grounding Detect all fish in the image and return their locations in

the form of bounding box coordinates.
[{"bbox 2d": [x1, y1, x2, y2],
"label": "fish"}]

Counting Count the number of fish in the image, includ-
ing those that are only partially visible. First de-
tect their keypoints, then output the total count in
<fish count></fish count>.

[{"point 2d": [x, y], "label":
"fish"}], <fish count>1</fish count>

FishDetector-
Base / R1

Grounding
and
Counting

Given an underwater image, identify all fish. Step 1: Draw
a bounding box tightly around each fish. Step 2: Mark the
keypoint at the fish center. Step 3: Return the number of
fish consistent with detections.

<think>...</think>
<detection>[{"bbox 2d":
[x1,y1,x2,y2], "point 2d": [x,y],
"label": "fish"}]</detection>
<fish count>1</fish count>

Table 7. Ablation study of FishDetector-R1 (3B) with different reward configurations. Detection (AP0.5:0.95, AR0.5:0.95), segmentation
(Foreground, Background, mIoU), and counting (MAE, Match Rate, GAME) metrics are reported. The best result in each column is shown
in bold, and the second best is underlined.

Reward Setting Detection Segmentation Counting

AP0.5:0.95 ↑ AR0.5:0.95 ↑ Foreground ↑ Background ↑ mIoU ↑ MAE ↓ Match Rate ↑ GAME ↓

Base 53.6 62.2 67.9 99.1 83.5 0.647 0.691 0.901
+Rcount 5.0 18.3 24.4 97.6 61.0 0.415 0.768 1.646
+Rdetect 59.8 65.2 86.7 99.7 93.2 0.442 0.757 0.693
+Rcount+Rdetect 61.7 66.6 86.5 99.7 93.1 0.398 0.765 0.587

we present an extended analysis of how the choice of w2

and w3 influences detection and segmentation performance
based on 3B model. As shown in Tab. 8, increasing the rel-
ative weightw2 enhance segmentation quality but leads to a
decline in counting accuracy and localization robustness. In
contrast, emphasizing w3 yields gains on the overall count-
ing accuracy but this comes at the cost of compromising
detection precision, localization precision, and segmenta-
tion performance. The proposed configuration represents an
optimal compromise, offering the strongest localization ca-
pability and highly competitive detection performance, with
minimal performance loss across other metrics.

8.3. Effects on Different Sizes of SAM 2 Model
To understand how the choice of segmentation backbone
influences overall performance, we evaluate FishDetector-
R1 using four different sizes of the SAM 2 model, as sum-
marized in Tab. 9. The results show that SAM 2-Large is
consistently the strongest choice across both the 3B and
7B variants of FishDetector-R1, achieving the highest fore-
ground accuracy, background accuracy, and overall mIoU
in every setting. This validates our decision to use SAM 2-
Large as the default mask generation model in the main
experiments. At the same time, the performance degra-
dation when moving to smaller SAM 2 models is mod-
est—particularly for the 7B variant—indicating that lighter

backbones still deliver satisfactory segmentation quality.
This suggests that FishDetector-R1 can flexibly support
resource-constrained or edge deployments while retaining
strong performance.

8.4. Qualitative Results
8.4.1. Robustness in Diverse Underwater Habitats
Figure 5 illustrates qualitative detection and segmentation
results of our FishDetector-R1 framework across diverse
underwater habitats from the DeepFish dataset [28]. The
selected examples span a variety of challenging conditions,
including complex coral reefs, turbid shallow waters, and
scenes with varying illumination and water color. Despite
these challenges, the model successfully detects fish that
are visually similar to the background, partially occluded,
or swimming close to fish-like distractors. Moreover, the
predicted segmentation masks are fine-grained and closely
aligned with ground-truth labels, demonstrating the ability
of FishDetector-R1 to capture accurate object boundaries
under degraded visual conditions.

These results highlight not only the robustness of our
framework in handling environmental variability but also its
practical significance: reliable detection and segmentation
of fish across habitats is essential for downstream ecolog-
ical applications such as species identification, population
estimation, and habitat health assessment. By reducing the
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Table 8. Ablation study of FishDetector-R1 (3B) with different different weight configuration (w2 : w3). Detection (AP0.5:0.95, AR0.5:0.95),
segmentation (Foreground, Background, mIoU), and counting (MAE, Match Rate, GAME) metrics are reported.

Weight Configuration Detection Segmentation Counting

w2 : w3 AP0.5:0.95 ↑ AR0.5:0.95 ↑ Foreground ↑ Background ↑ mIoU ↑ MAE ↓ Match Rate ↑ GAME ↓

FishDetector-R1 3B

4 : 1 62.8 65.3 87.0 99.7 93.4 0.534 0.747 0.717
2 : 1 59.7 66.1 87.4 99.7 93.6 0.395 0.774 0.626
1 : 1 (Ours) 61.7 66.6 86.5 99.7 93.1 0.398 0.765 0.587
1 : 2 53.6 62.2 86.4 99.7 93.0 0.375 0.774 0.650
1 : 4 56.9 63.9 85.5 99.6 92.6 0.373 0.776 0.631

Table 9. Comparison of segmentation quality with different size
of SAM 2 model.

