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Abstract

3D Visual Grounding (3DVG) is a critical bridge from
vision-language perception to robotics, requiring both lan-
guage understanding and 3D scene reasoning. Traditional
supervised models leverage explicit 3D geometry but exhibit
limited generalization, owing to the scarcity of 3D vision-
language datasets and the limited reasoning capabilities
compared to modern vision-language models (VLMs). We
propose PanoGrounder, a generalizable 3DVG framework
that couples multi-modal panoramic representation with
pretrained 2D VLMs for strong vision-language reasoning.
Panoramic renderings, augmented with 3D semantic and
geometric features, serve as an intermediate representation
between 2D and 3D, and offer two major benefits: (i) they
can be directly fed to VLMs with minimal adaptation and
(ii) they retain long-range object-to-object relations thanks
to their 360-degree field of view. We devise a three-stage
pipeline that places a compact set of panoramic viewpoints
considering the scene layout and geometry, grounds a text
query on each panoramic rendering with a VLM, and fuses
per-view predictions into a single 3D bounding box via lift-
ing. Our approach achieves state-of-the-art results on Scan-
Refer and Nr3D, and demonstrates superior generalization
to unseen 3D datasets and text rephrasings.

1. Introduction

3D Visual Grounding (3DVG) aims to localize a target ob-
jectin a 3D scene from a free-form natural language query,
sitting at the interface of natural language understanding
and 3D scene understanding [2, 9]. As a core capability for
embodied Al, 3DVG underpins applications in augmented
reality, vision-language navigation, and robotic perception
and manipulation [3]. The task consists of two components:
(1) language understanding to extract attributes and rela-
tions from the description, and (ii) 3D scene understanding

“Equal contribution.

Q: There is a grey L shaped couch.
It is in front of kitchen.

Figure 1. Overview. Given a free-form text query and a 3D scene,
PanoGrounder outputs a single 3D bounding box that localizes
the referred object. Panoramic renderings serve as a 2D-3D inter-
face with two functions: providing 360° scene context and spa-
tial relations between objects, and enabling direct transfer of 2D
VLMs’ language understanding to 3D tasks from the panoramas
and the 3D model.

to ground those cues in metric geometry to find the target
object [31].

Traditional 3DVG systems typically employ separate
encoders for text and point clouds, followed by a cross-
modal fusion transformer [31]. By directly operating on
the metric 3D scene, these models have achieved strong
performance on standard benchmarks [2, 9]. Nevertheless,
this design has two major limitations: (i) restricted lan-
guage comprehension and (ii) limited 3D generalization.
On the language side, most works rely on BERT [12] or
CLIP [40]-style encoders, which offer more limited com-
positional and spatial reasoning capabilities than modern
VLMs [28, 33, 36, 44, 55, 57], making paraphrases and
relation-heavy descriptions difficult to handle. On the 3D
side, these models are trained from scratch on limited-scale
3DVG datasets [2, 9], which constrains their generalization
to scenes, categories, and linguistic expressions outside the
training distribution.

To leverage stronger language reasoning, recent works
introduce VLMs into the 3DVG pipeline in various ways.
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However, transferring 2D pretrained capacity to 3D remains

non-trivial. (i) Zero-shot VLM-based methods [29, 49]

use multi-turn conversations to inject 3D context and ob-

tain grounding result, but often suffer from unreliable view
selection and are infeasible to fine-tune. (ii) Fine-tuning-
based approaches [47, 59] integrate VLMs as submodules
within larger 3D networks and attach task-specific decoding
heads for bounding box prediction. While effective in some
settings, these designs increase architectural complexity, re-
quire additional supervision, and still rely on task-specific

interfaces to bridge 2D and 3D modalities. This calls for a

simpler and efficient intermediate representation that con-

nects 2D VLMs with 3D reasoning.

In this paper, we introduce PanoGrounder, which uses
multi-modal panoramic renderings as an explicit interme-
diate representation between 2D and 3D modalities. By
covering a 360° field of view, this panoramic represen-
tation preserves holistic object-to-object spatial relations
within a single image while remaining fully compatible
with pretrained VLMs. We devise a three-stage pipeline:
(i) we select a compact set of panoramic viewpoints and
render multi-modal panoramas—RGB, semantic [37], and
range—for richer contextual cues; (ii) a pretrained VLM
processes each panorama to predict a 2D bounding box
in pixel coordinates; and (iii) we lift each panorama’s 2D
grounding output into metric 3D space and fuse them across
views. To inject 3D-aware cues from the semantic and
range renderings, we augment the VLM with a lightweight
Adapter [58] that projects semantic and geometric informa-
tion, and we fine-tune this adapter in the panoramic domain.

PanoGrounder exhibits strong generalization across
datasets. By mapping 3D scenes into 2D panoramic ren-
derings, it suppresses domain-specific artifacts of each 3D
dataset (e.g., point cloud cleaning heuristics or sensor-
dependent noise) and provides much denser visual sig-
nals. Combined with the stronger language understanding
of modern VLMs, this leads to more robust grounding un-
der distribution shifts.

We evaluate on the standard 3DVG benchmarks,
ScanRefer [9] and Referlt3D (Nr3D, Sr3D) [2]. Our
method achieves state-of-the-art performance on ScanRe-
fer and Nr3D, and consistently ranks among the top-
performing approaches on Sr3D. We further assess (i) scene
generalization on ARKitScenes+SceneVerse [5, 24] and
3RScan+RIORefer [35, 43] and (ii) text generalization with
a modified version of ScanRefer queries. Across all set-
tings, our method exhibits strong generalization when com-
pared to fully supervised methods.

Our main contributions are as follows:

* We introduce PanoGrounder, which treats panoramic
renderings as a 2D-3D interface for pretrained 2D VLMs.
This design preserves scene-wide context while enabling
powerful vision-language reasoning with only minimal

modifications around the VLM.

* PanoGrounder effectively injects semantic and geometric
features into the VLM’s vision encoder via a multi-modal
feature adapter, and provides distance-aware supervision
through an Earth-Mover’s Distance (EMD) loss.

* Our approach achieves state-of-the-art performance on
ScanRefer and Nr3D. It further demonstrates strong gen-
eralization to unseen scenes and diverse text rephrasings.

2. Related Work
2.1. 3D Visual Grounding

Two-stage vs. one-stage. Traditional supervised methods
use separate encoders for text and 3D scenes and fuse them
via a cross-modal module. Two-stage approaches [, 2, 4,
8-10,19,20,51,52, 62, 63] follow a proposal-and-selection
paradigm: a 3D detector/segmentor [38] first proposes can-
didate objects, and the model selects the one matching the
query. SAT [51] and LAR [4] distill rich 2D priors into
3D representations, while ViewSRD [19] improves text un-
derstanding by decomposing complex queries into simpler
clauses using an LLM before grounding. In contrast, one-
stage methods [22, 23, 34, 39, 46, 48] directly regress
3D bounding boxes conditioned on the query. BUTD-
DETR [22] adopts a DETR-style encoder-decoder [7] ar-
chitecture with language and objectness guidance, whereas
MCLN [39] extends with two parallel decoders for box-
level and mask-level prediction, enhancing overall localiza-
tion consistency.

