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Figure 1. Comparative overview of the RGBT-Ground benchmark and its evaluation of representative grounding method. (a) Compara-
tive characteristics of RGBT-Ground against classical visual grounding benchmarks. (b) Data distribution of lighting, occlusion, object,
weather, and scene types. (c¢) Method evaluation of the representative grounding method and our RGBT-VGNet baseline on RGBT-Ground.

Abstract

Visual Grounding (VG) aims to localize specific objects
in an image according to natural language expressions,
serving as a fundamental task in vision—language under-
standing. However, existing VG benchmarks are mostly
derived from datasets collected under clean environments,
such as COCO, where scene diversity is limited. Conse-
quently, they fail to reflect the complexity of real-world con-
ditions, such as changes in illumination, weather, etc., that
are critical to evaluating model robustness and generaliza-
tion in safety-critical applications. To address these lim-
itations, we present RGBT-Ground, the first large-scale vi-
sual grounding benchmark built for complex real-world sce-
narios. It consists of spatially aligned RGB and Thermal
infrared (TIR) image pairs with high-quality referring ex-
pressions, corresponding object bounding boxes, and fine-
grained annotations at the scene, environment, and object
levels. This benchmark enables comprehensive evaluation
and facilitates the study of robust grounding under diverse
and challenging conditions. Furthermore, we establish a
unified visual grounding framework that supports both uni-
modal (RGB or TIR) and multi-modal (RGB-TIR) visual in-
puts. Based on it, we propose RGBT-VGNet, a simple yet ef-
fective baseline for fusing complementary visual modalities

to achieve robust grounding. We conduct extensive adap-
tations to the existing methods on RGBT-Ground. Experi-
mental results show that our proposed RGBT-VGNet signif-
icantly outperforms these adapted methods, particularly in
nighttime and long-distance scenarios. All resources will
be publicly released to promote future research on robust
visual grounding in complex real-world environments.

1. Introduction

Visual Grounding (VG) aims to localize objects in an im-
age based on natural language descriptions, enabling the
integration of vision and language information. By effec-
tively combining the semantic richness of language with
visual context, VG holds significant potential for advanc-
ing intelligent human-agent interactions across a wide range
of applications, such as autonomous driving [46], em-
bodied robotics [11], and UAV remote sensing [45]. In
recent years, VG benchmarks (e.g., RefCOCO/+/g [26,
43], Referlt [17], Flicker30K [27], Ref-ZOM [16], MC-
Bench [38], Crops-ref [3], D3 [37], gRefCOCO [21],
etc.) and powerful vision-language pre-trained models (e.g.,
CLIP [28], BEIT3 [32], LLaVA [23], etc.) have greatly ad-
vanced the field, improving the accuracy of VG methods.
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Despite remarkable progress in visual grounding, exist-
ing VG benchmarks still suffer from several critical limita-
tions that hinder their applicability in real-world scenarios:
O Limited Scene Complexity. Most benchmarks are built
from datasets collected in clean environments, typically fea-
turing centered and salient objects. Such settings fail to re-
flect the cluttered and dynamic nature of real-world scenes.
® Lack of Environmental Diversity. Current datasets
rarely include challenging conditions such as varying illu-
mination, adverse weather, or nighttime scenes, leading to
poor generalization in all-day and all-weather applications.
© Insufficient Object Diversity. Small, distant, and oc-
cluded objects are underrepresented, making it difficult to
evaluate model robustness in safety-critical domains such
as autonomous driving and embodied perception.

To bridge the gap between existing benchmarks
and real-world challenges, we propose a multi-modal
RGB-Thermal Visual Grounding benchmark named
RGBT-Ground. To our knowledge, it is the first large-
scale benchmark designed for complex real-world visual
grounding with multi-visual modality. As shown in Figure
| (a) and (b), RGBT-Ground contains approximately 40K
spatially aligned RGB and thermal infrared (TIR) images
with fine-grained annotations at three levels: scene-level
(13 scene types), environment-level (4 illumination condi-
tions and 4 weather conditions), and object-level (object
size and occlusion). Compared with previous benchmarks,
it includes a substantially higher proportion of small objects
(57.7%) and low-light samples (23.1%), along with more
diverse referring expressions (14.24 words per query on av-
erage), making it a more comprehensive and challenging
resource for multi-modal visual input grounding research.

Existing visual grounding methods are primarily de-
signed for uni-modal visual input and cannot be directly ap-
plied to multi-modal visual input settings. So we develop
a unified visual grounding framework, named RGBT-VG,
that adapts several representative uni-modal VG methods
to support multi-modal visual inputs. Based on the frame-
work, we further propose RGBT-VGNet, a baseline built
upon a pretrained vision—language model, enabling accu-
rate object localization by leveraging complementary infor-
mation across RGB and TIR visual modalities. As shown in
Figure | (c), RGBT-VGNet achieves state-of-the-art perfor-
mance while maintaining a reasonable number of trainable
parameters. Specifically, it incorporates two key compo-
nents: (1) Asymmetric Modality Adaptation, which mit-
igates modality-specific visual feature discrepancies, and
(2) Language-Aware Visual Synergy, which enhances cross-
modal interactions guided by referring expressions. These
designs enable robust grounding under diverse and chal-
lenging conditions, providing a solid reference for future
multi-modal visual input grounding research.

To comprehensively evaluate the robustness of exist-

ing methods and the effectiveness of our proposed bench-
mark and framework, we conduct large-scale experiments
on RGBT-Ground, comprising over 60 experimental config-
urations. Specifically, our evaluation covers two experimen-
tal settings, three modality combinations, and seven base-
line methods along with their variants or extensions, tested
across three sub-datasets of the RGBT-Ground Benchmark,
RefFLIR, RefM3FD, and RefMFAD. The results reveal
that current VG models exhibit limited generalization un-
der complex real-world conditions. When restricted to uni-
modal input, performance significantly degrades in night-
time, low-light, and small-object scenarios, whereas multi-
modal visual input models exhibit significant robustness.

To highlight the significance of our research, we summa-
rize the main contributions as follows:

* Benchmark. We present RGBT-Ground, the first large-
scale multi-modal RGBT visual grounding benchmark
designed for complex real-world scenarios.

* Framework and Baseline. We develop RGBT-VG, a
unified framework for RGBT visual grounding, which ex-
tends existing representative VG models to support multi-
modal visual inputs. We further propose a strong baseline
method, RGBT-VGNet, to facilitate future research.

* Evaluation. We establish an evaluation protocol for
RGBT visual grounding and conduct large-scale experi-
ments on RGBT-Ground across over 60 configurations.

* Resources. We will release all RGBT-Ground benchmark
data, framework codes, model implementations, and eval-
uation toolkits to promote repeatability and drive further
development of multi-modal visual input grounding.

2. Related Works

2.1. Visual Grounding in the RGB Domain

With the rise of deep learning [13], the visual grounding
field has rapidly advanced [2, 10, 18, 31, 40], driven by
increasingly powerful visual and language representation
models [7, 9, 30]. Early approaches, such as ReSC [39],
adopted CNN-based region-ranking pipelines.  Later,
transformer-based architectures, including TransVG [6],
QRNet [42], and D-MDETR [29] enabled end-to-end
grounding with stronger global and contextual reasoning.
The development of vision—language pre-training further
boosted performance, as demonstrated by methods like
CLIP-VG [33] and HiVG [35], which leverage large-scale
image—text alignment to enhance cross-modal representa-
tions. Existing VG methods are mainly designed and evalu-
ated on RGB-only datasets, causing them to be sensitive to
illumination changes and adverse weather, limiting robust-
ness in challenging real-world conditions.



Table 1. Comparison of RGBT-Ground with existing benchmarks. This table highlights key characteristics such as modality and the

proportion of weak-light scenes and small objects.

Benchmark | Modality | Typicalres. | #Instance | #Weak-light | #Small Object | Query Length | Data Source
Flickr30K [27] RGB 500x375 276,000 2,588 (0.9%) 0 (0.0%) 1.59 Flickr [17], TAPR-TC [12]
Referlt [17] RGB 480x360 96,654 2,588 (2.77%) 0 (0.0%) 3.45 IAPR-TC [12]
RefCOCO [43] RGB 640%480 50,000 3,068 (6.1%) 0 (0.0%) 3.49 MSCOCO [20]
RefCOCO+ [43] RGB 640x480 49,856 1,415 (2.8%) 5,998 (12.0%) 3.58 MSCOCO [20]
RefCOCOg [26] RGB 640x480 49,822 5,342 (10.7%) 22,609 (45.4%) 8.47 MSCOCO [20]
RGBT-Ground (ours) | RGB+TIR 640x512 38,760 8971 (23.1%) | 22.831(57.7%) 14.24 FLIR [48], M3ED [24],MFAD [15]

Table 2. Dataset composition for RGBT-Ground Benchmark, de-
tailing the number of instances from each source and the split
across Train, Val, Test, and specialized test subsets.

Table 3. Statistics of lighting and weather conditions in the RGBT-
Ground. The distribution demonstrates that LVLM-based annota-
tions are physically consistent with real-world conditions.

Benchmark Sub-dataset| #Ins | Train Val

Test |TestA TestB TestC|Data Source

Light-Weather|  Foggy (FY)| Rainy (RY)| Suuny (SY)| Cloudy (CY)

RefFLIR |9,712 7,000 608 2,104| 837 640 986 | FLIR [48]

RGBT-  RefMPFD | 7,548 [3,604 168 3,776(1,232 1,094 1,848| M3FD [24]

Ground RefMFAD |21,500(16,000 1,256 4,244 | 789 2,452 2,550 MFAD [15]

Total 38,760(26,604 2,032 10,124|2,858 4,186 5,384 ALL

Very Weak (VWL)| 71 (0.33%)| 29 (0.13%) 0(0.00%)| 101 (0.47%)
Weak (WL)| 2,754 (12.79%) | 1,298 (6.03%) 14 (0.07%) | 4,704 (21.84%)
Normal (NL)| 521 (2.42%)| 150 (0.70%) | 2,191 (10.19%) | 6,157 (28.59%)
Strong (SL) 4(0.02%)|  0(0.00%)|3,152 (14.64%)| 389 (1.81%)

2.2. Visual Grounding beyond RGB domain

Existing 2D visual grounding methods rely almost exclu-
sively on RGB imagery, making them sensitive to illu-
mination changes and adverse weather conditions. While
some works explore extending VG beyond RGB, for ex-
ample, by incorporating depth information in RGB-D set-
tings [4, 22, 25], their formulations target 3D environments
and are not directly applicable to 2D grounding. More-
over, depth sensing often degrades under low-light or ad-
verse weather conditions, limiting its effectiveness as a
complementary modality for robust 2D grounding. In con-
trast, thermal imaging is inherently illumination-invariant
and provides stable cues in nighttime, low-light, and ad-
verse weather conditions scenarios, motivating the explo-
ration of RGB-Thermal (RGBT) visual grounding.

Despite RGBT perception has made notable progress in
detection [8, 44, 50, 51] and segmentation [19, 47, 49],
RGBT visual grounding remains largely unexplored. This
gap motivates the construction of our RGBT-Ground bench-
mark, which is a large-scale 2D visual grounding bench-
mark that offers aligned RGB-TIR image pairs, high-
quality bounding boxes, precise referring expressions, and
fine-grained annotations. This benchmark enables system-
atic evaluation of multi-sensor grounding models under di-
verse and challenging real-world conditions.

3. RGBT-Ground Benchmark

3.1. Overview

RGBT-Ground is the first large-scale RGB-Thermal vi-
sual grounding benchmark specifically designed for com-
plex and real-world scenarios. It comprises over 40K
images (21,535 RGBT image pairs) captured in diverse
real-world environments, consisting of spatially aligned or
weakly aligned RGB and TIR image pairs. Each image
pair is annotated with high-quality natural language re-

ferring expressions, corresponding object bounding boxes,

and fine-grained annotations. As illustrated in Figure 2,

RGBT-Ground provides comprehensive annotations cover-

ing scene types, illumination conditions, weather variations,

object sizes, and occlusion levels—factors that frequently
occur in practical applications but remain largely underrep-
resented in existing benchmarks. These characteristics sub-
stantially enhance both the scenario realism and task diffi-
culty of the dataset, thereby encouraging the development
of more robust and generalizable visual grounding models.

Overall, RGBT-Ground introduces several key advances
over existing visual grounding benchmarks:

* Fine-grained multi-level annotations. Covering scene-,
environment-, and object-level attributes for comprehen-
sive contextual understanding.

* Off-central object distribution. Objects appear in more
diverse and realistic spatial positions, better reflecting
real-world perception challenges.

* Increased diversity of challenging samples. Including a
higher proportion of nighttime, low-light, and long-range
instances for robust evaluation (as shown in Table 1).

* Paired multi-modal visual RGBT images. Enabling re-
liable grounding across complex real-world scenarios.

3.2. Data Collection, Filtering and Captioning

Collection. We begin by collecting multi-modal object de-
tection datasets [15, 24, 48] covering diverse real-world
scenarios. As summarized in Tables 1 and 2, these data
sources provide spatially aligned RGB and TIR image pairs,
encompassing a wide spectrum of weather, lighting, and
scene complexities. Each image pair is accompanied by
object-level bounding box annotations, which ensure accu-
rate multi-modal analysis and visual-language grounding.
Filtering. The collected data undergo a rigorous filter-
ing process to ensure high quality and suitability for visual
grounding research. We establish a comprehensive filtering
pipeline covering three key aspects:
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Figure 2. Overview and characteristic analysis of the proposed RGBT-Ground benchmark. (a—c) present dataset distributions and corre-
lations across scene, environment, and object level annotation, while (d—e) show object location distributions and representative samples.
Compared with prior visual grounding datasets, RGBT-Ground captures more realistic conditions with off-center, small, and occluded
objects under low-light and adverse weather, supported by paired RGB—Thermal imagery.

Object visibility and scale: We exclude excessively small
targets that occupy only a few pixels, as they provide
insufficient semantic information for reliable annotation
and meaningful textual descriptions.

Cross-modality alignment accuracy: Image pairs exhibit-
ing significant spatial misalignment between the RGB
and TIR modalities are removed to ensure consistent
cross-sensor correspondence.

Category balance: Long-tailed or underrepresented cate-
gories (e.g., dog in FLIR and lamp in M3FD) are filtered
out to alleviate class imbalance.

For the retained samples, we further select the largest
instance of each object category per image pair to enhance
annotation clarity and preserve cross-modality consistency.
This filtering process ensures that RGBT-Ground faithfully
captures the complexity, diversity, and challenges inherent
in real-world deployment scenarios.

