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ABSTRACT

Annotating large-scale LiDAR point clouds for 3D semantic segmentation is
costly and time-consuming, motivating the use of semi-supervised learning
(SemiSL). Standard SemiSL methods typically rely on a single LiDAR represen-
tation in a two-step framework, where consistency between identical models is en-
forced under input perturbations. However, these approaches treat pseudo-labels
from a single network as fully reliable, which reinforces architectural biases and
propagates errors during distillation, ultimately limiting student performance. Re-
cent dual-representation methods alleviate this issue but still remain constrained
by the limitation of two-step design. We introduce CoLLiS, a novel framework
that leverages Collaborative Learning for LIDAR Semi-supervised segmentation.
Unlike prior paradigms, CoLLiS trains multiple representations collaboratively in
a single step by treating them as coequal students. Cross-representation distil-
lation is adaptively balanced by monitoring inter-student disparities to mitigate
confirmation bias and improves robustness. Extensive experiments on three pub-
lic benchmarks show that CoLLiS consistently enhances the performance of all
participating models and achieves superior results compared to state-of-the-art Li-
DAR SemiSL methods. The code will be released upon acceptance.

1 INTRODUCTION

The robustness of LIDAR sensors in environmental perception has propelled their widespread adop-
tion for 3D scene understanding in autonomous driving. The inherent geometric challenges of Li-
DAR data, such as sparsity and viewpoint distortions, have motivated extensive research into diverse
input representations for semantic segmentation. These approaches predominantly leverage range-
view images |Cortinhal et al.| (2020); Milioto et al.| (2019), voxel grids |Zhu et al.[(2021); (Choy et al.
(2019) and polar images [Zhang et al.| (2020). To combine complementary advantages of different
LiDAR geometry in perception, prior works progressively focus on fusing different LiDAR repre-
sentations | Xu et al.|(2021); Hou et al.| (2022).
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(a) Single representation (b) Dual representations (c) CoLLiS
Figure 1: Point cloud P is transformed into | multiple LiDAR representations M; using their respective trans-

formations 7. (a) Prior works|Kong et al.|(2023c)); Chen et al.|(2021b)); |Li et al.[(2023])) involves two decoupling
steps: pseudo-labeling and distillation, with identical networks employed in both. (b) Recent advances |Liu
et al.| (2025) extend the framework by incorporating dual LiDAR representations and optimizing networks via
cross distillation. (c) In contrast, CoLLiS leverages multiple representations within a single-step framework to
streamline the process and employs adaptive mutual distillation to enhance generalization.
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Figure 2: Confirmation bias: distillation from a single model can over-fit to its own errors. From left to right:
ground-truth labels, predictions at ¢, and predictions at t2 (t1 < t2).

Despite these advancements, existing methods primarily rely on fully supervised training, requiring
vast amounts of fine-grained annotated data to achieve baseline accuracy. Annotating large-scale
LiDAR datasets, however, is prohibitively time-consuming and labor-intensive. Limitations have
driven the exploration into semi-supervised learning (SemiSL) for LiDAR semantic segmentation,
where models train on limited labeled data alongside abundant unlabeled samples. Early LiDAR
SemiSL works adopt consistency regularization through input perturbations using two-step frame-
works |[Kong et al.|(2023c); [L1 et al.| (2023); |Unal et al.| (2022). Recent works further extend these
strategies to dual representations|Liu et al.|(2025)), which shows significant improvements by training
with dual LiDAR representations. In particular, the success stems from utilizing the complemen-
tary information from different LiDAR representations, thereby improving generalization mainly
by leveraging invariants [Rath & Condurache| (2020) effectively. For instance, range-based view is
generally dense but contains distorted artifacts due to projection, while voxel-based view is regular
but may struggle to capture discriminative features in sparse regions |Xu et al.| (2021)).