2D-based 3DVG. Without relying on a global 3D scene
point cloud, a line of works performs 3DVG directly
from one or a small set of RGB(-D) views. Refer-it-in-
RGBD [32] operates on single-view RGB-D and employs
a coarse-to-fine framework to recover the full 3D extent of
partially observed targets. Mono3DVG [56] tackles single-
view monocular RGB in autonomous-driving scenes, lever-
aging a lightweight depth predictor. Recent zero-shot ap-
proaches [29, 49, 50, 53] prompt an LLM/VLM with multi-
turn instructions combining images and text to inject scene
context. These methods reduce 3D annotation cost but typ-
ically require precise view selection, limiting reliability in
complex, cluttered scenes. For zero-shot variants in particu-
lar, task-aligned fine-tuning is often infeasible because they
are API-based or rely on frozen VLMs.

2.2. Multi-Modal 3D Perception

A complementary line of work jointly trains models on mul-
tiple tasks, such as 3D visual grounding, 3D scene cap-
tioning, and Visual Question Answering (VQA), to align
3D and language spaces. [30, 62, 63] adopt transformer-
based alignment where task-specific heads branch from a
shared backbone. UniVLG [23] further leverages abun-
dant 2D data via a neural 2D-to-3D lifting model to trans-
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Figure 2. Overall pipeline of PanoGrounder. We first select a compact set of informative panoramic viewpoints via Structure-aware
Camera Placement and render multi-modal panoramas (RGB, lifted semantic features, and range). Each view is processed by an off-the-
shelf VLM augmented with our multi-modal feature adapter to produce 2D bounding boxes from the text query. Finally, per-view 2D
predictions are lifted and fused with visibility-aware multi-view aggregation to yield a single 3D bounding box for the referred object.

fer supervision into 3D. Beyond supervised alignment, 3D-
R1 [21] explores RLHF-style policy optimization to re-
fine instruction following in 3D contexts. Recently, Multi-
modal Large Language Models (MLLMs) have been inves-
tigated by feeding 3D-aware tokens into pretrained VLM
backbones [33]. Scene-LLLM [16] forms hybrid voxel-point
tokens from multi-view features [40] and linearly projects
them into the LLM space. Chat-Scene [18] uses object
proposals with per-instance Object Identifier tokens to fuse
2D/3D object features for unified object-token reasoning.
LLaVA-3D [60] augments 2D patch tokens with 3D posi-
tion embeddings to create 3D-aware patches for the LLM.

3. Method

We assume the 3D scene is given as a renderable represen-
tation (e.g., a triangle mesh or 3D Gaussian Splatting [25]).
Given a 3D scene and a text query, our goal is to predict a
3D bounding box of the referred object. We use panoramic
renderings of the 3D scene as an intermediate representation
between 2D and 3D. As illustrated in Fig. 2, our framework
consists of three stages. First, we select a small number of
informative viewpoints via structure-aware camera place-
ment (Sec. 3.1), and render multi-modalities for VLM stage
(Sec. 3.2). Second, we feed each rendering into an train-
able VLM equipped with our multi-modal feature adapter
to produce 2D bounding box predictions (Sec. 3.3). Finally,
we lift per-view 2D predictions to 3D using visibility-aware
multi-view fusion to obtain a 3D bounding box (Sec. 3.4).
We apply Earth Mover’s Distance (EMD) loss along with
traditional cross-entropy for numerical distance-aware su-
pervision (Sec. 3.5).

3.1. Structure-aware Camera Placement

Panoramic cameras capture an omnidirectional view of the
scene, bypassing the need to predict a specific viewing ori-

entation, so we only select locations. We start by estimating
the floor via RANSAC [14] and set the height z to the aver-
age height of the raw cameras used during scene reconstruc-
tion. We then place a regular grid G={p;} with h=10 cm
spacing across the scene’s 2D floor footprint, and treat each
grid point p; as a candidate camera location.

Camera sampling score. To score each candidate p € G,

we construct three factors:

* Ray coverage A(p) € [0, 1]: fraction of other grid points
visible from p within 7,,,,=3 m. This factor is used to
include as much area as possible. A point is counted as
visible if it projects onto the panoramic image plane with-
out intersecting obstacles.

* Distance-to-surface Dg,.¢(p): Euclidean distance from p
to the nearest scene geometry (walls or furniture). Closer
placements yield oversized foregrounds, panoramic dis-
tortion, and occlusions, so larger distances are preferred.

* Distance-to-trajectory D:.,j(p): Euclidean distance
from p to the nearest raw RGB camera center (if avail-
able). Smaller values encourage consistency with the cap-
ture trajectory, which empirically improves reconstruc-
tion fidelity and panoramic image quality.

Score and selection. We rank candidates using

Ap) Dswri (p)
Dtraj (p) +e

which favors locations that (i) cover a wide area, (ii) are not
too close to obstacles, and (iii) stay close to the input trajec-
tory. Starting from the highest-scoring point, we greedily
select cameras. Once a camera is selected, all grid points
visible from it are marked as ‘covered’, effectively setting
their contribution to the ray coverage A(p) to zero for all
remaining candidates. This sequential selection is repeated
until at least 90% of the scene’s grid points are covered. We
provide ablations on this strategy in the supplementary.

S(p) = , e=107%, (1)
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Figure 3. Multi-Modal Feature Adapter. We inject panoramic
geometry (range) and semantic (multi-view) features into se-
lected ViT layers of the VLM. Each modality is processed by a
lightweight adapter (2-layer MLP followed by a 1 x 1 convolution),
and the resulting output is added patch-wise to the ViT tokens. The
1x1 convolution weights and bias are initialized to zero.

3.2. Multi-Modal Panorama

For each selected viewpoint, indexed by k, we render a
panoramic image I, € RH*WX3 yusing equirectangular
projection (ERP). However, even with these well-placed
viewpoints, relying on RGB alone is inadequate for 3DVG
due to (i) occlusions in cluttered indoor scenes and (ii) the
absence of explicit 3D information for spatial reasoning.
We therefore obtain geometric and semantic feature maps
from the same panoramic cameras.

Geometric feature map. For each panoramic camera, we
render a range (depth) map D. D is fed to a lightweight
pretrained ViT to obtain a geometric feature map fyo, €
RN7¥dgeo where N + represents the feature sequence length
(e.g., h x w). Its spatial layout, represented as a sequence
of length N, matches that of the RGB feature map.

Multi-view fused semantic feature map. We extract
dense semantic feature maps f.oy ; from a frozen ViT en-
coder [37] applied to the original RGB views of the dataset.
Using known intrinsics and extrinsics, each f;, i is unpro-
jected to 3D and their dgep,-dimensional descriptors are as-
signed to visible mesh vertices. Features from all views are
aggregated by averaging to form an augmented 3D seman-
tic field F that is robust to occlusion. This augmented field
F is pre-computed once per scene. Finally, F is re-projected
onto the selected panoramic cameras to produce a semantic
feature map fyop, € RVs X dsem,

3.3. Multi-Modal Feature Adapter

We fuse RGB with panoramic geometric and semantic fea-
tures by injecting them into the VLM’s vision encoder via
lightweight adapters (Fig. 3). For both modalities we use
the same adapter design: a 2-layer MLP followed by a

1x1 convolution whose weights and bias are initialized to
zero, following Zero-Convolution [58]. Atinitialization, the
adapter output is exactly zero, so the VLM behaves identi-
cally to its pretrained form. Fine-tuning lets the adapters
encode task-relevant signals without distorting the original
representation space. Geometric features are injected into
mid-level layers (I € [L/3, 2L/3]) to provide a spatial scaf-
fold, whereas semantic features are injected into later layers
(I € [2L/3, L)) to supply high-level contextual cues.