Captioning. As shown in Figure 3, we employ the Qwen-
VL large vision—-language model (LVLM) API to gener-
ate high-quality textual annotations in the captioning stage.
Carefully designed prompts are used to produce two types
of labels: (1) Object referring expressions, (2) Scene-,
environment-, and object-level annotations. The specific
prompt templates are provided in the supplementary ma-
terial. After automatic captioning, a hierarchical random
sampling strategy is applied for human verification and re-
finement to ensure annotation accuracy and consistency. As
shown in Table 3, we further perform statistical validation
to confirm the physical reasonability of LVLM-generated
labels with lighting and weather distributions matching real-
world patterns. This dual-level annotation scheme enriches
RGBT-Ground sample with comprehensive semantic and
contextual information, thereby supporting robust visual
grounding across diverse and challenging environments.
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pipeline. The process consists of three main stages: (1) Collection
of multi-modal RGBT source data; (2) filtering based on the pre-
defined rules, and (3) captioning using carefully designed prompts
with the Qwen-VL [1] model.

3.3. Evaluation Protocol

Subset Split. As summarized in Table 2, all instances
are divided into train, val, and test subsets following the
source data split. The test set is further partitioned into
more specialized subsets: TestA, covering normal-size
(NS) targets under normal-light (NL) and strong-light (SL)
conditions; TestB, focusing on nighttime scenarios with
weak-light (WL) and very-weak-light (VL) environments;
and TestC, containing small-size (SS) targets. Additional
scene-, weather-, and occlusion-based splits, and corre-
sponding evaluation results, will be provided in the supple-
mentary material. This splitting strategy facilitates a fine-
grained evaluation of model performance across diverse dif-
ficulty levels and environmental conditions.

4. RGBT-VG Framework and Baseline

4.1. Unified Framework: RGBT-VG

We develop a unified multi-modal RGBT visual grounding
framework, RGBT-VG, designed to systematically evalu-
ate and extend existing grounding methods to multi-modal
visual input settings. This framework is motivated by the
limitations of prior VG pipelines, which are typically im-
plemented for RGB-only data and follow heterogeneous
training strategies. It provides a standardized, modality-
agnostic, and extensible platform, enabling fair comparison
across different architectures.

Specifically, RGBT-VG integrates a diverse set of
representative 2D visual grounding models, including
TransVG [6], MMCA [41], D-MDETR [29], CLIP-
VG [33], HiVG [35], and OneRef [36]. We reformulate
their input interfaces and feature fusion modules to operate
under a consistent multimodal training paradigm. Within a
single codebase, the framework supports RGB-only, TIR-
only, and RGB-TIR inputs, allowing controlled evaluation
of modality effects and systematic study of cross-modal fea-
ture adaptation. To ensure reproducible and comprehen-
sive assessment, RGBT-VG unifies the data preprocessing
pipeline, training routines, and evaluation metrics across all

models. This design allows researchers to directly compare
model performance under complex real-world conditions.
Furthermore, the unified framework provides the founda-
tion for developing new multi-modal RGBT visual ground-
ing models and serves as the infrastructure upon which we
build our baseline method.

4.2. Baseline Method: RGBT-VGNet

Overall architecture. The architecture of multi-modal
RGBT Visual Grounding baseline method (RGBT-VGNet)
is illustrated in Figure 4. Given an RGB-TIR pair and a re-
ferring expression to localize the object described by the ex-
pression through integrating complementary cues. Specifi-
cally, RGBT-VGNet is built upon the CLIP model [28] and
introduces two key components: @ Asymmetric Modality
Adaptation (AMA) module that enables modality-adaptive
visual feature learning, and ® Language-Aware Visual Syn-
ergy (LAVS) module that facilitates semantics-aware cross-
modal interaction and fusion.

Formally, given an RGB image I,,, a TIR image I;, and
a referring expression S = {s;}7_,, the visual features at
layer | (F! and F!) are extracted as:

fl_{EsxFi,l), [>1 {E@(Fi*), I>1

v EL(L), 1=1""" |EL(I), 1=1’
(L

where [E,, denotes the CLIP vision encoder with AMA mod-

uld and [ € {1,...,n} is the encoder layer index. The in-

termediate RGB and TIR features f! and f} are then refined
by the LAVS module to produce the modality emantics-
enhanced features F! and F!. The textual features are ex-
tracted as follows:

F, = Es(s)v Ts =P, (Fg) ’ 2
where Es denotes the CLIP text encoder, and Ps is a linear
projection that maps the last layer textual embeddings into
the grounding space.

All CLIP encoders remain frozen to preserve the pre-
trained language—vision alignment. The extracted represen-
tations are aligned and refined by the subsequent modules.
The final input is composed by concatenating the projected
RGB, TIR, and Text tokens with a learnable regression to-
ken [Reg], which is then fed into the vision—language trans-
former [35]. A lightweight regression head predicts the
bounding box from the regression token:

B = {&,7,1, h}; = MLP([Reg]). 3)

O Asymmetric Modality Adaptation (AMA). The vi-
sion—language pre-trained models, such as CLIP, have ex-
hibited strong performance on RGB domain. But the feature
representations are biased toward the RGB modality used
during pre-training, resulting in a huge modality gap when



Asymmetric Modality Adaptation Language-Aware Visual Synergy N CL_' C
eg Token
n
[ ‘ RGB-Lora — T * ) ? Q
2] | - ’ ’ () % 2 g O MLP
.l ‘-—» ¥ Avppw Rank? T D Vv |[— s \Ff. é D\ 7| T, G head
B oy 2 (] = > D -+ z ™D & —
B 2 g : OJ
RGB Modality T, [ _‘ E g ]P% O <)
G i V) S , — z. RS
* cLIp Vision v [q 5 O - R R
Encoder Layer [:1 —i\ Shaffdl“’fig‘"s g |
— — as
IR-LoRA £l [[g‘ — E Q 2 8 wg
] | | || - Al B P $| nF AP T () =
ElEE - - High-Rank : [j |z [P Tz = @) s
= g 2 2 — 2
WSS O] : Q g
TIR Modality T, — J L P O E
IR Tokens =
@ 1. A pedestrian [_“ —_ C] @
stands near bus... —
2. A white city bus = E [;\ “’ft Weight Frozen g D
stands at a stop... 2 s )
;;‘\"\\;i‘:c:};:zkc " I Tokenizer— o ,| ']]‘ex::;:lc)odcr L.H Weight Tuning by LoRA Method g L:’;]]—o
:ﬁ?;::?::: [j @ Element-wise Addition § i
colored sedan ... [:\ @ Pose Embediing ) |j

Text Modality S

Text Tokens

Figure 4. The architecture of the proposed multi-modal RGBT Visual Grounding baseline method (RGBT-VGNet).

extended to TIR modality. While LoRA-based [14] fine-
tuning has been widely adopted to adapt frozen backbones
to downstream tasks, applying identical LoRA configura-
tions to different modalities overlooks their differences and
the VLP models’ bias. To address this limitation, we in-
troduce an asymmetric LoRA design that assigns different
adaptation capacities to the two visual modalities. Specifi-
cally, we perform low-rank decomposition on the attention
projection weights of each vision encoder layer [:

W, =Wh +alAlB,, Wi=W. +dlAlB] @)

where Wvais the frozen pre-trained weights of CLIP en-
coder, Al Al € RY*mv R4 and Bl Bl € R™*d R >4
are learnable low-rank matrices, and o/ is a scaling factor.
We set asymmetric ranks r, < r; for RGB and TIR modal-
ities, allowing the TIR branch to learn richer modality-
specific adaptations. We further adopt the hierarchical de-
sign [35] enabling progressive alignment from low-level
structural to high-level semantic representations.

® Language-Aware Visual Synergy. In the RGBT Vi-
sual Grounding task, the target described by the referring
expression usually appears in both RGB and TIR images.
Since grounding is inherently language-driven, we design a
language-aware visual fusion module that uses textual fea-
tures as semantic queries to guide multi-modal interaction,
thereby enhancing localization precision. Given the en-
coder outputs f! and f! from layer [ and the textual embed-
ding F, we first compute their Query—Key—Value projec-
tions and construct language-guided cross-modal attention:

=0 (Qi(\l/{;])T) s Aelmnt =0 (QQ%Q)T) )]
Al

: 1
where o denotes the Softmax function and A, , Ay,

l
Aallnv

represent the attention matrices.

Ffu = f1l; + (A;lmnv )T(A:lmnv V'lu)7

(6)
Fi = f 4+ (Abw,)" (Akin, V1),

Eq. 5 and 6 enable the textual semantics to guide the integra-
tion of visual cues from each modality. The textual seman-
tics determining both which features should be fused and
to what extent, meanwhile preserving feature dimensional
consistency with left multiply by the transpose of Al . Af-
ter obtaining the text-queried visual features F! and F!, we
apply cross-attention CA between the two visual modalities

and feed into the:

T, = P, (F}, + CA(F}, F})) , T =P: (F} + CA(FL,F))

(N
where P, and PP, denote the RGB and TIR modality linear
projections, respectively, and mapping the outputs’ embed-
dings into a unified feature space for subsequent grounding.

5. Experiments

5.1. Experimental Setup

Implementation Details. Our methods are trained with 8
batch size, using AdamW as optimizer, learning rate 10e-
4. Other models are trained with the settings following the
default parameters specified in their original papers. All
experiments are trained for totally 120 epochs with the same
input image size (224 x 224), same data augmentation on
NVIDIA RTX 4090 GPUs.

Evaluation Metrics. Following the previous visual ground-
ing paper [5, 34], we adopt the Acc@0.5 as the metrics, mea-
suring the localization accuracy when the intersection-over-
union (IoU) between the predicted and ground-truth bound-
ing boxes exceeds 0.5. In addition, we report results sepa-



Table 4. Performance evaluation of current representative uni-modal visual grounding works and the baseline multi-modal RGBT visual
grounding method on the RGBT-Ground benchmark. The “—" entries correspond to models that fail to produce stable bounding boxes.
Complete evaluation results will be included in the supplementary materials.

Visual / Language . . RefFLIR RefM>2FD RefMFAD
Methods ‘ Venue ‘ Backbor:ge # Visual Modality val test testA testB testC| val test testA testB testC| val test testA testB testC
a. Pretrained model zero-shot transfer setting:
CLIP-VG 1 | TMM’23 CLIP-B / CLIP-B 559 8.12 1551 500 1.11|7.74 855 1631 9.05 135|748 748 1658 693 122
HiVG-B P! |ACMMM'24| CLIP-B/CLIP-B 23.03 34.27 61.69 30.16 2.23 |29.17 31.22 58.28 34.37 5.30 |18.71 19.62 41.14 19.90 1.92
HiVG-L ¥ [ACMMM'24| CLIP-L/CLIP-L RGB 34.05 44.46 78.88 33.13 7.81 |52.98 53.10 87.66 56.86 19.59(40.13 40.42 82.15 37.68 12.86
OneRef-B*°! | NeurlPS’24 | BEIT3-B / BEIT3-B 32.89 41.46 77.68 31.56 3.55 |33.93 39.65 74.11 48.63 3.19 [29.70 30.05 70.63 28.14 2.86
OneRef-L P! | NeurIPS'24 | BEIT3-L / BEIT3-L 38.82 49.20 80.19 36.09 17.04|46.63 46.82 79.55 52.83 14.72|37.50 36.89 73.04 35.15 12.35
CLIP-VG U | TMM’23 CLIP-B / CLIP-B 477 8.03 1492 641 061|238 659 933 11.15 0.76 | 454 426 9.49 4.04 549
HiVG-B ! |ACMMM’24| CLIP-B/CLIP-B 10.86 12.10 20.64 15.94 081 | 7.74 11.49 18.34 18.19 0.97 | 629 7.36 17.97 6.44 0.51
HiVG-L ! [ACMMM’24| CLIP-L/CLIP-L TIR 18.26 23.80 43.56 24.06 0.00 |24.40 28.89 55.36 36.47 2.92(23.73 23.11 56.33 20.39 2.82
OneRef-B ) | NeurIPS’24 | BEIT3-B / BEIT3-B 21.38 26.57 49.28 23.75 0.20 |17.26 22.83 40.67 32.91 0.11 [15.13 15.60 41.90 13.50 0.12
OneRef-L "' | NeurIPS’24 | BEIT3-L/BEIT3-L 21.55 27.00 46.42 26.56 3.65 |23.21 23.65 38.15 33.55 4.17 [17.52 17.81 41.14 16.39 2.43
b. Single source dataset training setting:
TransVG ) | ICCV’21 |RN50+DETR / BERT-B 50.74 42.16 62.25 34.89 19.76/39.29 40.08 63.42 46.03 15.10]52.27 51.94 82.64 49.35 31.06
CLIP-VG 1 | TMM’23 CLIP-B / CLIP-B 43.68 42.77 67.14 33.80 15.81(32.14 33.76 58.80 41.83 5.39 |36.52 37.47 73.13 34.92 13.16
D-MDETR P’!| TPAMI'24 CLIP-B / CLIP-B 57.07 49.25 70.17 39.22 26.77|52.38 50.19 71.67 57.04 26.08(60.59 59.39 86.71 55.79 40.98
D-MDETR )| TPAMI'24 |RN50+DETR / BERT-B 49.67 44.28 67.14 34.38 20.95| - - - - - |51.99 51.18 82.07 48.65 30.41
MMCA 1" | ACMMM’24|RN50+DETR / BERT-B RGB 50.16 46.57 71.48 35.63 21.50| - - - - - |47.85 46.52 76.71 43.84 26.24
HiVG-B P! |ACMMM'24| CLIP-B/CLIP-B 69.08 66.65 88.81 54.06 43.52(69.24 68.15 89.40 56.09 45.04|65.45 64.02 90.66 60.52 45.57
HiVG-L ) [ACMMM'24| CLIP-L/CLIP-L 68.75 71.13 90.69 60.63 50.00|65.48 67.80 94.48 70.11 41.29(64.25 63.72 91.52 60.97 44.98
OneRef-B *°! | NeurlPS’24 | BEIT3-B / BEIT3-B 63.82 61.69 84.73 52.34 35.90|66.07 66.66 94.64 70.93 39.07|62.34 60.61 90.76 57.63 40.86
OneRef-L P! | NeurIPS'24 | BEIT3-L / BEIT3-L 66.61 64.60 88.31 53.13 39.76|63.10 64.33 93.75 73.02 34.52(64.49 63.15 90.00 59.46 45.18
TransVG [©) | ICCV’21 |RN50+DETR / BERT-B 49.92 42.63 62.37 35.67 21.18(45.83 47.54 69.72 55.58 22.51|52.79 52.33 83.92 49.84 31.37
CLIP-VG 1 | TMM'23 CLIP-B / CLIP-B 36.59 37.18 59.38 34.11 12.26|23.81 27.16 43.55 38.63 4.92 [32.06 30.79 61.85 28.81 10.31
D-MDETR | TPAMI'24 CLIP-B / CLIP-B 48.36 38.87 55.83 37.66 18.38(47.62 50.34 70.13 57.68 28.52|56.37 54.52 79.72 51.63 37.73
D-MDETR *'| TPAMI'24 |RN50+DETR / BERT-B 50.57 42.96 62.01 42.52 20.36| - - - - - [50.60 50.01 80.10 47.88 29.53
MMCA 1 | ACMMM’ 24 |RN50+DETR / BERT-B TIR 48.52 41.41 60.98 40.00 18.46| - - - - - 46.26 4522 76.33 42.86 24.43
HiVG-BY! |ACMMM'24| CLIP-B/CLIP-B 68.75 64.07 81.55 66.09 42.41|68.09 61.77 78.21 68.31 40.59(63.22 62.63 87.50 60.85 45.69
HiVG-L ! |ACMMM’24|  CLIP-L/CLIP-L 65.79 66.71 85.44 68.44 43.91|61.31 65.12 87.34 73.95 40.69|59.87 58.87 85.95 57.18 39.33
OneRef-B % | NeurIPS’24 | BEIT3-B / BEIT3-B 62.01 60.00 80.55 60.00 35.80|60.12 65.10 87.74 73.03 41.02|58.60 57.95 86.46 55.71 38.67
OneRef-L P! | NeurIlPS'24 | BEIT3-L / BEIT3-L 64.14 61.17 81.15 60.47 37.53|65.48 68.30 90.26 75.32 45.29(62.34 60.09 85.70 57.54 42.67
RGBT-VGNet | Baseline CLIP-B/ CLIP-B RGB+TIR  |73.68 72.65 91.31 67.19 52.22|73.21 74.34 94.72 81.93 53.63|67.83 66.63 91.16 64.07 49.76

rately for val, test, testA, testB, and testC subsets to evaluate
model robustness under diverse conditions.