SAM 2 Model Size Foreground Background mIoU

FishDetector-R1 3B

SAM 2-Large 86.47 99.69 93.08
SAM 2-Base 84.39 99.64 92.02
SAM 2-Small 84.52 99.65 92.09
SAM 2-Tiny 83.03 99.61 91.32

FishDetector-R1 7B

SAM 2-Large 87.90 99.78 93.84
SAM 2-Base 86.95 99.71 93.33
SAM 2-Small 86.26 99.70 92.98
SAM 2-Tiny 86.39 99.70 93.05

reliance on dense annotations while maintaining strong per-
formance, FishDetector-R1 offers a scalable tool for large-
scale ecological monitoring and sustainable fisheries man-
agement in real-world marine environments.

8.4.2. Improving Count Accuracy with Spatially Aligned
Keypoints

In Figs. 6 and 7, we present challenging scenes from the
DeepFish FishLoc test set [28] under point-level supervi-
sion: (i) crowded schools of small, closely spaced fish;
(ii) strong background similarity (e.g., rocks, roots, or
leaves with fish-like colors or textures); and (iii) distant
targets in turbid water. Qwen2.5-VL exhibits basic zero-
shot ability but degrades in these regimes—missing in-
stances and placing keypoints off-body, which yields mis-
aligned counts. Introducing our detect-to-count prompt
(FishDetector-Base) enforces a box-first–then-keypoint pol-
icy, stabilizing localization and improving count consis-
tency, though residual errors remain. After reinforcement
fine-tuning, FishDetector-R1 achieves substantial gains.
Qualitatively, we observe fewer merges and splits in dense
clusters, reduced background-induced false positives, and

improved small-object recall—particularly for distant fish
with very limited pixel extent. Keypoints also move off
boundaries and onto the torso axis, increasing the fraction
of points that lie within their matched boxes (or masks) and
reducing keypoint–centroid dispersion; these effects align
with lower absolute count error and higher match rate in our
quantitative tables. The improved spatial alignment further
stabilizes our weak-to-dense pipeline by providing reliable
anchors for mask extraction in downstream segmentation.
Remaining failure cases occur under extreme turbidity or
near complete occlusion, where adjacent individuals can be
under-separated; incorporating stronger separation priors or
instance-aware refinement is a promising direction for fu-
ture work.

8.4.3. Zero-Shot Transfer

In the main paper, we present quantitative results demon-
strating that FishDetector-R1 generalizes effectively to
SUIM [13], a dataset containing underwater scenes, light-
ing conditions, and fish species that differ substantially
from those in DeepFish. To complement these findings,
Figure 8 provides qualitative examples highlighting the
model’s zero-shot transfer capability. As shown in the fig-
ure, FishDetector-R1 successfully localizes and segments
diverse fish species across a wide range of environments,
including scenes with strong color cast, turbidity, occlu-
sion, and cluttered coral backgrounds. Importantly, the
model also handles non-fish marine animals (e.g., eels,
rays) present in SUIM despite never encountering these
categories during training, indicating strong cross-domain
adaptability and retention of high-level semantic reason-
ing inherited from the underlying MLLM. The qualitative
results further validate that FishDetector-R1 not only pre-
serves its detection and segmentation fidelity in unseen do-
mains but also maintains robustness to visual degradation
and ecological variability, reinforcing its practical utility in
real-world underwater monitoring scenarios.
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9. Potential Negative Societal Impact
While FishDetector-R1 is intended for conservation and
ecological monitoring, it carries non-trivial risks. Method-
ologically, domain bias, occlusion/turbidity, and re-
ward shaping may yield over-confident counts or species
misidentification; at scale, such errors could misinform
stock assessments, quotas, or protected-area management.
Application-wise, real-time localization of fish schools
could be weaponized by industrial fleets or poachers to
intensify harvest, exacerbate bycatch, or target threatened
species, thereby harming ecosystems and small-scale fish-
ers’ livelihoods. Large-scale camera deployment may dis-
turb habitats (e.g., lighting or baiting) and enable surveil-
lance of artisanal fishers or coastal communities, raising pri-
vacy and human-rights concerns; coastal video feeds could
also be repurposed for broader monitoring beyond scientific
aims. Finally, training and deployment incur energy costs
with environmental externalities.
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Figure 5. Detection and segmentation results of FishDetector-R1 across diverse underwater habitats. The model demonstrates robustness to
variations in background complexity, lighting conditions, and water color, highlighting its applicability to real-world marine environments.
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Figure 6. Qualitative detection results on the DeepFish FishLoc test set. In crowded scenes with many small fish, FishDetector-R1 delivers
more accurate counts and tighter localizations. Best viewed in color and zoomed in.
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Figure 7. Qualitative detection results on the DeepFish FishLoc test set. FishDetector-R1 yields the most accurate and robust detections,
especially under strong external disturbances. Best viewed in color and zoomed in.
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(a)

(b)

Figure 8. Qualitative results on the SUIM dataset [13]. (a) Our model generalizes to the SUIM domain and successfully identifies fish
species that share visual similarities with those in DeepFish. (b) Visualization of additional fish and vertebrate categories present in SUIM
but absent in DeepFish, demonstrating the model’s cross-domain adaptability and retention of original MLLM-level generalizability.
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