However, existing SemiSL methods remain vulnerable to confirmation bias |Arazo et al.| (2020),
where erroneous pseudo-labels are reinforced during training, especially under high label scarcity.
This issue is exacerbated in LIDAR segmentation due to the long-tail distribution of objects and the
architectural biases of individual networks. Dual-representation approaches alleviate the problem to
some extent by providing complementary perspectives (Coors et al.| (2018)), but they are still limited
by their two-step design with unidirectional distillation from a single network. As a result, the model
risks over-fitting to noisy predictions and failing to generalize.

To address this challenge, we propose CoLLiS, a novel collaborative framework for semi-supervised
LiDAR semantic segmentation. Unlike conventional two-step pipelines that rely on pseudo-labels
from a single model, CoLLiS treats multiple LiDAR representations as coequal student models that
learn collaboratively in a single step. Through online distillation over multiple representations, our
framework aggregates complementary information, benefits from the inductive bias of individual
models, and reduces dependence on any single network. Thus, it effectively mitigates confirmation
bias. Moreover, the streamlined single-step design improves efficiency when scaling to multiple
representations.

Our contributions are as follows:

1. We introduce a consensus-driven augmentation mechanism that dynamically adjusts aug-
mentation strength based on peer agreement, thereby enhancing generalization in SemiSL.
(Sec.[3.2.1)

2. We propose an adaptive pseudo-labeling and distillation strategy that balances online
knowledge transfer across multiple models by accounting for inter-student disparities
(Sec.[3:2.2).

3. Beyond evaluating the collaborative learning framework, we conduct a post-training en-
semble analysis, an aspect largely unexplored in LIDAR SemiSL, and demonstrate its util-
ity for further improving performance (Sec. [3.2.4).

2 RELATED WORKS

LiDAR segmentation and SemiSL LiDAR semantic segmentation methods differ by input repre-
sentation: some process raw point clouds |Wu et al.| (2024); |Puy et al.| (2023)), while others impose
structure through range/polar projections Zhao et al.|(2021b));|[Zhang et al.|(2020) or voxel gridsZhu
et al.[(2021);|Choy et al.|(2019). Multi-view fusion leverages complementary cues Hou et al.[(2022));
Xu et al.|(2021), but all require costly large-scale annotations. Semi-supervised learning (SemiSL)
reduces this burden by exploiting unlabeled data. Recent works adopt contrastive learning |Li et al.
(2023)); IL1 & Dong| (2024)) or consistency with LiDAR-specific perturbations Kong et al.| (2023c)).
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Figure 3: Overview of CoLLiS. (D The labeled dataset D; is repeated to match the size of the unlabeled dataset
D,,. A batch from each is sampled and optionally mixed using a random mixing strategy with non-fixed
probability. @ The sampled point clouds are transformed into multiple LIDAR representations. 3) Each model
is trained with a composite loss consisting of a labeled loss (L), a regularization term (L..4), and an unlabeled
loss (L.,). Pseudo-labels are generated online using confidence-based modeling.

IT2 [Liu et al.| (2025) improves performance by enforcing cross-representation consistency between
dual views, highlighting the benefit of complementary information. Yet most methods rely on two-
step pipelines, limited to one or two representations, and still suffer from confirmation bias due
to distillation from a single model. We address this with a one-step collaborative framework that
integrates multiple representations for more scalable and robust LIDAR SemiSL.

Collaborative learning (CoL) eliminates the need for explicit pseudo-labeling by enabling peer net-
works to learn from each other. DML [Zhang et al.| (2018)) pioneered reciprocal supervision between
two networks, while KDCL |Guo et al.| (2020) and ONE Zhu et al. (2018) introduced ensemble-
based pseudo-teachers. More recent studies |Liu et al.[ (2022); [Zhu et al.| (2023) extend this idea
to heterogeneous architectures, such as CNNs and Vision Transformers Dosovitskiy et al| (2021),
demonstrating enhanced generalization through collaboration among heterogeneous models. De-
spite these successes, CoL remains underexplored in semi-supervised settings and largely absent in
the LIDAR domain, where sparse geometry and noisy pseudo-labels pose unique challenges.