5.2. Evaluation on the RGBT-Ground Benchmark

Pretrained model zero-shot transfer setting. All models
are evaluated by directly loading their pretrained weights
without any fine-tuning on the RGBT-Ground dataset. As
shown in Table 4, all methods exhibit low localization ac-
curacy under both RGB and TIR modalities. This is pri-
marily because the pretrained weights are trained on Ref-
COCO, Referlt, and Flickr30K datasets, which contain lim-
ited scene complexity and lack of environmental diversity,
making zero-shot transfer inherently difficult. Moreover,
since these datasets are only RGB modality, the perfor-
mance further degrades on the TIR modality, where the
zero-shot results drop most drastically. Compared with
the subsequently trained models, the zero-shot Acc@0.5 ex-
hibits a substantial degradation of average 30% on RGB and
50% on TIR modality, respectively, demonstrating that ef-
fective cross-modal adaptation is necessary to achieve reli-
able multimodal RGBT visual grounding.

Single source dataset training setting. All models are
trained under our unified framework with identical set-

tings. To combat the deterioration of RGB-modality vi-
sual grounding in low-light conditions and small objects,
we introduce the TIR modality to provide illumination-
invariant cues and thereby enhance overall robustness. In
this setting, our RGBT-VGNet achieves highest perfor-
mance across all three sub-datasets, benefiting from the
complementary information offered by RGB-TIR fusion.
Uni-modality visual grounding baselines such as HiVG [35]
and OneRef [36] also show competitive results within their
respective settings. In addition, all models trained on
the target dataset exhibit superior improvements over their
zero-shot versions, confirming the inherent difficulty of the
RGBT-Ground benchmark.

Multi-modal RGBT visual grounding. As shown in Ta-
ble 5, compared to the uni-modal visual grounding results
(Table 4), multi-modal visual input consistently improves
performance across all models, with an average improve-
ment of approximately 10% in Acc@50. All models exhibit
noticeable improvements on testB and testC, demonstrat-
ing the advantages of multimodal visual input under small
objects and low light conditions. In particular, our RGBT-
VGNet achieves the highest performance across all sub-
sets, with Acc@50 metrics exceeding 91%, 64%, and 49%



Table 5. Performance comparison of multi-modal RGBT visual grounding methods on the RGBT-Ground benchmark. All results are
obtained using our unified RGBT-VG framework for fair evaluation. ‘MV-Method’ denotes the multi-modal visual input extensions of the
existing RGB-based visual grounding model.

Methods Visual / Language ‘ Modality ‘ RefFLIR RefM>FD RefMFAD
Backbone val  test testA testB testC | val test testA testB testC | val test testA testB testC
MV-TransVG | RN50+DETR / BERT-B 54.44 46.06 68.62 40.31 21.10|45.83 48.04 70.29 553 22.89|53.18 53.84 83.54 51.14 33.84
MV-CLIP-VG CLIP-B / CLIP-B 45.57 46.01 72.62 41.56 16.06 | 34.52 3892 63.42 50.05 10.01 |47.02 47.52 82.76 45.07 23.96
MV-D-MDETR CLIP-B / CLIP-B 55.26 47.42 6833 41.25 2338|4881 46.50 6591 53.82 24.19|58.76 57.31 83.84 53.79 39.30
MV-D-MDETR | RN50+DETR / BERT-B 55.01 47.84 68.10 43.77 2452 |44.64 45.62 6723 53.88 21.81|54.73 54.13 82.89 52.00 34.24
MV-MMCA | RN50+DETR / BERT-B RGB+TIR 54.93 4897 7243 4234 2262|4643 47.83 72.16 56.76 20.45|53.62 5441 8441 5147 34.16
MV-HiVG-B CLIP-B / CLIP-B 7533 69.20 85.80 66.72 50.20 | 69.64 72.35 93.99 79.43 4940 |67.07 67.04 91.01 64.52 51.53
MV-HiVG-L CLIP-L / CLIP-L 71.05 72.50 91.07 70.17 51.16 | 63.16 68.67 89.52 63.28 44.74|61.78 61.31 88.38 58.85 42.36
MV-OneRef-B BEIT3-B / BEIT3-B 63.82 62.05 86.19 57.34 3543|6250 63.98 89.20 69.34 37.93|61.62 59.97 89.25 56.85 41.58
MV-OneRef-L BEIT3-L / BEIT3-L 66.61 60.89 84.01 53.75 35.09|67.26 69.70 92.78 75.14 46.27 | 64.57 62.73 88.99 59.42 45.25
RGBT-VGNet CLIP-B/ CLIP-B 73.68 72.65 91.31 67.19 5222|7321 74.34 9472 81.93 53.63 | 67.83 066.63 91.16 64.57 49.76
RGB-GT TIR-GT MV-TransVG MV-CLIP-VG MV-D-MDETR MV-MMCA MV-OneRef-B  MV-HiVG-B RGBT-VGNet

. Asilver sedan parked on a wet plaza in front of a large building. 2. A person in a black and white striped sweater walks across the wet plaza. 3. A yellow bus with a rectangular

shape and visible windows is parked on the wet pavement in front of a building.

pedestrian stands near bus shelters along a city street under overcast skies. 2. A white city bus stands at a stop near the right side of the road, surrounded by trees under overcast

sklcs 3. A white

> bus-like vehicle parked at a designated stop along the road. 4. A small dark-colored sedan parked near the curb at street's edge.

I Black h]\.\d\. with rider pedaling Hnn g m street. 2. A small light- colored car is parked along the street near the srdewalk 3. Person riding a
helmet, positioned centrally on the street.

Figure 5. Qualitative comparison of multi-modal RGBT visual grounding results on RGBT-Ground. The three rows correspond to
RefM®FD, RefMFAD, and RefFLIR sub-datasets, respectively. Bounding box colors match the description below. Each column shows a
different visual grounding method, stressing differences across methods under diverse illumination, weather, object size, and occlusion.

on testA, testB, and testC, respectively, further validating
its robustness and generalization under diverse lighting and
object-size conditions. More evaluation results will be in-
cluded in the Appendix.

5.3. Qualitative Comparisons and Analysis

The qualitative comparison of multi-modal RGBT visual
grounding models on the RGBT-Ground benchmark is
shown in Figure 5. The objects are in various real-world
conditions, including post-rain, foggy, and sunny weather,
which presents challenges for models with different light-
ing, visibility, and object sizes. All results are evaluated
using our framework adapted to the RGB-TIR modality.
The results reveal that uni-modal visual grounding meth-
ods struggle with small or distant targets, often produc-
ing overly large or inaccurate boxes. In contrast, RGBT-
VGNet consistently delivers precise and semantically con-
sistent detections for humans and vehicles, effectively lever-
aging complementary cues from RGB and Thermal modal-
ities under textual guidance. This demonstrates its robust-
ness and generalization in various complex scenarios.

bicycle, wearing dark clothing and a

6. Conclusion

In this work, we introduced RGBT-Ground, the first large-
scale RGB-Thermal visual grounding benchmark tailored
for complex real-world scenarios. Featuring diverse scenes,
challenging illumination and weather conditions, as well as
a high proportion of small and occluded objects, RGBT-
Ground offers a significantly more comprehensive testbed
for assessing model robustness. To accommodate multi-
modal visual inputs, we developed a unified framework that
extends existing uni-modal visual grounding methods to the
RGB-Thermal setting. Building upon this framework, we
proposed RGBT-VGNet, an effective baseline that exploits
the complementary strengths of RGB and thermal infrared
cues for reliable target localization. Extensive experiments
across various sub-datasets and evaluation settings reveal
the limitations of current uni-modal visual grounding mod-
els under adverse conditions and underscore the advantages
of multimodal input. All resources will be publicly released
to promote future research on robust visual grounding in
complex real-world environments.
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A. More Evaluation Results on RGBT-Ground

A.1. Evaluation on More Sub-datasets.

To complement the results presented in the manuscript, we
provide additional evaluations across all fine-grained sub-
sets included in the proposed RGBT-Ground benchmark.
These subsets correspond to the multi-level annotations de-
scribed in the dataset:

¢ 13 Scene Types: Urban (UB), Intersection (IT), Residen-
tial (RS), Suburban (SU), Highway (HW), Campus (CP),
Bridge (BG), Parking Lot (PL), Rural (RR), Tunnel (TN),
Market/Shopping Area (MK), Waterfront (WF), Indus-
trial (ID)

* 4 Weather Conditions:
Rainy (RY), Sunny (SY)

* 4 Illumination Conditions: Strong Light (SL), Normal
Light (NL), Weak Light (WL), Very Weak Light (VL)

¢ 2 Occlusion Levels: No-or-Partial (PO), Heavy (HO)

¢ 2 Object Sizes: Normal Size (NS), Small Size (SS)

Cloudy (CY), Foggy (FY),

A.2. Evaluation Methods.

All experiments follow the unified RGBT-VG framework

introduced in the manuscript, using the same image resolu-

tion 224 x 224. We evaluate the same set of representative

RGB-only, TIR-only, and RGB-TIR multi-modal ground-

ing models listed in Table 4 and Table 5 of the manuscript,

including:

e TransVG [0]

e CLIP-VG [33]

« D-MDETR [29]

* MMCA [41]

* HiVG-B/HiVG-L [35]

¢ OneRef-B / OneRef-L [36]

* MV-methods (multi-modal visual input method adapted
from RGB-only method)

* RGBT-VGNet

Performance is measured using Acc@0.5, consistent with

the manuscript.

A.3. Results on Scene-Type Subsets (13 categories)

To analyze the impact of scene semantics on grounding per-
formance, we evaluate all methods across the 13 scene cat-
egories in RGBT-Ground. The scene-level Acc@0.5 results
on the three sub-datasets RefFLIR, RefM®FD, and RefM-
FAD are reported in Tables 8, 9, and 10, respectively. These
tables follow the same organization as the main paper, and
include pretrained zero-shot transfer, single-source training,
and multi-modal RGB+TIR settings. Below we summarize
the main observations.

Diversity of scene semantics. The 13 scene types cover
a wide range of realistic environments. Different scenes
exhibit very different combinations of lighting conditions,
background clutter, object density, and typical viewing an-
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gles. The clear variation in performance across columns in

Tables 8—10 confirms that scene semantics is an important

factor that stresses differentaspects of visual grounding.

RGB vs. RGB-TIR across scenes. A consistent trend

across all three sub-datasets is that RGB+TIR model-

sachieve clear gains over their RGB-only and TIR-only
counterparts in themore challenging scenes:

* In rural (RR) and tunnel (TN) scenes, where illumina-
tion is often non-uniform and texture is weak, RGB-only
models show a noticeable drop, while RGB+TIR variants
maintain much higher accuracy. This indicates that ther-
mal cues compensate for the lack of reliable RGB appear-
ance in these environments.

* In parking lot (PL) and market (MK) scenes, objects
are densely packed and frequently occlude each other.
RGB+TIR models improve over single-modality base-
lines in nearly all cases, suggesting that thermal signals
help distinguish the correct target among many visually
similar distractors.

* In highway (HW) and bridge scenes (BG), backgrounds
are relatively simple and objects are often far away. RGB-
only models are already competitive, yet RGB+TIR fu-
sion still brings incremental gains, especially for distant
or partially visible targets.

Comparison across training settings and methods. When

comparing different architectures and training strategy, we

observe:

» Zero-shot transfer. In the pretrained zero-shot setting,
CLIP-based and BEiT3-based RGB models provide a rea-
sonable starting point, but their performance varies signif-
icantly across scenes. Zero-shot TIR models generally lag
behind their RGB counterparts, reflecting the domain gap
between the pretraining data and thermal imagery. This
highlights the importance of task-specific fine-tuning.

* Single-source training. After training on a single RGBT-
Ground sub-dataset, both RGB-only and TIR-only mod-
els improve substantially, but they remain sensitive to
scene changes: methods relying heavily on high-level
RGB semantics still degrade in low-texture or low-light
scenes such as RR and TN, while TIR-only models strug-
gle in scenes where temperature contrast is weak.

* Multimodal extensions (MV-*) vs. single-modality
baselines. The MV-* variants, which extend existing
RGB architectures to RGB+TIR input, consistently nar-
row the performance gap across almost all scene types
and datasets. In particular, they show clear advantages in
RR, TN, PL, and MK, confirming the benefit of exploiting
complementary modalities in challenging scenes.

* RGBT-VGNet. The proposed RGBT-VGNet achieves
the best or second-best performance in almost all scene
types on RefFLIR, RefM?FD, and RefMFAD. Its gains
over other RGB+TIR models are most notable in diffi-
cult scenes such as RR, TN, PL, and MK, where both



illumination and layout are complex. This suggests that
the combination of AMA and LAVS enables more effec-
tive cross-modal adaptation and language-aware fusion,
leading to robust scene-level performance across diverse
environments.

Benchmark-level observations. From a benchmark per-
spective, the scene-wise results reveal several useful prop-
erties of RGBT-Ground:

* Modality sensitivity is scene-dependent. The per-
formance gaps between RGB-only, TIR-only, and
RGB+TIR models are highly scene-specific: scenes dom-
inated by illumination or occlusion issues benefit more
from thermal information, whereas structurally simple
scenes are largely saturated by RGB cues. This makes
RGBT-Ground a suitable testbed for studying when addi-
tional sensing modalities are most valuable.

* Ranking robustness across datasets. Despite the differ-
ences between RefFLIR, RefM3FD, and RefMFAD, the
relative ranking of methods is largely consistent across
the three sub-datasets for a given scene type. This sug-
gests that the benchmark provides stable measurements
of model capability rather than dataset-specific artifacts,
and can therefore be used to fairly compare future multi-
modal grounding approaches.