Xin < Xin + ZeroConv,,(MLP,, (f,,.,)) 2)

This enables the VLM to reason over complex
panoramic scenes and robustly ground objects, even under
occlusion and panoramic distortion.

3.4. Visibility-Aware 3D Aggregation

For each selected panoramic camera s, we have an RGB
panorama I, and a range map Dg. Given the text query,
the VLM predicts a 2D bounding box bs. We also assume
known extrinsics obtained from Structure-aware Camera
Placement. This pipeline serves to filter out incorrect in-
dividual 2D bounding box predictions by leveraging multi-
view consistency.

Step 1: Mask-to-3D lifting. Given I, and bs, we query
a segmentation model (e.g., SAM [26]) to obtain a mask
M. Masked pixels are unprojected with D, and mapped to
world coordinates, yielding the per-view point set Ps.

Step 2: Best-view selection. For each s, project P, into
every other view ¢ # s and obtain the tight 2D box l;s_>t
around the projected points. Define the cross-view consis-
tency score

> ToU(best, br),

teS\{s}

score(s) =

and select s* = argmax; score(s) as the best view. This
favors boxes that are geometrically consistent across views.

Step 3: Multi-view fusion. We merge all per-view point
sets P = (J,cs Ps and denoise. We then project the de-
noised points into the best view s* and retain only points
whose projections lie inside bg~, producing the visibility-
filtered set Py;s. Fit an axis-aligned bounding box (AABB)
to Pyis to obtain the final 3D box.

For Referlt3D-style evaluation, where candidate boxes
are provided, we also support a two-stage variant for fair
comparison, without changing the core modules (details in
the supplementary).

3.5. Training Objective

For each selected viewpoint, we also render an instance-1D
map for each camera location, along with RGB and fea-
ture maps. We then construct image-text-object triplets by



pairing panoramas with referring expressions and target in-
stance identifiers from the original datasets.

Cross-Entropy. We supervise the autoregressive decoder
with standard token-level cross-entropy under teacher forc-
ing. Each bounding box coordinate is normalized to
[000, 999], discretized into N = 3 digits, and predicted as a
sequence of digit tokens {0, ...,9}.

Earth Mover’s Distance (EMD) Loss. Inspired by [41]
Treating each digit as a categorical label makes the cross-
entropy loss insensitive to numerical proximity: for a
ground-truth digit 5, predicting 6 and 9 are penalized
equally. To inject awareness of the underlying numerical or-
derings, we introduce an auxiliary EMD loss (1-Wasserstein
distance) [15] over the digit distributions.

For the i-th digit, let D; € {0,...,9} be the ground-
truth digit and P(¥)(d) the predicted probability for digit d.
We define

9
Ly = Wi Y PO (d)|D; - d, 3)
d=0

where W; is a place-value weight (e.g., 102, 10%,10°
for hundreds/tens/ones), applied for numerical plausibility.
This encourages probability mass to concentrate near the
correct digit and penalizes larger deviations more heavily.

Total loss. For a coordinate represented by /N digits, the
final objective is

N

Lo = > (L& + A L) )
i=1

where L(C% is the cross-entropy loss for the ¢-th digit and

A balances the two terms. This combination preserves the

classification strength of cross-entropy while guiding pre-

dictions toward numerically accurate coordinates, yielding

more precise and stable bounding boxes.

Geometric QA. We automatically construct auxiliary QA
pairs from each panorama and mix them with standard
3DVG dataset during fine-tuning. Specifically, we adopt
language-based distance ordering: during training, we
randomly sample two pixels on a panorama, read their
ground-truth depths from the rendered range map, and auto-
generate a textual prompt asking which point is closer (or
farther). The model answers based on multi-modal feature,
aligning geometric reasoning with language without any ad-
ditional human annotations. We interleave these QA pairs
with 3DVG batches at a fixed ratio throughout fine-tuning.

4. Experiments

4.1. Experimental Setup

Datasets. We evaluate on two widely used 3D visual
grounding benchmarks: ScanRefer [9] and Referlt3D

(Nr3D, Sr3D) [2]. ScanRefer annotates 51,583 human-
written referring expressions across 800 ScanNet [11]
scenes. Nr3D contains 41,503 human utterances over 707
ScanNet scenes spanning 76 object classes, while Sr3D
consists of 83,572 template-based spatial descriptions, also
referring to 76 object classes.

To assess cross-dataset generalization on Unseen set-
tings, we use ARKitScenes [5] scenes paired with Scen-
eVerse [24] human-written referring expressions only (we
exclude automatically generated texts), and 3RScan [43]
scenes paired with RIORefer [35] human-written referring
expressions. ARKitScenes provides 5,047 captures over
1,661 unique indoor scenes, and SceneVerse includes ARK-
itScenes among its sources with both human and generated
texts. 3RScan comprises 1,482 scans of 478 indoor environ-
ments with instance-level annotations, and RIORefer con-
tributes 63,602 human descriptions for 1,380 3RScan scans.

Evaluation Metrics. On ScanRefer, we report Acc@0.25
overall and on the Unique/Multiple subsets. Unique de-
notes queries with no same-class distractor, while Multi-
ple denotes the presence of same-class distractors. On
Referlt3D (Nr3D, Sr3D), we report Top-1 accuracy over-
all and on four subsets: Easy/Hard (exactly one vs. two
or more same-class distractors) and View-Dependent/View-
Independent, indicating whether resolving the description
requires a specific viewpoint (e.g., “left/right”). For the Un-
seen settings, we report Top-1 accuracy given ground-truth
object instances and report Unigue/Multiple splits using the
same criterion as ScanRefer.

Implementation Details. We adopt CogVLM-17B [44]
as our 2D grounding backbone, pretrained on large-scale
image-text data. We fine-tune the model with LoRA with
an Adam optimizer, a cosine decay learning rate schedule
(initial learning rate 1 x 10~%), and a batch size of 64; other
optimizer and schedule hyperparameters follow the official
CogVLM implementation. For data augmentation, we ap-
ply random in-place camera yaw rotations, implemented as
horizontal circular shifts (wrap-around) of the panorama.
For test time augmentation, we generate four augmented
views via horizontal circular shifts and perform indepen-
dent inference on each.

4.2. 3D Visual Grounding Results

As summarized in Tab. 1, PanoGrounder achieves state-
of-the-art or top-2 results on most splits, with clear gains
on the human-annotated Nr3D and ScanRefer benchmarks.
We observe that mixed training on ScanRefer and ReferIt3D
(S+R) consistently improves performance, as in the case of
3D-VisTA [62], GPS [24], and PQ3D [63]. For a fair com-
parison, we indicate this in the table by grouping rows into
Single Dataset and Multi Dataset sections.



Table 1. Evaluation on Nr3D, Sr3D [2], and ScanRefer [9]. To ensure a fair comparison, we group methods by training regime: models
trained on a single benchmark versus those trained on mixed datasets (e.g., ScanRefer + Referlt3D). S+R denotes our model trained jointly
on ScanRefer and Referlt3D (Nr3D/Sr3D). For ScanRefer, we report Accuracy @0.25 (IoU). We report results from mesh.