3 CoLLiS

3.1 PRELIMINARIES

We consider a LiDAR point cloud with N points P = p; | p; = (x,y, 2, I);, where (x,y, z) are
coordinates and I is intensity. Training data consists of a labeled set D; = (Pé, Yé) with one-
hot labels Y! € RN*X for K classes, and an unlabeled set D,, = P%, with [D;| < [D,|. To
impose geometric priors, P is typically transformed into structured forms such as range images
R € RY*V*Cr yia spherical projection Milioto et al| (2019) or voxel grids V € RHXWxLxCy
via discretization |Zhu et al.| (2021). Since these representations differ in structure, we use the point
cloud as an intermediary to define cross-representation mappings, i.e., range-to-voxel and voxel-to-
range transformations can be expressed as 1} _,, = Tp*_lw oTyyand Ty, = Tp*_lw oT)—,. These
mappings are essential for enabling effective distillation across different representations.

3.2 FRAMEWORK DETAILS

3.2.1 CONSENSUS-DRIVEN AUGMENTATION

In semi-supervised learning, limited annotations restrict generalization and undermine pseudo-label
quality. Single-step paradigms apply input augmentations only once per iteration, and requires both
diverse training data to improve generalization and reliable pseudo-labels to guide distillation. When
augmentation intensity is fixed, they become prone to under- or over-fitting|Aliferis & Simon|(2024)).

A naive solution is to adjust the probability using curriculum learning (CL) [Bengio et al.| (2009),
where augmentation strength gradually increases with training progression. However, CL requires
sensitive hyperparameter tuning and enforces a rigid schedule, which is suboptimal. To address this,
we propose a consensus-driven augmentation (CDA) mechanism that automatically adjusts the mix-
ing probability (g,,) based on inter-student consistency. Our focus is on controlling augmentation
intensity dynamically rather than designing new mixing methods. We detail this mechanism below.
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We first compute a fraction a,, of predictions that are consistent across students over a step size N:

i#] 9 v
Z i,7€{1,2,3} (Yn,si - YTL,SJ')
an = p ; (D
2 1(Ya)

where I(+) is the indicator function. The ratio acts as a measure of data complexity: when students
agree, the sample is likely easy to learn and can benefit from stronger augmentations to increase
diversity. Conversely, when students disagree, the sample is inherently harder, so weaker augmen-
tations are applied to avoid introducing additional noise. Next we transform these ratios based on
whether the point clouds have been mixed:

a—1, if mixed.
9(x) = {a, otherwise. @
Finally, the mixing probability is updated iteratively based on the past probability:
N
Gt = Gmi—1* (1+ Y glan)), 3)
n=1

In practice, we observe that CDA consistently outperforms CL in both accuracy and robustness
(see Sec. [4.3]for supporting experiments). To further enhance scene diversity, we integrate multiple
mixing strategies from prior works: LaserMix Kong et al.| (2023c), PolarMix [Xiao et al.| (2022),
and Sub-cloud Shuffling |Yang & Condurache| (2025), with one strategy randomly selected at each
iteration during training (see Appendix [B.5|for further details).

3.2.2 ON-THE-FLY PSEUDO-LABELING

In CoLLiS, each student treats all other participants as potential sources of pseudo-labels but incorpo-
rates their knowledge selectively. This selection is guided by two factors: Absolute Reliability (AR)
and Relative Reliability (RR). AR quantifies a model’s intrinsic confidence as training progresses,
while RR calibrates reliability by comparing peers. Together, these metrics enhance training robust-
ness by down-weighting unreliable information and balancing knowledge transfer among students
of varying strengths.

Motivated by empirical findings that pseudo-label reliability improves as training proceeds Wang
et al.[(2022), we model AR (denoted as ) as a linear function of the training epoch and use it to
compute the weight of the unlabeled loss (\,):
e
ﬁ (6) - Emax 9
where e is the current epoch, E, . is the total number of training epochs, and )y is the initial loss
weight.