A.4. Results on Weather Subsets (4 categories)

We further evaluate the robustness of all methods under four
weather conditions. The detailed Acc@0.5 results on are
summarized in Table 11, which follows the same organiza-
tion as the scene-wise tables.

Impact of adverse weather. Adverse weather significantly
affects the visibility and appearance of objects in RGB im-
ages (as shown in Figure 6 7 8 and 9), and this trend is
clearly reflected in the table:

* Foggy (FY) are consistently the most challenging con-
ditions. In both zero-shot and single-source, RGB-only
models show a clear drop in accuracy from SY to FY
across all three sub-datasets. The reduced contrast, veil-
ing glare, and scattering effects in FY/RY degrade high-
level RGB semantics and make it difficult to precisely lo-
calize targets, especially at medium and long ranges.

¢ Cloudy (CY) scenes are less extreme: RGB-only models
exhibit moderate drops compared with SY but remain rel-
atively stable, as illumination is still sufficient and texture
is largely preserved.

In contrast, the thermal modality is much less sensitive
to these appearance changes, since it captures emitted or
reflected infrared radiation rather than visible light. TIR-
only and RGB+TIR models therefore maintain more stable
performance under FY and RY, particularly in the single-
source and multi-modal rows of Table 11.

Advantages of multi-modal fusion. Across all three sub-

datasets, multi-modal models (MV-* variants and RGBT-
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VGNet) show clear advantages over their single-modality

counterparts:

* The performance gap between RGB-only and RGB+TIR
models is most pronounced in FY columns, where vis-
ible contrast is heavily reduced while thermal responses
remain informative.

* Gains are also evident in RY columns, suggesting that
RGB+TIR fusion compensates for rain streaks, reflec-
tions, and motion blur that frequently degrade RGB qual-
ity.

* Under CY and SY, RGB-only models are already strong,
but RGB+TIR still brings incremental improvements, in-
dicating that thermal information can provide comple-
mentary cues even in relatively benign weather.

Performance of RGBT-VGNet. Our RGBT-VGNet attains

the highest or second-highest accuracy in almost all weather

conditions and datasets. In particular, its improvements
over other RGB+TIR models are most visible in FY and RY,
where the combination of AMA and LAVS yields stronger
robustness to visibility degradation and background clutter.

These results support the conclusion that carefully designed

cross-modal interaction and language-aware fusion are es-

pecially beneficial when weather conditions significantly al-
ter RGB appearance.

Benchmark-level observations. From a benchmark per-

spective, the weather-wise results reveal several useful char-

acteristics of RGBT-Ground:

* Consistent difficulty ordering. For almost all models
and training settings, SY > CY > (FY, RY) in terms of ac-
curacy, indicating that the four subsets form a meaningful
and stable difficulty spectrum for evaluating robustness to
weather.

* Scene-weather interaction. The benefit of TIR is ampli-
fied in adverse weather, particularly when combined with
challenging scenes (e.g., rural roads or crowded markets).
This makes the benchmark suitable for studying how en-
vironmental factors and sensing modalities jointly affect
grounding performance.

* Cross-dataset stability. The relative ranking of methods
under each weather condition is largely consistent across
RefFLIR, RefM3FD, and RefMFAD, suggesting that the
weather annotations provide reliable signals rather than
dataset-specific artifacts and can thus serve as a robust
basis for future method comparison.

A.5. Results on Illumination Subsets (4 categories)

The illumination subsets complement the TestB (low-light)
evaluation in the main manuscript by providing four ex-
plicit illumination levels. The Acc@0.5 results on Ref-
FLIR, RefM?FD, and RefMFAD are reported in Table 12,
using the same organization as the scene-wise and weather-
wise tables.

Ilumination sensitivity of RGB-only models.



e In SL and NL conditions, RGB-only methods achieve
relatively high performance on all three sub-datasets. In
these regimes, appearance cues, color contrast, and con-
textual details are clearly visible, and high-level RGB se-
mantics remain reliable.

* As illumination decreases from NL to WL and further
to VL, all RGB-only baselines exhibit a sharp accuracy
drop. This trend is consistent in both the zero-shot and
single-source settings in Table 12. Low-light images con-
tain stronger noise, reduced dynamic range, and missing
color information, which substantially impairs the abil-
ity of RGB-only models to localize the referred objects,
especially at medium and long distances.

Characteristics of TIR-only models. Thermal-only mod-

els show a different pattern:

e Their performance is generally lower than RGB-only
methods in SL and NL, where visible textures and col-
ors provide rich discriminative cues that are not fully cap-
tured by TIR.

* However, as illumination weakens, TIR-only models de-
grade much more slowly than RGB-only ones, and in
several VL cases they become comparable or superior to
RGB-only models, reflecting the illumination invariance
of thermal sensing.

Advantages of RGB+TIR fusion. Across all three sub-

datasets, multi-modal RGB+TIR models (MV-* variants

and RGBT-VGNet) provide the best balance between se-

mantic richness and robustness to illumination changes:

 In SL/NL, RGB+TIR models perform at least on par with
the best RGB-only models, indicating that fusion does not
harm performance in well-lit conditions.

* In WL/VL, RGB+TIR models clearly outperform both
RGB-only and TIR-only baselines, confirming that
the two modalities provide complementary information:
RGB offers high-level semantics when usable, whereas
TIR supplies stable structural cues when RGB deterio-
rates.

Performance of RGBT-VGNet. The proposed RGBT-
VGNet achieves the highest or second-highest accuracy in
almost all illumination conditions and datasets. Its advan-
tage is particularly pronounced in the VL columns of Ta-
ble 12, where most RGB-only models collapse. The com-
bination of AMA and LAVS allows RGBT-VGNet to rely
more on TIR features when RGB becomes unreliable, while
still exploiting RGB details under SL and NL. This leads to
consistently strong performance across the entire illumina-
tion spectrum.

Benchmark-level observations. From a benchmark per-

spective, the illumination-wise results highlight several use-

ful properties of RGBT-Ground:

* Clear difficulty progression. For nearly all methods, ac-
curacy follows the ordering SL. ~ NL > WL > VL, form-
ing a stable difficulty ladder for evaluating robustness to
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illumination degradation.

* Modality roles are illumination-dependent. RGB dom-
inates in SL/NL, TIR becomes increasingly important
in WL/VL, and RGB+TIR fusion yields the best over-
all trade-off. This makes the benchmark well-suited for
studying when and how additional modalities should be
exploited.

* Consistent method ranking across datasets. The rela-
tive ranking of models at each illumination level is largely
consistent across RefFLIR, RefM3FD, and RefMFAD,
suggesting that the illumination labels provide reliable,
dataset-agnostic signals and can serve as a solid basis for
future comparisons.

A.6. Results on Object Size Subsets (2 categories)

Although TestC in the main manuscript already focuses

on small objects, here we report the full evaluation on

Normal-Size (NS) and Small-Size (SS) subsets for Ref-

FLIR, RefM3FD, and RefMFAD in Table 13.

Challenges of small objects.

* Small-size (SS) targets remain the most challenging
across all datasets and methods. Their limited pixel foot-
print and frequent partial occlusions make it difficult to
extract discriminative visual features, and precise ground-
ing requires accurate localization in very small regions.

* RGB-only models exhibit substantial performance degra-
dation when moving from NS to SS, indicating that sim-
ply scaling model capacity or backbone strength is not
sufficient to solve the small-object problem.

Effect of RGB-TIR fusion and RGBT-VGNet.

* RGB-TIR fusion generally yields consistent improve-
ments on both NS and SS subsets. The gains are espe-
cially notable on SS, where thermal cues help highlight
pedestrians and vehicles that are only weakly visible in
RGB, particularly in cluttered or low-light environments.

e Multimodal MV-* baselines reduce the NS—SS per-
formance drop compared with single-modality models,
demonstrating that complementary modalities are bene-
ficial for tiny targets.

* RGBT-VGNet achieves the best or second-best perfor-
mance on NS and SS across the three sub-datasets, with
the largest margins typically observed on the SS subset.
This confirms that the proposed AMA and LAVS mod-
ules effectively capture cross-modal cues and focus atten-
tion on small, linguistically referred instances.

Benchmark-level observations. The size-wise results fur-

ther characterize RGBT-Ground as a benchmark:

* For nearly all methods, NS > SS in accuracy, forming a
clear and stable difficulty hierarchy with respect to object
scale.

* The benefit of RGB+TIR fusion is more pronounced on
SS than on NS, showing that multi-modal information
is particularly valuable when visual evidence in a single



modality is extremely limited.

« Consistent trends across RefFLIR, RefM®FD, and RefM-
FAD indicatethat the size annotations capture a general
challenge rather than dataset-specific bias, providing a
solid basis for evaluating future methods targeting small-
object grounding.

A.7. Results on Occlusion Subsets (2 categories)

To explicitly examine the influence of object occlusion, we

report Acc@0.5 on the No-or-Partial Occlusion (PO) and

Heavy Occlusion (HO) subsets for each sub-dataset in Ta-

ble 13.

Effect of occlusion on single-modality models.

* Under the PO subset, most methods obtain relatively high
and stable performance, since the referred objects are
fully visible or only lightly occluded. In this regime, a
strong semantic alignment between text and RGB appear-
ance cues is usually sufficient for accurate grounding.

e Under the HO subset, all single-modality models suffer
a noticeable drop, with RGB-only models being affected
the most. When large portions of the target are occluded
by other objects or scene structures, RGB appearance be-
comes highly ambiguous and models often confuse the
target with nearby distractors.

* TIR-only models are slightly more robust than RGB-only
models in HO for some cases, as thermal signals can still
capture coarse shape or heat signatures. However, the
lack of fine-grained semantics limits their overall accu-
racy.

Benefits of thermal cues and multi-modal fusion.

e Thermal cues provide complementary information that
remains visible even when RGB texture is severely oc-
cluded or visually similar to the background. This is re-
flected by the fact that RGB+TIR models exhibit signif-
icantly smaller performance drops from PO to HO com-
pared with RGB-only baselines on all three sub-datasets.

* Multimodal extensions (MV-* variants) consistently im-
prove over theirsingle-modality counterparts in both PO
and HO subsets, indicating that simple fusion strategies
already help the model disambiguate occluded targets.

* RGBT-VGNet further reduces the PO—HO gap and
achievesthe highest or second-highest accuracy in most
occlusion settings. Its language-aware fusion (LAVS) al-
lows the model to exploit relational phrases (e.g., “be-
hind the truck”, “next to the bike”) to select the correct
RGB-TIR regions, which is particularly important under
heavy occlusion.

Benchmark-level observations. From a benchmark per-

spective, the occlusion-wise results show that:

* HO is consistently more difficult than PO for all methods
and training settings, providing a clear and stable diffi-
culty separation.

e The relative robustness of different modalities (RGB,
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TIR, RGB+TIR) is highly sensitive to occlusion, mak-
ing these subsets suitable for studying how multi-modal
fusion mitigates missing visual evidence.

* Method rankings under PO and HO are largely consistent
acrossRefFLIR, RefM>FD, and RefMFAD, suggesting
that the occlusion annotations provide reliable, dataset-
agnostic evaluation signals.

A.8. Summary

Across all extended evaluations on scene semantics,
weather, illumination, object size, and occlusion, we obtain
the following consistent observations:

* Environmental difficulty spectra. The five types of
annotations together form meaningful and stable diffi-
culty spectra. Challenging conditions such as rural and
tunnel scenes, foggy and rainy weather, weak or very
weak illumination, small objects, and heavy occlusion all
lead to significant performance drops for most methods,
whereas structurally simple or well-lit settings are om-
paratively easier. This confirms that the multi-level fac-
tors in RGBT-Ground effectively stress different aspects
of visual grounding robustness.

* Multi-modal models vs. single-modality models. Mul-
timodal RGB-TIR models consistently outperform RGB-
only and TIR-only counterparts across almost all envi-
ronmental and contextual subsets. RGB-only methods
are strong in favorable conditions but degrade sharply
when visibility is compromised; TIR-only methods are
more stable in low-light or adverse weather but lack fine-
grained semantics in easy regimes. RGB-TIR fusion
achieves the best trade-off, demonstrating that thermal in-
formation is not only useful in extreme cases (e.g., very
low light), but also provides complementary cues in nor-
mal settings.

* Role of complementary modalities. The complemen-
tary nature of RGB and TIR is particularly crucial un-
der low-light, foggy, heavy-occlusion, and small-object
conditions, where appearance cues from a single modal-
ity become unreliable or ambiguous. In these challeng-
ing subsets, RGB-TIR fusion not only improves absolute
performance but also reduces the performance gap be-
tween easy and hard cases, making RGBT-Ground a suit-
able testbed for studying when and how additional sens-
ing modalities should be exploited.

* Robustness of RGBT-VGNet. The proposed RGBT-
VGNet consistently ranks among the top performers
across more than 25 fine-grained subsets (13 scene types,
4 weather conditions, 4 illumination levels, 2 occlusion
levels, and 2 object sizes) on all three RGBT-Ground sub-
datasets. Its gains are especially pronounced in the most
challenging regimes, such as rural and tunnel scenes,
foggy and rainy weather, weak or very weak illumination,
small objects, and heavy occlusion. These results indicate
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1. Person riding a bike, partitially obscured by fog. 2. Bike with visible rear light positioned near road edge, partitially obscured by fog. 3. A black sedan parked on the left of th
street under a streetlight.

. A small silver truck appears ahead near center-left lane in a tunnel. 2. A silver sedan drives ahead through the tunnel’s illuminated corridor.
—
1. Person in dark clothing stands near a library stair, facing away. 2. A dark SUV is parked far from the crowd near the library, facing forward.

uu(

1. Penson in dark clothing stands near a white car, probably holding a phone. 2. A white SUV with a sleek design is parked on a cobblestone street near a residential area, facing
forward.

M“MMMMMMM

1. A ddl k- u)kmi sedan aprked in a lot near <)1 her \lmlu 2 A percon in blue shirt and dark pants walks near a re31dent1a1 area.

LA long bus travels down the wet road, its lights reflecting on the pavement. 2. A silver minivan is parked on the wet roadside under a tree. 3. A person in a red top and dark pants
walks with arms raised in the rainy day.
1. A red double-decker bus with advertisements occupies part of the lane near traffic lights under skies. 2. A small white sedan drives along the road, positioned centrally among

other vehicles under foggy skies. 3. A small figure wearing yellow clothing stands near the right edge of the road.

Figure 6. Additional qualitative comparison of multi-modal RGBT visual grounding results on RGBT-Ground across diverse real-world
scenarios. Bounding box colors match the description below. Each column shows a different visual grounding method, stressing differences
across methods under diverse scenes, illumination, weather, object size, and occlusion.

that the combination of AMA and LAVS is effective not level annotations along scene, weather, illumination, size,

only for improving average accuracy, but also for stabi-
lizing performance under severe domain shifts, where ei-
ther RGB or TIR alone becomes unreliable. In this sense,
RGBT-VGNet provides a strong and reproducible base-
line for future work on RGB-TIR visual grounding.