Nr3D Sr3D ScanRefer
Method Easy Hard VD VID Overall Easy Hard VD VID Overall Unique Multiple Overall
BUTD-DETR [22] 60.7 484 46.0 58.0 54.6 68.6 632 530 676 67.0 84.2 46.6 52.2
ViL3DRel [10] 702 574 62.0 645 64.4 749 679 638 732 72.8 81.6 40.3 479
3D-VisTA (scr.) [62] 659 494 537 594 57.5 72.1 636 579 70.1 69.6 77.4 38.7 45.9
v MIKASA [§] 69.7 594 654 64.0 64.4 786 673 704 754 75.2 - - -
§ GPS (scr.) [24] 67.0 509 558 59.8 58.7 70.5 634 531 69.0 68.4 - - -
S MCLN [39] - - - - 59.8 - - - - 68.4 86.9 52.0 57.2
%n PQ3D (sg.) [63] 733 567 60.7 67.0 64.9 78.8 682 515 76.7 75.6 85.2 46.8 52.8
£ LIBA[47] - 572  60.3 - 64.5 70.2  61.7 75.8 88.8 54.4 59.6
“ TSP3D [17] - - - - 48.7 - - - - 57.1 87.3 51.0 56.5
VGMamba [61] - 61.4 - - 68.3 - 74.4 - - 81.3 91.9 54.8 60.0
ViewSRD [19] 753 648 68.6 70.6 69.9 783 70.6 69.0 76.2 76.0 82.1 374 454
Ours 822 672 705 763 74.6 813 742 60.5 80.0 79.1 84.3 55.3 61.0
3D-VisTA [62] 721 567 615 65.1 64.2 788 713 589 773 76.4 81.6 43.7 50.6
§ GPS [24] 72,5 57.8 569 679 64.9 80.1 716 628 782 77.5 - - -
«g PQ3D [63] 750 587 62.8 68.6 66.7 82.7 728 629 80.5 79.7 86.7 51.5 57.0
E Chat-Scene [18] - - - - - - - - - 89.6 47.8 55.5
§ LLaVA-3D [60] - - - - - - - - - - - - 50.1
= UniVLG [23] 733 570 551 699 65.2 844 752 662 824 81.7 - - 60.7
Ours (S+R) 841 684 729 775 76.1 823 745 66.6 80.6 799 85.0 56.4 62.0

4.2.1. Results on Nr3D and Sr3D [2]

Single-dataset training. On Nr3D, our model achieves
the best scores across all splits, significantly outperform-
ing prior art ViewSRD by +4.7%. On Sr3D, our method
ranks at or near the top, yielding Overall 79.1, while VG-
Mamba attains the highest result (Overall 81.3). Notably,
our model’s superior performance on Nr3D, which consists
of human-generated referring expressions, highlights its ro-
bustness and stronger capability in handling diverse, natural
language distributions compared to template-based datasets
like Sr3D.

Mixed-dataset training (S+R). Training jointly on Scan-
Refer and ReferIt3D further improves Nr3D to new bests.
On Sr3D, our model remains strongly competitive (Overall
79.9) and is close to the best-reported results (e.g., UniVLG
81.7), ranking mostly second across splits. Notably, these
strong results are achieved by training solely on the stan-
dard ScanRefer and ReferIt3D datasets, without leveraging
additional large-scale datasets or specialized data curation.

4.2.2. Results on ScanRefer [9]

Single-dataset training. Our model attains the best Over-
all (61.0) and Multiple (55.3) scores, outperforming VG-
Mamba (Overall 60.0) and LIBA (Overall 59.6), with par-
ticularly strong gains in multi-object scenes. This reflects
our strengths in complex scenarios over single-target cases
dominated by strong category cues.

Mixed-dataset training (S+R). Joint training yields fur-
ther gains on Overall (62.0, best) and Multiple (56.4, best),

improving over the single-dataset setting by +1.0 and +1.1
points, respectively.

4.2.3. Qualitative Results

Fig. 4 shows qualitative grounding results on ScanRefer [9].
PanoGrounder accurately localizes the referred objects
and produces spatially consistent 3D boxes across diverse
scenes and query types. In Fig. 4(a), PanoGrounder cor-
rectly distinguishes the target table from distractors by
leveraging the phrase “an object with red and black color
is placed above it.” Similarly, in Fig. 4(b—d), PanoGrounder
resolves challenging references in cluttered scenes by com-
bining attribute cues (e.g., “black”, “white”, “small circu-
lar”) with relational/layout cues such as “under the tv”,
“under the counter”, and “surrounded by four chairs”.
These examples demonstrate that PanoGrounder effec-
tively exploits appearance, geometry, and 3D context from
panoramic inputs to handle diverse referring expressions.
Additional qualitative examples in Fig. 11 and Fig. 12 fur-
ther illustrate the robustness of our model.

4.3. Generalization Analysis

Scene Generalization. We evaluate scene-level gener-
alization by testing on two unseen 3D datasets: ARK-
itScenes [5] paired with human-written expressions from
SceneVerse [24], and 3RScan [43] paired with RIORe-
fer [35]. As shown in Table 2, PanoGrounder shows no-
tably smaller performance degradation than existing base-
lines when transferred to unseen scenes. This indicates



(a) this table is placed on the right
side of the room. an object with red
and black color is placed above it.

(b) it is a black cabinet. the cabinet
is under the tv.

(c) the cabinet is white. it is under
the counter.

(d) a small circular table sits in the
middle of the floor. it's surrounded
by four chairs.

Figure 4. Qualitative results on ScanRefer [9]. Green boxes denote ground-truth objects, and red boxes denote predictions from
PanoGrounder. Across diverse scenes and query types, PanoGrounder produces accurate and spatially consistent grounding results.

Table 2. Cross-dataset evaluation on ScanNetV2 [11], ARKitScenes [5], and 3RScan [43]. All models are trained on ScanRefer [9] and
directly evaluated on unseen 3D scenes from ARKitScenes and 3RScan with corresponding text annotations. To ensure fair comparison
focused on 3D scene generalization, we use GT object segmentation for all methods; * additionally leverages ground-truth semantic labels.

All baseline results are re-run by us.

ScanRefer ARKitScenes 3RScan

Method

unique multiple overall unique multiple overall unique multiple overall
ViL3DRel [10] 92.0 51.8 59.6 57.2 21.1 28.3 71.8 31.3 36.8
3D-VisTA [62] 89.5 49.9 572 59.7 26.6 329 74.1 32.0 37.7
BUTD-DETR* [22] 92.5 52.6 58.5 66.3 30.6 36.1 - - -
MCLN* [39] 93.4 54.9 60.6 61.2 30.0 353 - - -
Ours 91.7 58.5 64.9 74.2 48.0 53.5 80.4 37.7 43.8

Table 3. Robustness to ScanRefer [9] text variants. Acc@0.25
on the original queries and four text modifications (see text for def-
initions). All models use GT object segmentation; * additionally
uses GT semantic labels.

Method Org. Rep. Aff. Aff.f Mask.
ViL.3DRel [10] 59.6 41.5 9.7 6.5 22.9
3D-VisTA [62] 572 529 504 283 28.5
BUTD-DETR* [22] 58.5 534 55.1 355 27.3
MCLN* [39] 60.6 54.6 557 357 31.5
PQ3D [63] 660 633 586 358 333
Ours 649 615 613 517 41.8
A (Ours — PQ3D) 1.1 1.8 +2.7 +159 485

that our approach generalizes effectively to novel environ-
ments and diverse 3D layouts beyond the training distri-
bution. BUTD-DETR [22] and MCLN [39] could not be
evaluated on 3RScan+RIORefer because their public imple-
mentations are restricted to the ScanNetV?2 object set.