To establish the relative reliability (RR), we quantify pairwise prediction confidence, denoted as .
Given predictions P, and P, from two students, we first unify their output dimensions by mapping
all representations back to the original point cloud format. We then perform point-wise comparisons
and count the number of instances where one branch’s confidence exceeds the other’s. Formally, the
relative reliability of student s; with respect to student s is defined as:

S Ns) s , where N, o, = > T(c(Py,) > ¢(P,)) (5)

NSQ*}Sl

c( ) is the confidence of prediction and Ny, ;—+s, 18 the count of points for which confidence of student
i exceeds that of student j. I(-) denotes the indicator function. We adopt confidence counts as they
better capture discriminative differences between models. In contrast, measures like average con-
fidence tend to over-smooth variations and fails to reflect relative reliability. Intuitively, a model is
considered more reliable if it produces higher-confidence predictions more frequently across points.

Next, the threshold value ¢ and the pseudo-labels are obtained by Eq.[6|and Eq.

1
6(t)sy—s2 = min(do, 0o * ((1 — B) * 5 ) (6)
}A/-SlHSz = {argmax<P81)|c(P51) > 5(t)81%82}> (7)
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where J is the predefined maximum and Ysiﬁsj are pseudo-labels from student ¢ to j. Specifically,
high absolute and relative reliability will result in the lower threshold value, leading to more toler-
ant pseudo-labeling and increase in distillation power. All filtered pseudo-labels are subsequently
mapped back to model-specific representations to preserve geometric consistency.

3.2.3 LoSS FUNCTION
The overall loss function combines following three components:

Labeled loss The labeled loss is computed using the ground-truth annotations:
Ly = L(P,Y), (8)

where P, denotes the prediction of student s and Y is the ground-truth label. Following prior
work |Liu et al.[(2025)); Kong et al.|(2023c)), the loss function L is defined as the sum of cross-entropy
loss and Lovasz loss Berman et al.| (2018)).

Unlabeled loss In collaborative training, confirmation bias can be amplified when multiple rep-
resentations produce inconsistent pseudo-labels, as naive distillation may over-rely on unreliable
predictions. To mitigate this, we assign adaptive weights that regulate the relative influence of each
student during distillation. The weights are derived from confidence counts (Sec.[3.2.2), which mea-
sure how often one student is more confident than another. For knowledge transfer from students s;
and ss to a third student s3, the weights are:

Nsl —>S2
Ny, + Noyssp

Wsy—s3 = ) Wsy—s53 = 1- Wsy—s3+ (9)

These weights help to softly resolve conflicts in predictions while preventing over-reliance on a
single knowledge source.

Finally, the unlabeled loss for each student (student 1 as an example) is computed as:

Lu,sl = )\u ' Z Ws;—s1 ° ‘C(Psl>)>si~>sl) (10)
SiF£S1

where L is the same loss function as in L;.

Regularization loss Because CoLLiS relies on prediction confidence for pseudo-labeling and distil-
lation, we further regularize against overconfidence using Zou et al.|(2019):

K
1
Lreg = _/\reg E ?10gp(k)7 (11)
k=1

where K is the number of classes, P(k) the softmax probability, and A, = 0.1. This KL diver-
gence to a uniform distribution smooths predictions and prevents overconfidence.