* Benchmark value of RGBT-Ground. The relative rank-
ing of competing methods remains largely consistent
across different subsets and across the three sub-datasets
(RefFLIR, RefM3FD, RefMFAD), despite their differ-
ences in acquisition conditions. This suggests that RGBT-

and occlusion dimensions enable systematic analysis of
failure modes, modality contributions, and design choices
(e.g., single-modality vs. multi-modal fusion, zero-shot
vs. fine-tuned training). Taken together, these prop-
erties make RGBT-Ground a comprehensive and reli-
able benchmark for fairly comparing future RGB-TIR vi-
sual grounding approaches under diverse and controllable
real-world conditions.

Ground provides stable, dataset-agnostic measurements B. More Qualitative Comparison Experiments

of model capability, rather than being dominated by id-

) ) ; . X As shown in Figure 6, we present additional qualita-
iosyncrasies of a single domain. Moreover, the multi-

tive visualization results obtained from multi-modal RGBT
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TransVG CLIP-VG D-MDETR MMCA OneRef-B HiVG-B

RGBT-VGNet MV-TransVG MV-CLIP-VG MV-D-MDETR MV-MMCA MYV-OneRef-B MV-HiVG-B

i I i

2. A dark SUV is parked far from the crowd near the library, facing forward.

Figure 7. Qualitative comparison of RGB-only, TIR-only and RGB-TIR grounding results (Figure 6 row 3) on RGBT-Ground across
diverse real-world scenarios. Bounding box colors match the description below. Each column shows a different visual grounding method,
stressing differences across methods under diverse scenes, illumination, weather, object size, and occlusion.

GT TransVG CLIP-VG D-MDETR MMCA OneRef-B HiVG-B

MV-CLIP-VG MV-D-MDETR MV-MMCA MYV-OneRef-B MV-HiVG-B

2. A white SUV with a sleek design is parked on a cobblestone street near a residential area,
facing forward.

Figure 8. Qualitative comparison of RGB-only, TIR-only and RGB-TIR grounding results (Figure 6 row 4) on RGBT-Ground across
diverse real-world scenarios. Bounding box colors match the description below. Each column shows a different visual grounding method,
stressing differences across methods under diverse scenes, illumination, weather, object size, and occlusion.

grounding methods of RGBT-VG framework across a wide ever, retains clear contours. The multi-modal predictions
range of scenarios in the RGBT-Ground benchmark. These show that RGBT models maintain reliable localization even
examples illustrate how multi-modal RGBT visual ground- when visible-light cues collapse. As a representative RGBT
ing models behave under diverse real-world environmental method, RGBT-VGNet shows particularly stable behavior
variations and highlight the types of challenges represented in these examples, where its adaptive fusion helps extract
in the benchmark. useful thermal patterns without overrelying on degraded
RGB inputs.

Nighttime and Extremely Low-Light Conditions. As

shown in Figure 6 (row 1 and 3), nighttime scenes exhibit Tunnel Scenarios with Illumination Changes. As shown
severe degradation in RGB appearance due to low illumi- in Figure 6 (row 2), tunnel scenes involve a clear differ-
nation, noise, and missing texture. Thermal imagery, how- ent from artificial lighting to natural daylight inside the tun-
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TransVG CLIP-VG

D-MDETR

MMCA OneRef-B HiVG-B

RGBT-VGNet MV-TransVG MV-CLIP-VG MV-D-MDETR MV-MMCA MV-OneRef-B MV-HiVG-B
. A red double-decker bus with advertisements «Mup]u part of the lane near traffic lights under skies. 2. A small white sedan drives along the road, positioned centrally
among other vehicles under foggy skies. 3. A small figure wearing yellow clothing st inds near the right edge of the road.

Figure 9. Qualitative comparison of RGB-only, TIR-only and RGB-TIR grounding results (Figure 6 row 7) on RGBT-Ground across
diverse real-world scenarios. Bounding box colors match the description below. Each column shows a different visual grounding method,
stressing differences across methods under diverse scenes, illumination, weather, object size, and occlusion.

nel. This change causes large appearance variations in the
RGB images, including shifts in color temperature, con-
trast, and shading, which makes it harder to maintain con-
sistent visual features along the lane. In contrast, the ther-
mal modality remains relatively stable across the entire se-
quence. The multi-modal predictions indicate that RGBT-
VGNet can emphasize these stable thermal cues while se-
lectively exploiting RGB textures when the illumination be-
comes more reliable, illustrating the benefit of asymmetric
modality adaptation in such dynamically lit environments.

Closed-Road Scenarios. As shown in Figure 6 (row 3,
4, and 5) and Figure 7, these scenes correspond to semi-
enclosed or restricted roads such as campus driveways, resi-
dential side streets, and internal access lanes. They typically
exhibit complex man-made structures, varied background
layouts (buildings, fences, trees, and parked vehicles), and
strong perspective distortions along the road. In such envi-
ronments, multi-modal predictions are able to follow spa-
tial and relational phrases in the language expressions (e.g.,
“near the stairs” or “ahead in the lane”), even when multi-
ple plausible candidates exist along the same trajectory. We
observe that RGBT-VGNet often produces more precise lo-
calization when the description relies on subtle spatial rela-
tions, suggesting that its language-aware design helps iden-
tify contextually relevant regions and disambiguate targets
in these closed-road scenarios.

Occlusion-Heavy Objects. As shown in Figure 6 (row 4)
and Figure 8, dense objects and frequent partial occlusions.
The multi-modal results show that RGBT inputs help pre-
serve the visibility of people or vehicles even when RGB
textures are partially blocked. In such cases, RGBT-VGNet
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tends to maintain stronger spatial consistency, likely due to
the synergistic use of thermal and language guidance.
Foggy, Rainy and Diverse Weather. As shown in Fig-
ure 6 (row 1, 6, and 7). Fog and mist cause strong scatter-
ing in RGB images, washing out objects boundaries and re-
ducing contrast. The visualizations demonstrate that multi-
modal inputs help restore spatial coherence by leveraging
thermal responses that remain mostly unaffected. We also
observe that RGBT-VGNet tends to generate more com-
pact and consistent bounding boxes under foggy conditions,
benefiting from its language-aware fusion that guides cross-
modal alignment.

C. Ablation on RGBT-VGNet Components

As shown in Table 6, we conduct a series of controlled abla-
tion experiments to evaluate the contribution of each com-
ponent in the proposed RGBT-VGNet baseline. By selec-
tively removing or disabling key modules, we aim to under-
stand the functional role of each design choice and analyze
how they collaboratively benefit RGBT visual grounding.

Effectiveness of the AMA module. Introducing the Asym-
metric Modality Adaptation (AMA) module brings a clear
performance improvement across all three datasets (Ref-
FLIR, RefM®FD, RefMFAD) and across all difficulty levels
(testA/B/C). Without AMA, the model must fuse RGB and
TIR features in their raw feature spaces, where the strong
domain gap between visible and thermal imagery leads to
unstable feature alignment. The results in the first row of
Table 6 show that, under this setting, TIR information is not
effectively exploited, and in several cases, even degrades
performance due to noisy or inconsistent thermal patterns.



Table 6. Ablation of AMA and LAVS in RGBT-VGNet. AMA substantially improves performance over the baseline by mitigating the
RGB-TIR domain gap, and adding LAVS further boosts results, particularly on low-light (testB) and small-object (testC) splits across

RefFLIR, RefM3FD, and RefMFAD.

RefFLIR

test testA testB testC| val

AMA |LAVS
val

test testA testB testC

RefM>FD RefMFAD

val test testA testB testC

5542 46.19 67.42 41.56 22.81|54.16 57.57 78.89 65.63 34.46|53.50 54.63 81.77 51.91 36.62

v

v v

74.01 71.17 90.57 66.25 49.69|70.83 72.53 93.99 80.16 50.43|68.07 65.27 90.63 62.19 47.96
73.68 72.65 91.31 67.19 52.23|73.21 74.34 94.72 81.93 53.63|67.83 66.62 91.16 64.07 49.76

With AMA enabled (second row), the model learns to adapt
the two modalities into a more compatible feature space, al-
lowing the fused representation to benefit from complemen-
tary cues in low-light, foggy, and occlusion-heavy scenes.
Effectiveness of the LAVS module. Adding the Language-
Aware Visual Synergy (LAVS) module further improves
performance on nearly all subsets, especially on low-light
(testB) and small-object (testC) partitions. LAVS enhances
the model’s ability to select modality-relevant regions based
on language guidance, enabling more accurate grounding in
scenes where RGB or TIR alone may be insufficient. The
improvements suggest that semantic alignment between
text and cross-modal visual features is a crucial factor for
achieving robust localization.

Why no “LAVS-only” ablation? We intentionally do
not include a configuration that keeps LAVS while remov-
ing AMA. This is because, without AMA, the CLIP-based
backbone faces a substantial domain gap when process-
ing TIR images. Raw thermal features are poorly aligned
with RGB semantics, and feeding such unadapted TIR fea-
tures directly into a fusion module leads to severe feature
contamination. Under this condition, enabling LAVS can-
not provide meaningful language-guided fusion; instead, it
would amplify noise from the misaligned TIR modality and
destabilize grounding performance. In other words, AMA
is a prerequisite for extracting informative TIR representa-
tions. Without reducing the cross-modal domain discrep-
ancy, LAVS alone cannot be meaningfully evaluated, as
the resulting model behaves unpredictably, even worse than
RGB-only.

Summary. Overall, the ablation results demonstrate that
AMA plays a foundational role by enabling effective cross-
modal feature adaptation, while LAVS provides an addi-
tional layer of language-guided refinement. Together, they
form a complementary design that supports the robustness
of RGBT-VGNet across complex real-world scenarios

D. Complete Data Annotation Process

D.1. Scene and Weather Annotation Prompt

To comprehensively characterize the global context of each
image, we designed a scene-level annotation prompt that
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captures four key environmental attributes.
template of this prompt is as follows:

The specific

Comprehensively analyze the global scene context
of the provided image and return exactly four
numerical codes representing the following
environmental attributes:
(1) Scene:
0-(Urban),
1-(Suburban),
2-(Rural),
3- (Highway),
4- (Residential),
5-(Industrial),
6- (Parking),
7-(Intersection),
8- (Tunnel),
9-(Bridge),
10- (Campus) ,
11- (Market),
12- (Waterfront)

(2)Weather:
0-(Foggy) ,
1-(Rainy),
2-(Sunny),
3-(Cloudy)

Return only four numbers without additional text(
space-separated) .

This holistic analysis provides essential contextual informa-
tion for understanding the operational environment in multi-
sensor visual grounding tasks.

D.2. Lighting Annotation Prompt

The lighting annotation prompt aims to capture the global
illumination level of each scene. By classifying images into
four brightness levels, this prompt helps quantify how illu-
mination affects RGB, TIR, and RGB-TIR providing essen-
tial metadata for analyzing modality robustness under vary-
ing lighting environments

You are an expert at analyzing lighting

conditions in images. I will provide an image

, and your task is to classify the overall

lighting intensity of the image into one of

the following categories:

0. Very Weak Light: The image is mostly dark, but

some features can be faintly seen.

1. Weak Light: The image has low visibility,

typical for dawn or dusk.



2. Normal Light:
brightness.

3. Strong Light: The image is brightly 1lit,
typically from midday sunlight.

Please return only one number corresponding to

the lighting condition: 0 (very_weak_light),

1 (weak_light), 2 (normal_light), or 3 (

strong_light) .

please begin generating the number

The image has normal daylight

Now,

D.3. Object-Level Annotation Prompts and Rules

Object-level annotations provide a fine-grained characteri-
zation of individual instances within the scene. This level is
further decomposed into three components to ensure com-
prehensive object understanding.
Object referring expressions. This component generates
dense, structured textual descriptions that encapsulate mul-
tiple aspects of each object instance, including visual ap-
pearance, spatial relationships, and functional attributes.
The specific template of this prompt is as follows:
I will provide an image and the bounding box
coordinates (bbox) of a {category_name}. Your
task is to describe the object within the
bounding box in one concise sentence,

focusing on its appearance and key features.
1. Object Details: Please describe the object in

detail, including but not limited to its
appearance, color, shape, texture, size, and
posture.

2. Contextual Relationship: If there is any
relationship between the objects within the
image or between the object and the

background (e.g., relative positioning,
interaction), please reflect this in your
description.

3. Distinguishing Similar Objects: If there are
multiple similar objects in the image,
differentiate them by comparing their details

such as color intensity, position, state,
etc.

4. Concise and Clear Language: Provide a single,
concise sentence that captures the key
features without breaking down into different

aspects. The description should be rich in
information yet simple for later data
processing.

Please generate only one few words of description

for the {category_name} with the following
bounding box coordinates: [{bbox}]

Now, please begin generating the description:

Occlusion annotation The occlusion analysis component
assesses the visibility level of each object instance. The
specific template of this prompt is as follows:

Analyze the occlusion
object and return

level of the specified
exactly one integer value:

0 - No occlusion: The object is fully visible

1 - Partial occlusion: Some parts are obscured
but key features remain visible

2 - Heavy occlusion: More than 50% of the object

is obscured

Target object bounding box: [x1, yl, x2, y2]
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Return only 0, 1, or 2 without additional text.

Object Size Classification The size classification employs
a computational approach based on bounding box area per-
centage, categorizing objects into two distinct classes. The
classification algorithm is implemented as follows:

Table 7. Object Size Classification Criteria

Category Area Percentage
Small <1%
Normal >1%

def classify_object_size (bbox, img_width,
img_height) :
X, y, w, h = bbox # bbox format: [x, y,

width, height]

bbox_area = w * h

image_area = img_width % img_height
size_ratio = bbox_area / image_area

return "small"
normal"

if size_ratio < 0.01 else "

This hierarchical annotation framework enables compre-
hensive multi-modal understanding while maintaining com-
putational efficiency. The scene-level annotations provide
global context, while the object-level components (occlu-
sion analysis, comprehensive description, and size classifi-
cation) offer detailed instance characterization essential for
robust visual grounding performance.

E. Potential Applications of the RGBT-Ground

Beyond the primary task of referring expression ground-
ing, the RGBT-Ground benchmark provides rich multi-
modal informationthat can support a wide range of vi-
sion—language applications. In this section, we outline sev-
eral potential extensions and discuss how the dataset struc-
ture naturally lends itself to broader research tasks.

E.1. Referring Expression Segmentation (RES)

The bounding-box annotations in RGBT-Ground, paired
with natural language referring expressions, naturally sup-
port weakly supervised Referring Expression Segmentation
(RES). Given the RGB-TIR paired images, one can gen-
erate pseudo segmentation masks using off-the-shelf tools
such as SAM, Mask2Former, or GrabCut, and subsequently
use these masks as training signals for RES models.

The multi-modal RGB-TIR setting is particularly attrac-
tive for RES under low-light, foggy, or heavily occluded
conditions, where RGB-only segmentation models strug-
gle to delineate object boundaries, while TIR images still
provide stable, high-contrast contours. This suggests that
RGBT-Ground could be extended into a multi-modal RES
benchmark for evaluating segmentation performance in ad-
verse environments.