Text Generalization. We assess the linguistic robustness
of 3D visual grounding models on ScanRefer [9] by gen-
erating four variants of each query with LLaMA 3.3 [13]:
Rep. (rephrase), Aff. (affordance/functional description
added), Aff." (Aff. without target nouns), and Mask. (tar-

get noun replaced with “object”). To fairly evaluate lan-
guage understanding independently of proposal quality, we
fix proposals to ground-truth object segmentations and re-
run all baselines under the same setting.

As shown in Table 3, PanoGrounder performs on par
with PQ3D on Org. and Rep., and surpasses it on Aff.
(+2.7). The gains become particularly pronounced once ex-
plicit class cues are removed, with improvements of +15.9
on Aff." and +8.5 on Mask.. In these two variants, where
the target object name is absent, the model must reason over
spatial and contextual cues rather than simple lexical match-
ing. PanoGrounder remains accurate under such implicit
or underspecified language, demonstrating strong reasoning
and robust performance across diverse textual perturbations.

4.4. Panorama vs. Pinhole Cameras

Panoramic views offer two primary advantages over pin-
hole cameras: (i) they eliminate the need for viewing di-
rection prediction, thereby simplifying the pipeline; and (ii)
they capture the maximum number of text-referenced ob-
jects within a single view, strengthening context and rela-
tion modeling.

We compare our panoramic representation against sev-
eral pinhole-based view selection strategies, all using a 120°
horizontal FoV and a fixed camera center as in Sec. 3.1.
(1) Fixed rotation (4 / 16 views): cameras are rotated at



Table 4. Comparison of panoramic and pinhole view settings. We report accuracy by view configuration (rows) and by the number
of objects referenced in the text (columns). Our panoramic representation substantially outperforms all pinhole baselines without oracle
knowledge, and the performance gap widens as the query mentions more surrounding objects. The oracle GT target setting provides an

upper bound for pinhole-based approaches.

# of objects mentioned in the text

View setting Overall

0(0.6%) 123.7%) 2(46.6%) 3((21.9%) 4+ (7.2%)
pinhole @ 4 views 41.3 41.1 38.7 42.1 42.0 422
pinhole @ 16 views 51.0 50.0 47.3 524 51.0 54.5
pinhole @ Semantic [29] 43.6 375 42.3 443 43.6 44.0
Ours 61.0 49.9 54.7 61.3 64.3 71.0
pinhole @ GT target 67.5 58.9 65.5 69.3 66.5 66.0

Table 5. Ablation on input modalities and training objectives.
We evaluate the contribution of each input modality (RGB, se-
mantic, geometric) and auxiliary training signals (EMD loss and
geometric QA). The full model achieves the best performance.

Input Train
Acc@0.25
RGB Sem. Geo. EMD Geo QA
(A) v X X X X 57.5
B) v X X v X 58.4
© v 4 X v X 60.4
D) v v v v X 60.2
(E) v v X v v 60.7
Ours v v v v v 61.0

fixed horizontal angular intervals to uniformly cover 360°.
(2) Semantic-based view selection (4 views): following
SeeGround [29], instance masks and predicted labels of
Mask3D [42] are used to find text-mentioned objects, up to
four of which are chosen by projected size on the panorama,
and the camera is oriented toward each; if fewer than four
objects are mentioned, the remaining directions are sampled
randomly. (3) GT target (1 view, oracle): a pinhole camera
that always points directly at the ground-truth target.

As shown in Tab. 4, panoramic views substantially out-
perform all non-oracle pinhole baselines (41.3-51.0 vs.
61.0 overall), indicating that our panoramic representation
captures scene context more effectively. The gap further
widens as the number of referenced objects increases: in
the “4+ objects” category, our approach (71.0) even sur-
passes the pinhole oracle (66.0). This suggests that pin-
hole views are fundamentally limited by their narrow field
of view, which observes only a subset of objects at once,
whereas panoramic views preserve the global spatial rela-
tions of the scene.

4.5. Ablation Study

Tab. 5 analyzes how input modalities and auxiliary objec-
tives contribute to performance. Comparing (A) and (B),

adding the EMD loss yields a clear gain (57.5 — 58.4),
showing that it provides a useful distance-aware regulariza-
tion signal. Incorporating semantic features in (C) further
boosts accuracy to 60.4, indicating that multi-view fused
semantic context is highly beneficial even without geomet-
ric input; this trend is also consistent with the qualitative
analysis in Fig. 13. The last three rows compare the ef-
fect of geometric input and geometric QA: using geometric
features without QA (row (D), 60.2) and using geometric
QA without geometric input (row (E), 60.7) both fall short
of the full model. Our final configuration (Ours), which
combines RGB, semantic, and geometric features with both
EMD and geometric QA, achieves the best accuracy (61.0),
suggesting that geometric input and geometric QA act syn-
ergistically rather than as interchangeable components.

5. Conclusion

PanoGrounder demonstrates that panoramic (equirectangu-
lar) renderings are an effective intermediate representation
for 3D visual grounding. They preserve long-range spatial
relations within a single view while enabling direct use of
powerful 2D VLMs. Extensive experiments show state-of-
the-art results on ScanRefer and Nr3D, and strong robust-
ness to unseen scenes and text rephrasings, indicating that
panorama-driven VLM grounding is a practical path toward
generalizable, open-vocabulary 3D visual grounding tasks.

Limitations and Future Work Two promising directions
appear feasible: (i) the framework could be extended to
robustly handle queries with no target object and multiple
targets by leveraging the reasoning capabilities of modern
VLMs, and (ii) the panorama-driven interface may naturally
generalize beyond grounding to multi-task settings, such as
3D captioning and 3D VQA, enabling a single model to sup-
port broader scene-level understanding and interaction.
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PanoGrounder: Bridging 2D and 3D with Panoramic Scene Representations
for VLM-based 3D Visual Grounding

Supplementary Material

A. Implementation Details

A.l. Camera Placement and Rendering Stage

In this section, we further elaborate on how we se-
lect panoramic viewpoints across scenes and render color,
range, and feature maps from each viewpoint.

Floor estimation and candidate grid. We estimate the
floor plane using RANSAC [14]. Specifically, we down-
sample the point cloud (mesh vertices or 3DGS centers) to
a 5 cm resolution, retain the bottom 50% of points based
on height as floor candidates, and run 10,000 RANSAC it-
erations. At each iteration, we sample three points to fit a
plane, enforce a nearly vertical normal (|n.| > 0.9), and
count inliers within a threshold of 10~ m, ultimately se-
lecting the plane with the highest inlier count.

Subsequently, we compute a 2D convex hull over all
scene points to obtain a tight floor footprint and create a
2D grid over this hull with a spacing of h=0.1m. The z-
coordinates of the grid centers are set to the average height
of the raw camera poses.

A.2. Multi-Modal Panorama

We provide specific implementation details for construct-
ing the multi-modal panoramic representations described in
Sec. 3.2.

Rendering Configuration and Dimensions. All
panoramic inputs are generated using Equirectangular
Projection (ERP) with a 360° horizontal and 180° vertical
field of view. We differentiate the rendering resolution
based on the modality:

* RGB and Depth: Rendered at (H,W) = (490,490).
These are subsequently processed with a patch size of
14 x 14, resulting in a flattened token sequence of length
Ny = 1225 (corresponding to a 35 x 35 grid).

¢ Semantic Features: Rendered directly at the target res-
olution of 35 x 35 to align with the token grid without
further patching.