3.2.4 POST-TRAINING ENSEMBLE

In collaborative learning frameworks such as CoLLiS, post-training ensemble provides a simple
yet effective way to consolidate knowledge from multiple student models. Since the ensemble is
applied to well-trained models, we adopt a straightforward strategy that selects the prediction from
the student with the highest confidence:

st = argmax, C(Ps); Pensemble = Ps*- (12)
sel,...,S

4 EXPERIMENTS & DISCUSSION

4.1 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

We evaluate CoLLiS on three LIDAR segmentation benchmarks: nuScenes [Fong et al.|(2022), Se-
manticKITTI [Behley et al.| (2019) and ScribbleKITTI |Unal et al.| (2022). For all three datasets, we
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follow the settings of previous works|Kong et al.|(2023c); Liu et al.|(2025)): uniformly sampling 1%,
10%, 20% and 50% labeled data for training and the rest of dataset as unlabeled set. In the default
setting of CoLLiS, we employ FRNet Xu et al.|(2023) to process frustum-range-view representation,
PolarNet|Zhang et al.| (2020) for bird’s-eye-view images, and Cylinder3D Zhu et al.|(2021) for voxel
representation. More details are given in Appendix and[B.1]

4.2 COMPARATIVE STUDY

Table 1: Comparison with the state-of-the-art LIDAR SemiSL methods. All representations are evaluated with
standalone architectures during inference. The best and second best result for each setting of label proportion
is highlighted in bold and underline. *: reproduced results using the released codebase. IT2z and IT2y denote
models trained together with range-view and voxel representations, respectively

Repr. Method nuScenes SemanticKITTI ScribbleKITTI

1% 10% | 20% | 50% 1% 10% | 20% | 50% 1% 10% | 20% | 50%
sup. only 519 | 68.1 709 | 746 | 449 | 604 | 61.8 | 63.1 424 | 535 | 55.1 57.0
S PolarMix |Xiao et al.|(2022) 556 | 69.6 | 71.0 | 73.8 50.1 609 | 62.0 | 63.8 432 | 550 | 56.1 57.3
S LaserMix|Kong et al.|(2023¢c) | 58.7 | 71.5 | 723 | 75.0 | 529 | 629 | 63.2 | 650 | 458 | 56.8 | 57.7 | 59.0
i, FrustumMix [Xu et al.|[(2023) | 61.2 | 722 | 74.6 | 754 | 558 | 64.8 | 652 | 654 | 46.6 | 57.0 | 59.5 | 61.2
CoLLiS (Ours) 632 | 742 | 748 | 758 | 56.0 | 643 | 649 | 662 | 47.6 | 599 | 60.1 | 60.7
sup. only *46.5 | 585 | 639 | 684 | *41.6 | *50.2 | *51.8 | *53.0 | *36.2 | *46.5 | *48.1 | *49.6

& LaserMix |Kong et al.|(2023c) | *53.6 | *64.5 | *66.5 | *69.3 - - - - - - - -

§ IT2 g |Liu et al.|(2025) *529 | 648 | 679 | 70.6

& IT2y |Liu et al.|(2025) *544 | 663 | 69.1 | 71.6 - - - - - - - -
CoLLiS (Ours) 579 | 684 | 68.6 | 70.8 | 46.8 | 53.3 | 54.0 | 55.5 | 42.0 | 51.1 | 514 | 51.7
sup. only 509 | 659 | 66.6 | 71.2 | 454 | 56.1 57.8 | 58.7 39.2 | 48.0 | 52.1 53.8
CBST|Zou et al.|(2018) 530 | 665 | 69.6 | 71.6 | 488 | 583 | 594 | 59.7 415 | 506 | 533 | 545
E CPS|Chen et al.|(2021b) 529 | 663 | 70.0 | 725 46.7 | 58.7 | 59.6 | 60.5 414 | 51.8 | 539 | 548
N LaserMix|Kong et al.|(2023c) | 553 | 699 | 71.8 | 73.2 | 50.6 | 60.0 | 619 | 62.3 442 | 537 | 55.1 56.8
IT2|Liu et al.|(2025) 575 | 720 | 73.6 | 74.1 | 520 | 614 | 62.1 | 62.5 | 479 | 56.7 | 57.5 | 58.3
CoLLiS (Ours) 61.1 | 729 | 734 | 745 532 | 631 | 63.6 | 64.0 | 47.6 | 58.6 | 58.8 | 59.0