E.2. Visual Question Answering (VQA)

The natural language expressions in RGBT-Ground con-

tain relational cues, positional descriptions, and object at-

tributes, which can be converted into VQA-style ques-

tion—answer pairs. Examples include:

* Binary VQA: “Is the person behind the car present?”

¢ Counting: “How many vehicles are mentioned?”

* Localization VQA: “Where is the referenced pedestrian
located?”

RGB-TIR pairs provide strong visual grounding sig-
nals for such reasoning-oriented questions, especially un-
der low-light or high-occlusion scenarios where RGB-only
VQA systems typically fail. This makes RGBT-Ground a
promising testbed for investigating multi-modal reasoning
and robust VQA in safety-critical settings.

E.3. Cross-Modal Retrieval

RGBT-Ground also supports various retrieval tasks:

» Text-to-image retrieval: using expressions as retrieval
queries;

* Image-to-text retrieval: using object-level bounding
boxes as visual queries;

* RGB-TIR to language retrieval: jointly exploiting both
modalities.

These tasks benefit from the fine-grained textual descrip-

tions and multi-level environmental annotations (scene,
weather, illumination, occlusion, size) provided by the
benchmark.
Summary. Overall, RGBT-Ground is not limited to
grounding; it provides a unified dataset for studying multi-
modal perception, cross-modal reasoning, and language-
guided understanding under diverse and challenging real-
world conditions, and can serve as a foundation for a broad
family of downstream vision—language tasks.
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Table 8. Scene-level Acc@0.5 across 13 scene types (UB, IT, RS, SU, HW, CP, BG, PL, RR, TN, MK, WF, ID) on the RefFLIR sub-dataset
of RGBT-Ground. All methods, backbones, and modalities are included, following the style of Table 4 and Table 5 in the manuscript. Noted
that the ‘/* symbol indicates that there is no data of the corresponding type in the current sub-dataset.

Method Visual / Language Modality RefFLIR (Scene Types )

Backbone UB SU RR HW RS ID PL IT TN BG CP MK WF

a. Pretrained model zero-shot transfer setting:
CLIP-VG [33] CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB 6.56 537 / 100.00 6.41 / 1056 7.02 20.00 441 / 7.89 14.33
HiVG-B [35] CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB 33.12 3636 / 0.00 37.18 / 4722 34.13 30.00 16.18 / 3224 32.75
HiVG-L [35] CLIP-L / CLIP-L RGB 37.50 40.50 / 100.00 50.00 / 58.89 40.59 40.00 44.12 / 38.82 56.14
OneRef-B [36] BEIT3-B / BEIT3-B RGB 36.25 4339 / 100.00 51.28 / 56.11 39.33 60.00 19.12 / 36.18 4825
OneRef-L [36] BEIT3-L / BEIT3-L RGB 37.81 5248 / 100.00 62.82 / 63.33 4691 50.00 42.65 / 40.79 59.36
CLIP-VG [33] CLIP-B / CLIP-B TIR 750 579 / 000 385 / 6.1 843 0.00 294 / 11.84 11.40
HiVG-B [35] CLIP-B / CLIP-B TIR 16.88 13.22 / 0.00 11.54 / 12.22 13.48 10.00 147 / 12.50 10.53
HiVG-L [35] CLIP-L / CLIP-L TIR 26.25 21.90 / 100.00 30.77 / 3222 21.63 10.00 7.35 / 19.08 32.46
OneRef-B [36] BEIT3-B / BEIT3-B TIR 26.25 27.69 / 100.00 32.05 / 33.33 2697 20.00 2.94 / 20.39 28.95
OneRef-L [36] BEIT3-L / BEIT3-L TIR 27.19 2893 / 100.00 3333 / 36.11 27.25 20.00 8.82 / 1447 28.65

b. Single source dataset training setting:

TransVG [6] RN50+DETR / BERT-B RGB 42.19 59.50 / 100.00 62.82 / 33.33 40.03 60.00 29.41 / 40.79 38.60
CLIP-VG [33] CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB 23.12 30.17 / 0.00 37.18 / 22.78 2247 40.00 20.59 / 23.03 26.02
D-MDETR [29] CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB 4469 64.88 / 100.00 6494 / 4444 48.60 70.00 48.53 / 46.05 4591
D-MDETR [29] RN50+DETR / BERT-B RGB 4125 57.85 / 100.00 6494 / 43.33 4424 70.00 25.00 / 36.84 41.23
MMCA [41] RN50+DETR / BERT-B RGB 4250 57.44 / 100.00 68.83 / 43.89 44.94 70.00 36.76 [/ 43.42 47.08
HiVG-B [35] CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB 54.06 75.62 / 100.00 79.49 / 72.78 63.62 70.00 75.00 / 58.55 69.30
HiVG-L [35] CLIP-L / CLIP-L RGB 62.81 76.86 / 100.00 88.46 / 77.78 67.13 80.00 73.53 / 62.50 73.68
OneRef-B [36] BEIT3-B / BEIT3-B RGB 54.69 7190 / 100.00 71.79 [/ 71.67 59.55 70.00 66.18 / 5592 62.57
OneRef-L [36] BEIT3-L / BEIT3-L RGB 53.75 73.55 / 100.00 76.92 / 77.22 63.34 70.00 75.00 / 55.92 65.79
TransVG [6] RN50+DETR / BERT-B TIR 4125 56.20 / 100.00 65.38 / 34.44 41.57 60.00 3824 / 38.16 39.77
CLIP-VG [33] CLIP-B / CLIP-B TIR 37.81 43.39 / 100.00 50.00 / 42.78 36.52 50.00 16.18 / 30.26 36.26
D-MDETR [29] CLIP-B / CLIP-B TIR 48.75 59.50 / 100.00 59.74 / 41.11 45.08 80.00 29.41 / 45.39 40.06
D-MDETR [29] RN50+DETR / BERT-B TIR 48.12 54.13 / 100.00 59.74 / 42.22 4438 60.00 16.18 / 33.55 34.80
MMCA [41] RN50+DETR / BERT-B TIR 4375 56.20 / 100.00 59.74 / 36.11 40.45 60.00 22.06 / 36.84 36.26
HiVG-B [35] CLIP-B / CLIP-B TIR 62.19 64.88 / 100.00 73.08 / 54.44 59.83 70.00 42.65 / 50.66 51.17
HiVG-L [35] CLIP-L / CLIP-L TIR 62.81 76.86 / 100.00 88.46 / 77.78 67.13 80.00 73.53 / 62.50 73.68
OneRef-B [36] BEIT3-B / BEIT3-B TIR 63.44 68.60 / 100.00 73.08 / 60.00 60.53 80.00 41.18 / 53.95 55.26
OneRef-L [36] BEIT3-L / BEIT3-L TIR 62.50 68.18 / 100.00 76.92 / 60.56 62.08 70.00 44.12 / 59.87 56.73
MV-TransVG RN50+DETR / BERT-B | RGB+TIR |45.31 58.68 / 100.00 69.23 / 4278 45.65 60.00 35.29 / 37.50 42.98
MV-CLIP-VG CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB+TIR [38.44 47.93 / 100.00 5385 / 42.78 38.20 60.00 27.94 / 40.79 41.81
MV-D-MDETR CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB+TIR [48.44 58.68 / 100.00 66.23 / 40.00 4691 70.00 3529 / 4474 4474
MV-D-MDETR RN50+DETR / BERT-B | RGB+TIR |48.75 56.20 / 100.00 67.53 / 42.78 48.74 60.00 33.82 / 4276 44.15
MV-MMCA RN50+DETR / BERT-B | RGB+TIR |45.00 61.16 / 100.00 66.23 / 48.33 47.89 70.00 44.12 / 46.05 4591
MV-HiVG-B CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB+TIR | 66.88 73.14 / 100.00 76.92 / 73.89 66.85 80.00 64.71 / 62.50 65.20
MV-HiVG-L CLIP-L / CLIP-L RGB+TIR |72.19 79.75 / 100.00 83.33 / 73.89 74.02 90.00 73.53 / 64.47 76.90
MV-OneRef-B BEIT3-B/BEIT3-B | RGB+TIR |58.75 67.36 / 100.00 7821 / 71.67 60.81 70.00 5294 / 5592 60.82
MV-OneRef-L BEIT3-L /BEIT3-L | RGB+TIR [55.62 72.31 / 100.00 7436 / 65.00 59.83 70.00 5147 / 57.89 60.23
RGBT-VGNet (Ours) CLIP-B/CLIP-B | RGB+TIR |71.56 78.10 / 100.00 87.18 / 78.89 69.52 80.00 76.47 / 65.79 75.15
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Table 9. Scene-level Acc@0.5 across 13 scene types (UB, IT, RS, SU, HW, CP, BG, PL, RR, TN, MK, WF, ID) on the RefM3FD
sub-dataset of RGBT-Ground. All methods, backbones, and modalities are included, following the style of Table 4 and Table 5 in the

manuscript.
Method Visual / Language Modality RefM3FD (Scene Types )
Backbone UB SU RR HW RS ID PL IT ™ BG CP MK WF
a. Pretrained model zero-shot transfer setting:

CLIP-VG [33] CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB 10.22 7.78 345 2381 878 0.00 843 943 568 4.17 549 234 274
HiVG-B [35] CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB  |33.63 19.16 41.95 34.52 46.62 10.00 37.95 37.30 23.86 9.38 19.08 38.28 23.29
HiVG-L [35] CLIP-L / CLIP-L RGB |31.43 17.66 27.01 29.76 33.78 60.00 36.14 40.57 17.05 25.00 30.35 22.66 15.75
OneRef-B [36] BEIT3-B / BEIT3-B RGB 42.20 19.76 33.33 38.10 55.41 60.00 60.84 48.36 34.09 21.88 36.71 42.19 24.66
OneRef-L [36] BEIT3-L / BEIT3-L RGB  |48.90 28.74 50.57 42.86 67.57 60.00 59.64 54.92 22.73 23.96 50.58 46.88 30.82
CLIP-VG [33] CLIP-B / CLIP-B TIR 6.87 4.79 17.82 13.10 473 0.00 7.23 943 0.00 1.04 4.05 156 4.79
HiVG-B [35] CLIP-B / CLIP-B TIR 13.41 539 8.05 10.71 12.84 0.00 15.66 20.08 6.82 7.29 549 12.50 5.48
HiVG-L [35] CLIP-L / CLIP-L TIR 54.56 30.84 56.32 59.52 7230 60.00 64.46 52.46 40.91 37.50 66.18 51.56 36.99
OneRef-B [36] BEIT3-B / BEIT3-B TIR 25.49 12.87 13.79 27.38 26.35 60.00 30.12 34.02 20.45 1042 17.92 22.66 8.90
OneRef-L [36] BEIT3-L / BEIT3-L TIR 24.07 15.27 17.82 23.81 33.78 60.00 31.93 38.52 10.23 7.29 26.01 20.31 14.38

b. Single source dataset training setting:

TransVG [6] RN50+DETR /BERT-B| RGB |41.54 21.86 67.82 47.62 52.03 60.00 50.00 40.16 39.77 14.58 39.02 35.94 25.34
CLIP-VG [33] CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB  |33.46 18.86 32.76 34.52 38.51 60.00 49.40 36.07 23.86 10.42 32.08 21.88 12.33
D-MDETR [29] CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB |50.74 37.72 73.41 60.71 64.63 66.67 65.06 40.98 48.28 22.92 58.84 35.43 32.41
D-MDETR [29] RN50+DETR / BERT-B RGB - - - - - - - - - - - - -

MMCA [41] RN50+DETR / BERT-B RGB - - - - - - - - - - - - -
HiVG-B [35] CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB |66.54 49.70 79.89 71.43 75.00 60.00 81.33 65.57 53.41 50.00 73.41 60.94 44.52
HiVG-L [35] CLIP-L / CLIP-L RGB |67.97 48.50 80.46 72.62 80.41 60.00 80.72 63.93 53.41 58.33 73.41 60.94 43.15
OneRef-B [36] BEIT3-B / BEIT3-B RGB |68.90 50.30 82.18 72.62 82.43 60.00 83.13 61.07 54.55 58.33 73.12 64.06 50.00
OneRef-L [36] BEIT3-L / BEIT3-L RGB |66.59 43.11 72.99 69.05 75.00 60.00 84.34 62.30 53.41 52.08 68.50 61.72 47.95

TransVG [6] RN50+DETR / BERT-B TIR 48.46 32.04 75.86 57.14 60.81 60.00 63.25 45.90 43.18 15.62 49.71 42.97 25.34
CLIP-VG [33] CLIP-B / CLIP-B TIR 29.12 12.57 35.06 27.38 31.08 60.00 47.59 29.92 18.18 7.29 28.32 21.09 13.70
D-MDETR [29] CLIP-B / CLIP-B TIR 51.18 37.13 79.77 60.71 61.90 100.00 65.06 38.52 52.87 19.79 56.81 39.37 30.34
D-MDETR [29] RN50+DETR / BERT-B TIR - - - - - - - - - - - -

MMCA [41] RN50+DETR / BERT-B TIR - - - - - - - - - - - - -
HiVG-B [35] CLIP-B / CLIP-B TIR 64.12 48.20 81.61 67.86 72.97 80.00 83.73 61.07 59.09 42.71 70.23 56.25 35.62
HiVG-L [35] CLIP-L / CLIP-L TIR 63.74 50.60 85.63 71.43 75.68 80.00 75.30 65.16 54.55 46.88 74.57 58.59 39.04
OneRef-B [36] BEIT3-B / BEIT3-B TIR 66.59 49.10 82.76 71.43 70.27 80.00 86.14 61.48 57.95 50.00 72.25 60.94 35.62
OneRef-L [36] BEIT3-L / BEIT3-L TIR 68.96 52.69 85.63 73.81 81.08 100.00 85.54 62.70 59.09 56.25 74.57 66.41 47.95
MV-TransVG RNS50+DETR / BERT-B | RGB+TIR |48.41 33.53 80.46 57.14 58.78 60.00 61.45 47.54 43.18 18.75 52.02 39.06 27.40
MV-CLIP-VG CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB+TIR [40.82 20.06 45.98 45.24 50.00 60.00 59.64 45.49 34.09 15.62 40.46 28.91 21.23
MV-D-MDETR CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB+TIR [47.72 32.34 72.23 55.95 57.82 77.78 59.64 38.93 48.28 19.79 51.88 35.43 25.52
MV-D-MDETR RNS50+DETR / BERT-B | RGB+TIR |45.08 30.84 79.77 57.14 61.90 66.67 56.02 37.30 44.83 16.67 54.49 38.58 27.59

MV-MMCA RNS50+DETR / BERT-B | RGB+TIR |49.53 31.44 69.36 51.19 61.22 66.67 63.86 45.90 37.93 15.62 52.46 43.31 26.90

MV-HiVG-B CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB+TIR [71.98 53.89 87.93 77.38 79.05 100.00 87.35 66.39 56.82 54.17 78.61 64.84 49.32

MV-HiVG-L CLIP-L/CLIP-L RGB+TIR |73.74 53.59 89.08 76.19 81.76 70.00 89.16 73.36 60.23 60.42 78.61 64.06 43.84
MV-OneRef-B BEIT3-B/BEIT3-B | RGB+TIR |65.82 46.71 82.18 73.81 77.70 80.00 81.33 59.02 52.27 53.12 69.08 60.94 43.15
MV-OneRef-L BEIT3-L/BEIT3-L | RGB+TIR [70.22 53.89 90.23 73.81 80.41 100.00 87.35 62.70 55.68 53.12 77.17 69.53 54.11

RGBT-VGNet (Ours)| CLIP-B/CLIP-B |RGB+TIR|74.84 57.49 91.95 78.57 83.78 90.00 92.17 68.03 61.36 63.54 81.50 73.44 58.90
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Table 10. Scene-level Acc@0.5 across 13 scene types (UB, IT, RS, SU, HW, CP, BG, PL, RR, TN, MK, WE, ID) on the RefMFAD
sub-dataset of RGBT-Ground. All methods, backbones, and modalities are included, following the style of Table 4 and 5 in the manuscript.