Regarding the underlying 3D representations, we utilize Py-

Torch3D for mesh-based scenes and ODGS [27] for 3D

Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) scenes.

Feature Extraction Details. The geometric and semantic

feature maps are constructed as follows:

* Geometric Features (fy.,): The rendered depth map
D, € R*90x490 g first clipped and min-max normalized
to [0,1]. This normalized map is fed into a lightweight

ViT encoder (trainable DINOv?2 [37]) with a patch size of
14, outputting fyeo € RV *dseo (dye, = 384).

* Semantic Features (f,..,): We first extract raw feature
maps from a frozen ViT encoder applied to the original
RGB views. These raw features are bilinearly interpo-
lated to the resolution of the original RGB images. The
upsampled features are then lifted to 3D: for mesh scenes,
we project per-pixel features onto vertices using camera
parameters; for 3DGS scenes, we adopt [54] to lift fea-
tures onto Gaussians. Finally, the aggregated 3D semantic
field is rendered directly at the 35 x 35 resolution, yielding
foem € RNfdeem (dsem = 384).

A.3. Prompt Design

To clearly define the role of the VLM and enforce a con-
sistent output format, we encapsulate the original referring
expressions from the dataset within a concise instruction-
style prompt. Fig. 5(a) illustrates the specific prompt tem-
plate employed in the ScanRefer experiments. Further-
more, to evaluate text generalization (Sec. 4.3), we lever-
age LLaMA 3.3 [13] to generate linguistic variants of the
original queries, specifically focusing on rephrasing and
affordance-based descriptions. We designed three distinct
instruction prompts for these text modifications, as depicted

in Fig. 5(b)—(d).

* Masking. @ We substitute instances of the ground-
truth class label in the text with a generic placeholder
“object”, while preserving the remainder of the sen-
tence structure.

* Rephrasing. Utilizing the instruction prompt in Fig. 5(b),
LLaMA 3.3 paraphrases the sentence to alter its syntax
and vocabulary, ensuring that the semantic context and
constraints associated with the target object remain intact.

» Affordance. Guided by the prompt in Fig. 5(c),
LLaMA 3.3 generates a first-person description empha-
sizing the intended interaction with the target object (i.e.,
affordance), while maintaining all original constraints.

» Affordance (no name). Using the prompt in Fig. 5(d),
the model follows a similar affordance-focused instruc-
tion but is explicitly restricted from naming the target
object’s class label or its near-synonyms. Consequently,
the query relies exclusively on functional descriptions and
contextual cues.

A.4. VLM Hyperparameters

In this section, we detail the hyperparameters used for train-
ing and inference of the VLM. We fine-tune the backbone



(a) Prompt used for querying PanoGrounder

Please locate the object described as:

<description>.

If there are multiple, pick the most prominent.

Provide the bounding box coordinates as [x1,vyl,x2,y2].

(b) Prompt for generating rephrased queries

You are a precise paraphraser.

Output only the coordinates.

Rewrite the given sentence so that the meaning is exactly the same, but the wording

and phrasing are different.

Do NOT add or remove any information.
relations unchanged.

<description>.

(c) Prompt for generating affordance-based queries

You are an affordance-based rewriter.
Goal:
Use first-person language ("I want to

Keep entities, counts, colors, and spatial

Describe what the speaker wants to DO with the implied target object.
"I need to ...",

"I’d like to ...").

Keep ALL constraints (attributes like color/size, counts, spatial relations such as
left/right/behind/between/next to/in front of/inside, and references to nearby items)

EXACTLY the same; you may reorder or use synonyms.

Do NOT add or remove information.

IMPORTANT: Pick an action that is TYPICAL for the correct answer word (object

affordance) .
that object type.
<description>.

AVOID generic verbs unless they are the prototypical affordance for

(d) Prompt for generating affordance-based queries (no name)

You are an affordance-based rewriter.
Goal:

Describe what the speaker wants to DO with the implied target object, WITHOUT

ever naming that object or any of its synonyms.

Use first-person language ("I want to

"I need to ...",

"I’d like to ...").

Keep ALL constraints (attributes like color/size, counts, spatial relations such as
left/right/behind/between/next to/in front of/inside, and references to nearby items)

EXACTLY the same; you may reorder Or use synonyms.

Do NOT add or remove information.

IMPORTANT: Pick an action that is TYPICAL for the correct answer word (object

affordance) .
that object type.
<description>.

AVOID generic verbs unless they are the prototypical affordance for
NEVER name the target object or any near-synonyms.

Figure 5. Prompt templates for VLM inference and text augmentation. (a) Instruction-style prompt for querying PanoGrounder with
a panoramic image and a referring expression <description>. (b) LLaMA 3.3 prompt for rephrasing queries while preserving the
original semantic meaning. (¢) LLaMA 3.3 prompt for generating affordance-focused descriptions that explicitly include the object class
name. (d) LLaMA 3.3 prompt for generating affordance-focused descriptions that exclude the object class name, so that target is specified

only through its affordances and context.

using Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA) with a rank of r = 64
and a = 64. The model is trained for 5 epochs on the
ScanRefer dataset with a batch size of 64, utilizing the
Adam optimizer with a learning rate of 1 x 10~%. Given
that multiple cameras are deployed in a single scene, the
training set size for each query text expands according to

the number of camera viewpoints. Consequently, a single
epoch entails approximately 2.4 X more iterations compared
to the standard ScanRefer or Referlt3D benchmarks. Dur-
ing training, if the ground-truth object is not visible in a
specific panoramic image, that sample is excluded from the
batch. For the supervision signal, the Earth Mover’s Dis-
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Figure 6. Training dynamics of our model. (a) Training losses (CE and EMD) consistently decrease and stabilize, showing smooth
optimization behavior. (b) Validation Acc and GloU are optimized during training and eventually converge as the number of steps increases.

tance (EMD) loss is calculated based on coordinates nor-
malized by the maximum output image coordinate (999),
and its weight is set to A = 10.0.

Furthermore, we incorporate auxiliary Geometric QA
samples into the training pipeline, which constitute 1/3 of
the total data. While the main text describes range-based
comparisons, we essentially augment these tasks to include
spatial ranking queries along the z, y, and z axes. Crucially,
these auxiliary samples require no human annotation and
are generated on-the-fly during the data loading process.

B. Two-Stage Variant

Two-stage methods follow a proposal-and-selection strat-
egy. In the Referlt3D [2] benchmark, the task inher-
ently provides candidate ground-truth (GT) point cloud seg-
ments. Similarly, for the modified ScanRefer evaluation
(Sec. 4.3), to ensure a fair comparison against existing base-
lines [8, 62, 63] that rely on varying segmentors, we utilize
GT masks for all methods.

The inference pipeline operates as follows: The 2D
VLM first processes the equirectangular panorama to pre-
dict a 2D bounding box. We then match this prediction to
a specific 3D instance by computing the IoU with the pro-
jected GT instance masks, assigning the prediction to the
instance with the highest IoU.

Finally, we aggregate these frame-level predictions into
a single decision. For ScanRefer, we utilize standard major-
ity voting. For ReferIt3D, leveraging the known candidate
geometries, we employ a weighted voting scheme based
on the visible proportion of each candidate in the frame,
thereby favoring viewpoints where the target is more clearly
observable.

Table 6. Ablation on camera placement strategy. The Random
baseline is constrained to use the same number of cameras as our
method for each scene.