Improvements over baseline We evaluate CoLLiS against existing LiIDAR SemiSL approaches
across diverse input representations, datasets, and label proportions (Tab. [I). Compared with
single-representation methods such as LaserMix |[Kong et al. (2023c) and FrustumMix Xu et al.
(2023)), CoLLiS consistently achieves higher performance across most settings. The advantages
are most evident in annotation-scarce scenarios, where confirmation bias is particularly severe:
CoLLiS delivers strong gains at 1% and 10% label ratios on nuScenes |[Fong et al.| (2022) and Se-
manticKITTI [Behley et al.| (2019), while also achieving consistent improvements on the sparsely
annotated ScribbleKITTI [Unal et al.| (2022). These results demonstrate that collaborative learn-
ing across multiple representations effectively mitigates confirmation bias and achieves substantial
advances in LiDAR SemiSL.

Qualitative results We qualitatively compare our approach with the dual-representation baseline
(IT2) in Fig. |4l Notably, our method demonstrates superior segmentation accuracy.

4.3 ABLATION STUDY

Component designs Tab. 2] presents the ablation of CoLLiS on FRNet Xu et al|(2023) and Cylin-
der3D Zhu et al.| (2021) under 1% and 20% label protocols. With 1% labels, both models gain
substantially (FRNet: +4.7%, Cylinder3D: +3.3%), but benefits diminish at 20%. Incorporating
two adaptive reliability factors improves robustness across two label ratios significantly, while con-
fidence regularization [Zou et al.| (2019) and mixing-based augmentation add further gains (up to
+3.0%). Scaling collaboration to three representations with polar images|Zhang et al.| (2020) yields
additional improvements. Overall, adaptive parameterization, dynamic augmentation, and multi-
representation collaboration are the pivotal components for performance gain.

Dynamic augmentation As shown in Fig. |5] (left), both CL and fixed g, are highly sensitive
to hyper-parameter initialization, requiring careful tuning to avoid performance degradation. In
contrast, CDA maintains stable performance across diverse initialization settings, demonstrating
parameter-agnostic adaptation. Its robustness arises from dynamically adjusting mixing intensity
based on inter-student consensus, which enables reliable and adaptive training.

We further examine the effect of step size in CDA (Fig. [5] right). A step size of 50 yields the best
performance, indicating that frequent adjustments of augmentation intensity help prevent overfitting
to a fixed perturbation level and thus improve generalization. However, excessively small step sizes
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(a) Ground-truth (b) IT2 Liu et al.[(2025) (c) CoLLiS
Figure 4: We qualitatively evaluate Cylinder3D [Zhu et al.|(2021) on SemanticKITTI. Predictions are obtained
from models trained under 10% label protocol. Ground-truth labels are color-coded based on class categories.
Incorrect predictions are shown in red, while correct predictions are shown in gray.
Table 2: Full ablation study on the nuScenes |Fong et al.|(2022) dataset. Starting from the results of supervised
training, we regard the collaborative learning with naive online mutual distillation as the baseline. AR and RR
denote absolute and relative reliability for pseudo-labeling. CDA representes consensus-driven augmentation.

FRNet Cylinder3D

Co. | AR | RR | Lyeg | CDA | +Polar |—or—rosr {2 mee e
sup. only 519 | 709 | 509 | 66.6

v 56.6 | 71.0 | 542 | 66.2
v v 575 | 71.6 | 555 | 674
v v v 588 | 72.3 | 56.5 | 69.0
v v v v 59.5 | 72.8 | 57.3 | 704
v v v v v 625 | 744 | 59.2 | 73.1
v v v v v v 632 | 748 | 61.1 | 734

risk biased updates due to insufficient samples. Setting the step size to 50 balances training stability
with the flexibility of dynamic augmentation.

®— Cylinder3D
+*— FRNet

—— Cylinder3D
—*— FRNet

Const. CDA

CcL

74.25
74.00
7375
73.50
73.25
73.00
72.75
72.50

0.05 015

Initial gm

0.25 550 250 500

Step Size

1000

Figure 5: Ablation study on initialization of mixing probability ¢., (left) and step size of CDA (right) with
nuScenes (20% labels).