Method Visual / Language Modality RefMFAD (Scene Types )
Backbone UB SU RR HW RS ID PL IT TN BG CP MK WF
a. Pretrained model zero-shot transfer setting:

CLIP-VG [33] CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB 794 953 7.69 741 492 16.67 435 8.16 4.12 693 3.81 0.00 0.00
HiVG-B [35] CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB 721 651 000 9.09 9.02 I11.11 1522 593 9.28 891 857 0.00 0.00
HiVG-L [35] CLIP-L / CLIP-L RGB 42.06 34.88 32.69 42.76 42.62 27.78 63.04 35.16 32.99 48.02 40.95 50.00 66.67
OneRef-B [36] BEIT3-B / BEIT3-B RGB 31.33 26.98 23.08 27.95 31.97 22.22 54.35 28.19 25.26 29.70 34.76 33.33 66.67
OneRef-L [36] BEIT3-L / BEIT3-L RGB 38.42 37.21 23.08 38.05 33.61 27.78 45.65 35.16 28.35 36.63 38.10 33.33 83.33
CLIP-VG [33] CLIP-B / CLIP-B TIR 6.87 479 17.82 13.10 473 0.00 7.23 943 0.00 1.04 4.05 156 479
HiVG-B [35] CLIP-B / CLIP-B TIR 20.61 16.05 13.46 21.55 18.03 16.67 22.83 18.55 22.68 19.80 19.05 33.33 50.00
HiVG-L [35] CLIP-L / CLIP-L TIR 23.33 20.47 17.31 20.88 22.95 11.11 42.39 21.22 29.90 26.24 24.76 33.33 0.00
OneRef-B [36] BEIT3-B / BEIT3-B TIR 16.67 12.33 13.46 13.30 18.03 16.67 33.70 12.76 17.53 15.84 19.52 0.00 66.67
OneRef-L [36] BEIT3-L / BEIT3-L TIR 18.30 15.35 9.62 18.35 17.21 16.67 35.87 15.73 15.46 18.32 21.90 0.00 50.00

b. Single source dataset training setting:

TransVG [6] RN50+DETR / BERT-B RGB 47.21 49.30 46.15 56.73 36.89 50.00 61.96 41.99 64.95 53.96 41.90 33.33 83.33
CLIP-VG [33] CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB 38.97 34.88 32.69 39.39 25.41 22.22 50.00 34.27 47.94 42.08 26.19 33.33 66.67
D-MDETR [29] CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB 5791 64.88 73.08 65.60 49.18 44.44 68.45 52.30 75.77 57.43 53.11 60.00 60.00
D-MDETR [29] |RN50+DETR / BERT-B RGB 49.30 52.79 50.00 60.37 44.26 38.89 57.61 44.13 67.53 56.44 41.63 60.00 80.00

MMCA [41] RN50+DETR / BERT-B RGB 44.15 48.14 42.31 56.32 34.43 44.44 58.70 38.63 65.98 51.98 40.19 20.00 60.00
HiVG-B [35] CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB 60.91 66.28 63.46 68.69 62.30 50.00 80.43 56.23 74.23 65.84 58.57 66.67 83.33
HiVG-L [35] CLIP-L / CLIP-L RGB 61.70 64.42 65.38 68.18 56.56 55.56 81.52 57.12 73.71 64.36 59.05 66.67 83.33
OneRef-B [36] BEIT3-B / BEIT3-B RGB 59.33 62.56 61.54 65.82 57.38 55.56 79.35 53.71 72.68 63.86 55.24 50.00 83.33
OneRef-L [36] BEIT3-L / BEIT3-L RGB 61.76 66.98 65.38 67.85 54.10 44.44 78.26 56.97 76.29 64.85 61.43 33.33 83.33

TransVG [6] RN50+DETR / BERT-B TIR 50.42 53.95 51.92 60.94 43.44 38.89 56.52 45.40 69.59 56.44 47.62 50.00 83.33
CLIP-VG [33] CLIP-B / CLIP-B TIR 32.55 26.28 19.23 36.87 23.77 22.22 42.39 24.18 40.72 35.64 20.95 0.00 16.67
D-MDETR [29] CLIP-B / CLIP-B TIR 52.88 59.77 67.31 61.05 39.34 50.00 60.87 47.99 75.26 55.45 43.06 80.00 60.00
D-MDETR [29] |[RN50+DETR /BERT-B TIR 4791 51.16 57.69 60.54 40.16 38.89 58.70 41.46 71.13 55.94 38.28 20.00 80.00

MMCA [41] RN50+DETR / BERT-B TIR 43.54 46.28 48.08 54.30 33.61 44.44 4891 37.44 67.01 50.50 35.89 40.00 60.00
HiVG-B [35] CLIP-B / CLIP-B TIR 58.24 63.95 65.38 65.99 51.64 38.89 72.83 50.89 73.71 62.87 51.43 50.00 83.33
HiVG-L [35] CLIP-L / CLIP-L TIR 58.79 61.16 67.31 63.64 52.46 55.56 67.39 50.89 71.13 63.37 51.43 50.00 66.67
OneRef-B [36] BEIT3-B / BEIT3-B TIR 52.79 50.93 44.23 60.10 47.54 44.44 58.70 44.51 69.59 54.95 46.67 50.00 83.33
OneRef-L [36] BEIT3-L / BEIT3-L TIR 59.09 63.72 65.38 65.15 51.64 50.00 77.17 53.56 77.32 58.42 50.95 83.33 66.67
MV-TransVG RN50+DETR / BERT-B | RGB+TIR |51.52 54.19 53.85 64.48 45.90 50.00 61.96 45.40 71.65 59.41 49.52 66.67 66.67
MV-CLIP-VG CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB+TIR |48.24 47.67 40.38 52.69 36.07 22.22 56.52 42.88 59.79 50.99 35.24 33.33 66.67
MV-D-MDETR CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB+TIR |55.55 62.09 69.23 63.74 43.44 50.00 64.13 50.67 75.77 57.92 50.72 40.00 80.00
MV-D-MDETR RN50+DETR / BERT-B | RGB+TIR |51.79 55.58 59.62 63.41 41.80 50.00 59.78 48.44 73.71 60.40 42.58 40.00 60.00

MV-MMCA RN50+DETR / BERT-B | RGB+TIR [53.12 56.51 55.77 63.07 45.08 50.00 58.70 46.36 70.10 59.41 44.98 60.00 80.00

MV-HiVG-B CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB+TIR |64.42 71.40 75.00 70.20 63.11 50.00 85.87 58.75 78.35 68.32 61.43 66.67 83.33

MV-HiVG-L CLIP-L / CLIP-L RGB+TIR |62.42 65.58 67.31 66.50 61.48 50.00 72.83 57.42 74.23 67.33 58.10 66.67 83.33
MV-OneRef-B BEIT3-B/BEIT3-B | RGB+TIR |58.73 64.88 69.23 66.84 57.38 44.44 75.00 53.86 73.71 60.89 54.76 66.67 66.67
MV-OneRef-L BEIT3-L/BEIT3-L | RGB+TIR |61.88 65.81 67.31 68.86 54.10 50.00 78.26 55.49 76.29 62.87 55.71 83.33 83.33

RGBT-VGNet (Ours)| CLIP-B/CLIP-B RGB+TIR |64.97 68.37 73.08 70.37 63.11 44.44 78.26 62.31 79.38 69.80 62.38 66.67 83.33
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Table 11. Acc@0.5 across four weather conditions (Cloudy, Foggy, Rainy, Sunny) for RefFLIR, RefM3FD, and RefMFAD. All methods,
backbones, and modalities are included, following the style of Table 4 and Table 5 in the manuscript.

Visual / Language R RefFLIR (Weather ) RefM3FD (Weather ) RefMFAD (Weather )
Method Modality

Backbone FY RY SY CYy FY RY SY CYy FY RY SY CY

a. Pretrained model zero-shot transfer setting:
CLIP-VG [33] CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB 348 526 9.65 628 | 455 690 9.79 886|584 435 927 8.19
HiVG-B [35] CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB 26.96 44.74 36.14 31.15[36.36 33.07 29.79 30.96|17.05 18.94 25.17 20.14
HiVG-L [35] CLIP-L / CLIP-L RGB 30.43 52.63 49.39 32.79|52.45 56.27 52.54 52.72|35.35 28.26 44.04 43.08
OneRef-B [36] BEIT3-B / BEIT3-B RGB 29.57 4474 46.13 32.24(39.16 42.79 37.96 40.10|25.40 23.29 31.13 32.27
OneRef-L [36] BEIT3-L / BEIT3-L RGB 33.04 44.74 55.23 37.70 [43.36 50.47 4592 46.86|33.18 28.57 40.40 38.75
CLIP-VG [33] CLIP-B / CLIP-B TIR 435 13.16 883 7.10 | 839 799 331 893 |3.09 280 7.62 448
HiVG-B [35] CLIP-B / CLIP-B TIR 13.91 36.84 11.75 13.93]18.53 16.93 10.21 9.14 | 595 4.04 1192 8.01
HiVG-L [35] CLIP-L / CLIP-L TIR 20.43 44.74 24.86 24.59(30.77 41.07 27.75 25.73|20.48 16.77 33.11 23.53
OneRef-B [36] BEIT3-B / BEIT3-B TIR 20.87 42.11 27.92 24.04{20.63 27.59 21.20 22.80|12.13 10.25 23.18 16.53
OneRef-L [36] BEIT3-L / BEIT3-L TIR 25.65 57.89 27.31 24.32(30.77 29.47 20.28 23.08|16.93 1522 21.19 18.06

b. Single source dataset training setting:

TransVG [6] RN50+DETR / BERT-B RGB 34.35 47.37 4545 34.70(52.10 44.51 36.27 39.54|47.03 44.41 63.58 48.25
CLIP-VG [33] CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB 18.26 36.84 27.31 16.94|31.12 35.89 29.58 30.61|34.67 30.12 51.66 37.65
D-MDETR [29] CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB 40.00 54.05 53.91 37.98|56.49 54.55 46.79 50.35|56.64 51.24 77.15 59.40
D-MDETR [29] RN50+DETR / BERT-B RGB 38.26 48.65 48.81 30.87| - - - - 150.34 41.93 64.57 51.13
MMCA [41] RN50+DETR / BERT-B RGB 35.65 51.35 51.67 34.43 - - - - 45.88 36.65 63.25 46.10
HiVG-B [35] CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB 49.13 63.16 71.74 53.01|70.28 67.71 63.59 65.55|58.58 54.66 78.48 63.66
HiVG-L [35] CLIP-L / CLIP-L RGB 59.13 68.42 74.80 59.29 [67.83 67.08 65.70 66.53|58.70 54.97 75.83 63.87
OneRef-B [36] BEIT3-B / BEIT3-B RGB 50.43 55.26 66.92 51.37[70.28 69.28 65.21 68.34|56.64 52.80 74.50 61.36
OneRef-L [36] BEIT3-L / BEIT3-L RGB 5391 60.53 70.04 52.19|67.13 68.34 62.68 63.67[59.15 54.97 77.48 63.91
TransVG [6] RN50+DETR / BERT-B TIR 36.96 44.74 45.92 34.15|58.39 54.23 4239 47.56|50.34 47.20 68.54 51.86
CLIP-VG [33] CLIP-B / CLIP-B TIR 35.22 47.37 38.72 32.79(33.92 34.64 23.31 26.22(29.75 24.53 40.07 30.84
D-MDETR [29] CLIP-B / CLIP-B TIR 41.74 54.05 48.40 40.44|64.56 53.29 45.45 51.05|54.69 45.65 69.87 53.93
D-MDETR [29] RN50+DETR / BERT-B TIR 47.83 51.35 43.44 39.07 - - - - 50.00 42.55 66.23 49.16
MMCA [41] RN50+DETR / BERT-B TIR 46.52 4595 4228 3579| - - - - 4542 38.82 60.93 44.28
HiVG-B [35] CLIP-B / CLIP-B TIR 63.04 73.68 56.79 59.29 |77.97 69.28 57.82 62.90|58.70 49.07 73.84 59.32
HiVG-L [35] CLIP-L / CLIP-L TIR 66.09 76.32 64.67 69.13 [81.12 72.88 56.97 63.74|58.58 53.11 72.52 58.23
OneRef-B [36] BEIT3-B / BEIT3-B TIR 58.26 68.42 60.46 60.93 [77.62 71.94 59.65 64.99|51.49 47.20 67.22 52.15
OneRef-L [36] BEIT3-L / BEIT3-L TIR 60.43 65.79 61.96 60.93 [81.12 73.20 61.97 69.87(59.15 53.73 71.19 60.01
MV-TransVG RN50+DETR / BERT-B | RGB+TIR |40.87 55.26 48.98 38.80|59.44 53.92 43.59 47.63|52.17 4596 71.85 53.42
MV-CLIP-VG CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB+TIR | 33.04 47.37 43.34 35.25|45.80 46.24 34.44 38.77|44.28 38.82 60.60 48.18
MV-D-MDETR CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB+TIR |41.74 56.76 50.44 40.44|58.25 50.16 42.35 46.65|55.15 49.07 74.83 57.14
MV-D-MDETR RN50+DETR / BERT-B | RGB+TIR |43.91 59.46 49.97 42.62|61.05 51.57 39.04 46.37|54.23 46.89 68.54 53.46
MV-MMCA RNS50+DETR / BERT-B | RGB+TIR |43.91 62.16 52.07 39.89 |54.04 54.55 43.20 48.19(53.20 46.58 69.21 54.08
MV-HiVG-B CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB+TIR | 63.04 73.68 69.23 65.57 |82.17 75.71 65.70 71.48 |64.07 60.56 77.81 66.24
MV-HiVG-L CLIP-L/CLIP-L | RGB+TIR |70.00 73.68 7548 74.04 |81.82 75.71 68.38 72.04|60.76 55.90 73.84 63.77
MV-OneRef-B BEIT3-B/BEIT3-B | RGB+TIR |56.96 73.68 64.88 54.10|74.83 66.30 60.42 65.48 |58.35 50.31 74.17 61.14
MV-OneRef-L BEIT3-L/BEIT3-L | RGB+TIR |52.17 65.79 64.47 53.83[80.42 72.73 65.00 70.92|59.95 53.11 77.81 63.22
RGBT-VGNet (Ours) CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB+TIR | 65.65 78.95 75.61 67.49 [84.97 79.47 68.87 75.59|65.22 62.11 77.81 66.53
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Table 12. Acc@0.5 across four illumination conditions (Strong, Normal, Weak, Very Weak) on RefFLIR, RefM3FD, and RetMFAD for
all methods, backbones, and modalities.