RC DS DT Avg. Cameras/Scene Acc@0.25

Random X X X 2.4 51.9
(a) v X X 2.5 55.7
(b) v v X 2.4 59.2

Ours v v v 24 61.0

C. Training Convergence

Fig. 6(a) illustrates the training Cross-Entropy (CE) loss
and Earth Mover’s Distance (EMD) loss. Both losses de-
crease steadily without noticeable instability or divergence,
confirming that the combined objective provides stable gra-
dients and that the optimization process converges reliably.
Fig. 6(b) shows the evolution of validation accuracy and val-
idation GIoU over training steps. Both metrics improve at
the beginning of training and then gradually saturate, indi-
cating that the model learns effective localization behavior
and subsequently converges. In practice, our model con-
verges after roughly 5 epochs (approximately 10,000 opti-
mization steps).

D. Additional Ablation Studies

In this section, we provide additional ablation studies to fur-
ther evaluate the effectiveness of various components of our
method. Unless otherwise noted, all ablation studies are
conducted on ScanRefer [9] and report Acc@0.25.
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Figure 7. Effect of the number of cameras per scene on over-
all accuracy. The orange curve shows random placement, whose
performance monotonically increases as more cameras are placed
in the scene. Blue markers denote our Structure-aware Camera
Placement: the left marker corresponds to the best single-camera
configuration, and the right marker corresponds to our full model
with an average of only 2.4 cameras per scene, which achieves
overall accuracy roughly equivalent to using about 7 randomly
placed cameras.

(a) RC only (b) RC+DS

(c) RC+DS+DT

Figure 8. Effect of camera placement factors. Top-down views
of a scene where white cells show the floor layout, gray cells de-
note obstacles, and the blue curve depicts the raw RGB camera
trajectory. Yellow numbered markers indicate selected panoramic
cameras, and the colored dots around each camera visualize the
ray coverage contributed by that camera. Comparing the green
circles in (a) and (b), adding distance-to-surface (RC+DS) moves
cameras away from obstacles into more open regions. Comparing
the blue circles in (b) and (c), further adding distance-to-trajectory
(RC+DS+DT) keeps cameras near the original capture path while
still achieving good coverage.

D.1. Structure-aware Camera Placement

Tab. 6 and Fig. 8 present an ablation study of the scoring
factors employed in our structure-aware camera placement
module. While using only ray coverage (RC) improves
upon random selection, cameras may still be positioned too
close to obstacles. In Fig. 8(a), the green circle marks a
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Figure 9. Effect of test-time in-place rotations. We evaluate how
many in-place rotations per camera are used for test-time augmen-
tation. Performance increases rapidly from 1 to 4 rotations, and
gradually saturates beyond 8, indicating that four rotations provide
the best balance between performance and computational cost.

viewpoint located directly on top of the sofa in the top-
left region. By incorporating the distance-to-surface fac-
tor (RC+DS), as shown in (b), the corresponding viewpoint
(green circle) is shifted away from the sofa and slightly out-
ward. This adjustment prevents distortion near the bottom
of the panorama and yields a significant accuracy gain (55.7
— 59.2). However, RC+DS may still place cameras in geo-
metrically incomplete areas; the blue circle in (b) highlights
a viewpoint inside the bathroom—a region the ground-truth
trajectory never enters—resulting in incomplete reconstruc-
tion. Our full strategy (RC+DS+DT) additionally incorpo-
rates the distance-to-trajectory factor to discourage place-
ment in such out-of-trajectory regions. Consequently, the
blue circle in (c) shows this viewpoint shifted back toward
the main path near the kitchen, effectively filling the re-
maining uncovered space. This configuration achieves op-
timal scene coverage and rendering quality, reaching the
highest grounding accuracy with a comparable number of
cameras per scene.

Fig. 7 illustrates the effect of the number of cameras per
scene. With random placement, overall accuracy increases
monotonically as more cameras are added, though the incre-
mental gain diminishes as the scene becomes saturated with
views. Our Structure-aware Camera Placement provides
two key reference points (blue markers): (i) the best single-
view, which selects the single camera with the highest score
and significantly outperforms the random single-view base-
line; and (ii) the full-selection, averaging 2.4 cameras per
scene, which achieves an overall accuracy comparable to
that of approximately seven randomly placed cameras. This



Table 7. Impact of scene representation: triangle mesh vs 3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) [25]. We instantiate our framework with
either a mesh-based renderer or a 3DGS representation, and compare performance on Nr3D [2] and ScanRefer [9]. All other components
are kept identical. For Nr3D, we report accuracy on the Easy/Hard and View-Dependent/Independent (VD/VID) splits as well as Overall;
for ScanRefer, we report Accuracy @0.25 (IoU) on the Unique, Multiple, and Overall splits.

Method Nr3D Sr3D ScanRefer
etho

Easy Hard VD VID Overall Easy Hard VD VID Overall Unique Multiple Overall
LIFT-GS [6] - - - - - - - - - - - - 49.7
Ours 3DGS) 81.8 61.0 673 729 71.2 715 68.0 593 754 74.7 82.5 53.7 59.3
Ours (Mesh) 822 67.2 705 763 74.6 813 742 605 80.0 79.1 84.3 55.3 61.0

demonstrates that our strategy substantially improves both
overall accuracy and computational efficiency.

D.2. Adapter Initialization

We investigate the impact of using a zero-initialized convo-
lution layer within the Multi-modal Feature Adapter. This
ablation study was conducted using only the multi-view se-
mantic feature encoder, excluding the geometry encoder
and Geometric QA. We observe that replacing the zero-
initialization of the 1 x 1 convolution layer with Gaussian
initialization degrades performance to 59.5%, falling short
of the baseline adapter configuration which achieves 60.4%.
The baseline configuration, combining a 2-layer MLP with
a zero-initialized 1 x 1 convolution, highlights the impor-
tance of this initialization strategy. Zero initialization helps
preserve the pretrained VLM behavior while enabling the
adapter to effectively learn task-specific context.

D.3. Test Time Augmentation

As introduced in Sec. 4.1, our inference pipeline employs
test-time augmentation by rendering multiple panoramas
from each camera location with fixed yaw intervals. In this
section, we analyze the efficacy of this strategy and justify
our design choice of performing four 90° rotations.

Fig. 9 illustrates the impact of increasing the number of
yaw rotations on accuracy. Performance improves signifi-
cantly with fewer rotations and continues to rise until ap-
proximately 4—8 rotations, beyond which the gains saturate.
This trend indicates that four in-place rotations offer the
optimal trade-off between accuracy improvement and com-
putational cost.

This approach can be interpreted through the lens of
self-consistency [45], where agreement across multiple per-
turbed inputs serves as a proxy for confidence. By feeding
the VLM with multiple panoramas rendered from different
yaw angles at the same location, we assess the reliability
of the predictions based on the consistency of the model’s
outputs.

D.4. Scene representation

For all experiments, we assume that each scene is avail-
able as a renderable 3D representation capable of storing
and querying per-point or per-surface features. We imple-
ment this representation using either a triangle mesh or a
3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) model [25], training each
variant on panoramas rendered from its respective represen-
tation. As shown in Tab. 7, the mesh-based representation
outperforms the 3DGS model across all benchmarks. How-
ever, our 3DGS-based model still surpasses LIFT-GS [6],
the only existing 3D visual grounding model built upon
3DGS.

As shown in Fig. 10, we observe distinct characteris-
tics between the mesh and 3DGS representations within our
framework. While the mesh provides more stable render-
ing, 3DGS excels in visual fidelity, surface completeness
(i.e., hole-filling), and reconstruction of distant regions. For
instance, in scenes such as scene0000_00, 3DGS demon-
strates superior surface continuity (e.g., on the floor) and
sharper object boundaries (e.g., pictures on the wall). Sim-
ilarly, in scene0300_00, 3DGS successfully reconstructs
distant areas that the mesh model fails to capture. Con-
versely, in scenes with incomplete reconstructions (e.g.,
scene0008_00 and scene0623_.00), 3DGS models are
prone to artifacts, which degrades rendering quality.

Although 3DGS enables photorealistic view synthesis,
we hypothesize that this advantage is attenuated in our
setting. Since the VLM utilizes resized panoramas at a
490 x 490 resolution, the benefits of high-frequency fidelity
are marginalized. In contrast, reconstruction artifacts and
blurry regions inherent to 3DGS can corrupt the seman-
tic and geometric feature maps processed by the 2D VLM,
thereby impairing 3D reasoning. Nevertheless, supporting
3DGS rendering remains practically significant, as it allows
our framework to operate directly on 3DGS reconstructions,
obviating the need for mesh conversion or manual cleaning.

E. Qualitative Results

Qualitative comparisons are conducted on the ScanRe-
fer dataset [9]. Fig. 11 shows representative success
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Figure 10. Mesh vs 3DGS panoramic renderings across different scenes.

cases where PanoGrounder closely matches the ground-
truth bounding boxes. Across a variety of room types
(kitchens, bathrooms, offices, and bedrooms), the predicted
boxes (red) align well with the ground-truth boxes (green),
even when the target object is small (e.g., Fig. 11(f), (h)).
Many of the queries require understanding relational cues
such as “A next to B” or “A above B”. These examples illus-
trate that PanoGrounder can reliably parse such contextual
descriptions and ground them to the correct instance in 3D.

Fig. 12 compares PanoGrounder with 3D-VisTA [62]
under identical input conditions, where both methods re-
ceive the same ground-truth instance masks. 3D-VisTA (red
boxes) often locks onto a plausible but incorrect instance or
drifts to a nearby distractor. In contrast, thanks to the pre-
trained knowledge of the underlying VLM, PanoGrounder
is robust on rare objects, such as those in Fig. 12(c), (j).
These qualitative results echo our quantitative findings,
showing that combining panoramic context with pretrained



(a) itis a black sofa. itis (b) the door is tan with a metal (c) there is a white squared

located to the wall behind the grating. the door is in the left shaped sink right next to the

fan. corner. door. below the sink there is
small white trash can.

(d) there is a door in the wall. it (e) the small bathroom cabinet. (f) this is a blue water bottle. it
is to the left of a chair. the cabinet is next to the towel. is to the right of the refrigerator.

(g) this is a wood frame twin (h) this is a white pillow on a (i) the pillow is on top of the
bed. the bed is in the corner of bean bag. it is square shaped. northern side of the bed. the
the room,by the window. pillow is a gray rectangle.

(i) the chair is right of the half (k) this is a green color paper (1) the brown chair is in the
circle table. the chair is brown cutter. it is kept above the corner of the room against the
and has four legs. cabinets. wall next to the water fountain.

it can be seen on the left when
entering the room from the
entryway.

Figure 11. Qualitative comparison with ground-truth bounding boxes. In these examples, PanoGrounder (red boxes) produces the
correct localization, similar to ground-truth boxes (green boxes).



(a) it is a stainless steel
refrigerator. the refrigerator sits
to the left of the windows
above the counter .

(b) it is next to the tall floor
lamp. it is a snack machine
and it is full of tasty snacks. it is
over by the door. the floor lamp
next to it is in the corner of the
room. the machine is tall and
brown. it has a glass front.

(c) this is a wet floor sign. it is
leaning against the wall close
to the sink.

57

(d) there is a white toilet seat
cover dispenser box within the
bathroom stall. the box is on
the wall, behind the toilet and
directly above it.

(e) this is a gray cabinet. it is to
the right of a clothes dryer.

(f) the couch is between the
small table and the pile of

pillows. the couch is circular
with an indent in the middle.

(g) this is a hotel room bed. itis
the bed closest to the entrance
door.

(h) there is a black mini-fridge
to the left of the bed. the mini
fridge is to the left of the trash
cans.

(i) a wooden cabinet. it has a
mirror attached.

- G{'
B, o

(j) the divider is on a table with
a blue backpack on it. the

divider is white and rectangular.

(k) the door is to the right of the
blue and grey bin. itis in
between two grey bins and to
the right of the last door on the
left.

(1) this is a steel surface. itis
touching a bin in front of it.

Figure 12. Qualitative comparison with 3D-VisTA. Both methods are provided with the same ground-truth instance masks for fair
input conditions. In these examples, PanoGrounder (blue boxes) produces the correct localization, while 3D-VisTA (red boxes) yields an

incorrect bounding box.



(a) this is a kitchen cabinet. it sets
along the wall, waiting to have stuff
stored in it.

(b) this is a square printer. itis in
front of the window.

(c) this is a black backpack. to the
left of it is a recliner chair.

(d) there is a rectangular black trash
can. it is next to a door.

Figure 13. Raw 2D predictions from PanoGrounder with and without semantic features. Green boxes show ground truth, blue boxes
show predictions with semantic features, and red boxes show predictions without features.

VLM leads to more robust and precise 3D visual grounding.

E.1. Effect of Features

In Fig. 13, we compare raw 2D predictions from
PanoGrounder when it is run on the RGB alone (red) ver-
sus when we augment it with our semantic features (blue).
In all four examples, the blue boxes align closely with the
ground-truth boxes (green), while the red boxes often drift
to a nearby but incorrect region. This shows that the seman-
tic features provide strong additional cues beyond the RGB
appearance of the equirectangular image.

In Fig. 13(a), the kitchen cabinet is seen from an oblique
angle and is partially occluded, making it difficult to distin-
guish from nearby structures using appearance alone; with
semantic features, PanoGrounder localizes the correct cabi-
net region. In Fig. 13(b), the scene is extremely dark and the
printer is barely visible, so the RGB-only prediction snaps
to a nearby larger object that is easier to see, whereas the
semantic features guide the model toward the true printer
location. Finally, in Fig. 13(d), the referred trash can is
small and far from the camera; the baseline is attracted
to a nearby large distractor, while the semantic features
guide the prediction to the correct instance next to the door.
Overall, these cases illustrate that semantic features make
PanoGrounder substantially more robust to occlusion, illu-
mination changes, textural clutter, and tiny targets.

F. Runtime Analysis

On the ScanRefer [9] validation split, we measure the wall-
clock time required to answer a single text query at infer-
ence. For each scene, we select on average 2.4 cameras,
and for each camera we render four yaw-rotated panoramas,
leading to 2.4 x 4 = 9.6 PanoGrounder forward passes per
query. In our hardware setup, up to 16 panoramas can be
processed in a single batched PanoGrounder inference on a
single NVIDIA A100 GPU, which amortizes the per-query
computation cost.

Since camera placement and panoramic rendering are
performed as an offline preprocessing step, we only time the
online components: PanoGrounder inference and visibility-
aware 3D aggregation. Averaged over the entire validation

set, PanoGrounder inference takes 3.09s per query and the
subsequent 3D aggregation adds 0.21s, resulting in a total
online runtime of 3.30s per text query.
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