Method Visual / Language Modality RefFLIR (Illumination ) | RefM3FD (Illumination ) | RefMFAD (Illumination )
Backbone VL WL NL SL | VL WL NL SL | VL WL NL SL

a. Pretrained model zero-shot transfer setting:
CLIP-VG [33] CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB 1250 5.13 0.00 9.69 |12.86 8.77 848 6.70 | 833 6.92 820 16.67
HiVG-B [35] CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB 37.50 30.29 50.00 36.15|48.57 34.02 30.31 22.68|22.22 19.90 19.59 0.00
HiVG-L [35] CLIP-L / CLIP-L RGB 50.00 32.85 50.00 49.45|65.71 56.73 51.65 50.00|27.78 38.02 43.97 16.67
OneRef-B [36] BEIT3-B / BEIT3-B RGB 37.50 31.89 66.67 46.04|54.29 48.25 36.37 30.93|25.00 28.28 32.76 0.00
OneRef-L [36] BEIT3-L / BEIT3-L RGB 50.00 36.22 66.67 55.25|52.86 52.92 4490 37.63|36.11 35.20 39.40 0.00
CLIP-VG [33] CLIP-B / CLIP-B TIR 12.50 6.41 0.00 887 [12.86 11.01 498 1.55| 556 4.02 458 16.67
HiVG-B [35] CLIP-B / CLIP-B TIR 37.50 15.06 16.67 11.73|18.57 18.13 9.00 6.19 | 2.78 6.88 8.59 0.00
HiVG-L [35] CLIP-L / CLIP-L TIR 37.50 2420 16.67 24.90|52.86 36.35 26.25 25.77|25.00 20.19 26.95 0.00
OneRef-B [36] BEIT3-B / BEIT3-B TIR 25.00 23.88 33.33 27.97|35.71 32.75 18.81 17.53|16.67 13.47 18.53 0.00
OneRef-L [36] BEIT3-L / BEIT3-L TIR 50.00 26.28 33.33 27.35|24.29 34.11 19.98 14.95|19.44 16.38 19.81 0.00

b. Single source dataset training setting:

TransVG [6] RN50+DETR / BERT-B RGB 87.50 34.62 66.67 45.43|38.57 46.59 38.38 28.35|44.44 46.52 51.95 33.33
CLIP-VG [33] CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB 25.00 18.59 33.33 27.22|31.43 40.25 27.89 25.26|33.33 3441 41.69 16.67
D-MDETR [29] CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB 62.50 39.26 66.67 53.89|50.72 57.46 4791 40.72|60.00 55.87 64.17 100.00
D-MDETR [29] | RN50+DETR /BERT-B RGB 87.50 33.81 66.67 48.77| - - - - |51.43 48.73 54.58 50.00
MMCA [41] RN50+DETR / BERT-B RGB 75.00 35.26 66.67 51.64| - - - - |45.71 43.92 50.11 50.00
HiVG-B [35] CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB 87.50 51.76 66.67 71.76|71.43 69.40 64.23 59.79|55.56 59.83 67.24 83.33
HiVG-L [35] CLIP-L / CLIP-L RGB 87.50 59.46 66.67 74.83|77.14 69.20 65.55 58.76|66.67 60.28 66.46 83.33
OneRef-B [36] BEIT3-B / BEIT3-B RGB 87.50 50.80 66.67 66.92|84.29 71.44 66.08 58.25|66.67 57.55 64.73 50.00
OneRef-L [36] BEIT3-L / BEIT3-L RGB 87.50 52.88 66.67 70.05|78.57 69.49 62.42 56.70|61.11 59.49 68.14 83.33
TransVG [6] RN50+DETR / BERT-B TIR 75.00 35.26 66.67 45.91(54.29 55.75 45.14 32.99(52.78 49.83 55.64 83.33
CLIP-VG [33] CLIP-B / CLIP-B TIR 62.50 34.13 66.67 38.61|35.71 38.89 22.79 18.56|33.33 28.73 33.48 33.33
D-MDETR [29] CLIP-B / CLIP-B TIR 50.00 41.51 66.67 48.36|55.07 57.85 48.15 37.11[48.57 51.80 58.37 83.33
D-MDETR [29] | RN50+DETR /BERT-B TIR 87.50 4231 66.67 4334| - - - - |42.86 48.03 52.90 50.00
MMCA [41] RN50+DETR / BERT-B TIR 87.50 39.58 66.67 4222| - - - - |45.71 4293 48.44 50.00
HiVG-B [35] CLIP-B / CLIP-B TIR 87.50 61.22 66.67 56.75|80.00 70.66 60.57 51.55|52.78 56.84 63.00 83.33
HiVG-L [35] CLIP-L / CLIP-L TIR 100.00 67.95 83.33 64.60|68.57 73.29 61.17 50.52|52.78 57.09 61.55 50.00
OneRef-B [36] BEIT3-B / BEIT3-B TIR 87.50 60.10 83.33 60.37|88.57 72.03 62.50 53.61|47.22 50.83 55.25 66.67
OneRef-L [36] BEIT3-L / BEIT3-L TIR 87.50 60.74 66.67 61.94]80.00 75.05 66.32 54.12|55.56 57.63 63.50 83.33
MV-TransVG RNS50+DETR / BERT-B | RGB+TIR | 87.50 39.90 66.67 4891 |54.29 55.46 45.66 37.63|44.44 51.37 5742 83.33
MV-CLIP-VG CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB+TIR | 50.00 34.94 66.67 43.25|42.86 50.58 34.61 30.93|50.00 45.02 50.84 50.00
MV-D-MDETR CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB+TIR | 62.50 41.51 66.67 50.41|50.72 54.05 44.17 35.05|60.00 53.84 61.94 100.00
MV-D-MDETR RNS50+DETR / BERT-B | RGB+TIR | 75.00 43.59 66.67 49.93 |46.38 54.34 43.01 32.47|60.00 52.01 57.03 50.00
MV-MMCA RN50+DETR / BERT-B | RGB+TIR | 87.50 41.99 66.67 52.05|49.28 57.27 44.94 34.54|54.29 51.51 58.31 50.00
MV-HiVG-B CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB+TIR | 87.50 64.74 66.67 69.24|92.86 77.19 68.45 59.79|63.89 63.10 70.37 66.67
MV-HiVG-L CLIP-L / CLIP-L RGB+TIR | 87.50 72.28 83.33 75.44|87.14 77.68 69.98 62.89|63.89 60.78 66.52 83.33
MV-OneRef-B BEIT3-B/BEIT3-B |RGB+TIR | 87.50 55.77 66.67 64.87|78.57 68.91 63.06 53.09|58.33 57.71 64.62 66.67
MV-OneRef-L BEIT3-L/BEIT3-L |RGB+TIR | 75.00 53.69 66.67 64.46|81.43 74.76 68.17 58.76|61.11 59.49 67.19 83.33
RGBT-VGNet (Ours) CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB+TIR | 87.50 67.31 66.67 75.65|90.00 81.48 71.74 64.95|66.67 64.22 70.03 83.33
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Table 13. Acc@0.5 across object sizes (Normal Size vs Small Size) and different occlusion levels (No-or-Partial vs Heavy) for RefFLIR,

RefM3FD, and RefMFAD.
Visual / Language R RefFLIR (Size and Occ) | RefM3FD (Size and Occ) | RefMFAD (Size and Occ)
Method Modality

Backbone NS SS PO HO | NS SS PO HO | NS SS PO HO

a. Pretrained model zero-shot transfer setting:
CLIP-VG [33] CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB 1444 1.11 1136 4.12 |1546 1.35 12.09 4.03 |16.88 1.22 1241 4.52
HiVG-B [35] CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB 62.06 223 48.48 25.66(56.12 530 42.01 23.08|46.53 1.92 4220 17.87
HiVG-L [35] CLIP-L / CLIP-L RGB 7597 7.81 60.61 29.92|85.53 19.59 76.43 40.35|81.76 12.86 69.86 32.20
OneRef-B [36] BEIT3-B / BEIT3-B RGB 7447 3.55 5530 28.86[74.59 3.19 59.63 29.22|70.82 2.86 60.28 25.66
OneRef-L [36] BEIT3-L / BEIT3-L RGB 77.20 17.04 59.85 38.70|77.59 14.72 69.26 34.53|73.71 12.35 67.73 28.09
CLIP-VG [33] CLIP-B / CLIP-B TIR 1452 0.61 13.64 479 |12.19 0.76 1045 4.60 | 9.88 549 851 271
HiVG-B [35] CLIP-B / CLIP-B TIR 23.15 0.81 18.94 10.51(21.68 0.97 15.57 10.81|18.12 0.51 21.99 7.02
HiVG-L [35] CLIP-L / CLIP-L TIR 4577 0.00 37.88 19.68|54.77 2.92 43.85 24.36|53.18 2.82 45.74 18.22
OneRef-B [36] BEIT3-B / BEIT3-B TIR 49.38 0.20 37.88 20.74|44.61 0.11 33.20 19.69|38.82 0.12 3546 13.91
OneRef-L [36] BEIT3-L / BEIT3-L TIR 47.10 3.65 36.36 22.87(42.32 4.17 35.04 19.12]40.88 2.43 37.23 15.09

b. Single source dataset training setting:

TransVG [6] RN50+DETR / BERT-B RGB 61.53 19.76 49.24 31.12{64.00 15.10 51.02 31.91|82.47 31.06 74.82 36.65
CLIP-VG [33] CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB 40.85 15.81 27.27 1622|5586 5.39 4242 22.51|72.71 13.16 63.48 27.89
D-MDETR [29] CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB 68.75 26.77 54.55 37.10(73.29 26.08 65.78 38.87|87.00 40.98 78.72 4597
D-MDETR [29] |RN50+DETR / BERT-B RGB 64.52 20.95 50.00 34.04| - - - - |82.24 30.41 74.47 37.20
MMCA [41] RN50+DETR / BERT-B RGB 68.49 21.50 54.55 33.64| - - - - 176.94 26.24 71.28 33.31
HiVG-B [35] CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB 85.39 43.52 75.76 52.66|90.51 45.04 84.84 54.41(90.41 45.57 86.17 50.14
HiVG-L [35] CLIP-L / CLIP-L RGB 89.08 50.00 81.06 59.31|92.84 41.29 87.70 56.65|91.82 44.98 87.94 51.60
OneRef-B [36] BEIT3-B / BEIT3-B RGB 85.21 3590 75.76 49.07 |92.79 39.07 87.30 58.44(90.24 40.86 86.17 48.47
OneRef-L [36] BEIT3-L / BEIT3-L RGB 86.27 39.76 72.73 52.26|92.89 34.52 84.63 54.92(90.12 45.18 85.46 49.72
TransVG [6] RN50+DETR / BERT-B TIR 61.27 21.18 50.76 32.98 |71.52 22.51 64.14 37.98|83.76 31.37 78.72 38.46
CLIP-VG [33] CLIP-B / CLIP-B TIR 58.80 12.26 49.24 26.99 [48.44 492 37.70 22.83|61.47 10.31 54.96 23.23
D-MDETR [29] CLIP-B / CLIP-B TIR 65.23 18.38 56.82 35.24|71.27 28.52 64.55 41.11|79.71 37.73 74.11 40.26
D-MDETR [29] |RN50+DETR / BERT-B TIR 62.59 20.36 56.06 37.10| - - - - |80.71 29.53 73.76 37.27
MMCA [41] RN50+DETR / BERT-B TIR 61.44 18.46 52.27 31.78| - - - - |76.41 24.43 70.57 32.55
HiVG-B [35] CLIP-B / CLIP-B TIR 77.11 4241 68.94 51.99 |87.50 40.59 80.53 55.18|86.59 45.69 79.08 46.80
HiVG-L [35] CLIP-L / CLIP-L TIR 84.95 4391 84.85 57.31|87.60 40.69 82.79 56.14|87.41 39.33 80.85 46.45
OneRef-B [36] BEIT3-B / BEIT3-B TIR 80.99 35.80 70.45 52.39|88.17 41.02 85.66 58.76|85.47 38.67 80.50 40.47
OneRef-L [36] BEIT3-L / BEIT3-L TIR 81.78 37.53 75.00 53.99|90.35 45.29 85.45 62.02|86.24 42.67 80.14 47.36
MV-TransVG RN50+DETR / BERT-B | RGB+TIR | 67.78 21.10 53.79 35.51|72.15 22.89 62.91 38.87|83.82 33.84 76.60 40.40
MV-CLIP-VG CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB+TIR | 64.44 16.06 50.00 29.79 |66.60 10.01 54.71 30.43|82.82 23.96 74.82 36.93
MV-D-MDETR CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB+TIR | 68.40 23.38 56.06 36.70 |67.89 24.19 60.66 38.04 |84.24 39.30 75.89 43.32
MV-D-MDETR RN50+DETR / BERT-B | RGB+TIR | 68.22 24.52 62.88 37.90|68.41 21.81 60.25 35.49(83.94 34.24 75.18 40.75
MV-MMCA RN50+DETR / BERT-B | RGB+TIR | 71.92 22.62 59.85 37.10|74.07 20.45 64.14 37.72|84.76 34.16 77.66 41.31
MV-HiVG-B CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB+TIR | 86.36 50.20 78.03 56.91[92.74 49.40 89.55 63.55|91.24 51.53 89.72 54.03
MV-HiVG-L CLIP-L / CLIP-L RGB+TIR | 90.23 51.16 83.33 66.22 94.09 44.74 90.37 65.03|90.71 42.36 86.88 51.32
MV-OneRef-B BEIT3-B/BEIT3-B | RGB+TIR | 80.99 35.43 70.45 52.39|88.17 37.93 85.66 58.76|85.47 41.58 80.50 40.47
MV-OneRef-L BEIT3-L/BEIT3-L | RGB+TIR | 83.19 35.09 71.97 51.20|92.17 46.27 87.50 62.34|88.94 4525 81.21 49.72
RGBT-VGNet (Ours) CLIP-B / CLIP-B RGB+TIR | 90.49 52.22 80.30 65.16[94.29 53.63 90.16 69.25|91.82 49.76 89.36 55.01
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