Post-training ensemble During inference, all collaborative models can optionally be ensembled to
refine predictions. As shown in Tab. 3] our confidence-based approach consistently outperforms
naive linear combination across all scenarios. The substantial performance discrepancies among
different LiDAR representations and architectures suggest that selecting the most reliable prediction
often yields superior results.

Beyond its simplicity, the ensemble offers further practical benefits. Ensemble predictions can be
treated as high-quality pseudo-labels for offline distillation. To verify this, we conducted an ex-
periment where a fourth lightweight network (FIDNet [Zhao et al.| (2021b)) was distilled from the
ensemble outputs of three collaboratively trained models. This two-stage extension is particularly
useful when deploying small models for real-time applications, where standalone performance may
fall short or direct collaboration with other representations is hindered by large performance gaps.
As demonstrated in Tab.[d] this extension provides an effective solution without modifying the train-
ing framework, underscoring the broader utility of our method beyond direct ensemble use.
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Table 3: Evaluation of post-training ensemble approaches. As reference, we provide the results of best per-
formed model from CoLLiS evaluated without ensemble in the first row.

Method nuScenes SemanticKITTI ScribbleKITTI
1% 20% 50% 1% 20% 50% 1% 20% 50%
w/o ensemble 63.2 74.2 75.8 56.0 64.3 66.2 47.6 59.9 60.7
Ours 64.5 (+1.3) | 75.5 (+1.3) | 76.2(+0.4) | 57.6 (+1.6) | 66.4 (+2.1) | 66.8 (+0.6) | 49.0(+1.4) | 60.7(+0.8) | 61.8 (+1.1)
Linear 62.3(-0.9) | 744 (+0.2) | 73.2(-2.6) | 56.6 (+0.6) | 62.8 (-1.5) | 64.8 (-1.4) | 46.6 (-1.0) | 58.8 (-1.1) | 57.2(-3.5)

Table 4: Results of CoLLiS with the two-stage extension. (+A) indicates the improvement gained by extending
CoLLiS with offline distillation.

nuScenes SemanticKITTI

Repr. Method 1% 10% 1% 10%
sup. only 38.3 57.5 36.2 52.2
CPS|Chen et al.|(2021a) 40.7 60.8 36.5 52.3
En LaserMix |[Kong et al.[(2023c) 49.5 68.2 43.4 58.8
& IT2[Liu et al.|(2025) 56.5 71.3 51.9 60.3
CoLLiS 57.8 70.8 50.3 61.0

CoLLiS + offline distillation 60.1 (+2.3) | 73.5(+2.7) 53.5 (+3.2) 63.9 (+2.9)

4.4 DISCUSSION
In this section, we analyze CoLLiS from several perspectives to provide deeper insights.

Do we need collaboration? We first examine the necessity of collaboration and assess whether
our proposed setting is more effective for LIDAR semi-supervised learning. In Tab.[20] we compare
CoLLiS with (i) ensembling individually trained models and (ii) models trained under the standard
collaborative setup (DML) [Zhang et al.| (2018)). Our method outperforms both alternatives by a
substantial margin. Notably, even without using the ensemble, CoLLiS still achieves superior per-
formance, demonstrating the effectiveness of the proposed collaborative design. Furthermore, we
analyze performance dynamics over training progress in Fig. Within DML setup, performance
collapses midway through training and continues to decline for all models, suggesting that con-
ventional collaborative learning struggles to recover once representations begin to drift. In contrast,
CoLLiS maintains stable and consistent improvements across all representations throughout training,
highlighting its robustness and training stability.

Mitigating confirmation bias with CoLLiS Because overall performance (mloU) does not fully
capture how well our method mitigates confirmation bias, we further examine specific long-tail
classes, which contain substantially fewer annotations, making them especially vulnerable to over-
confidence toward non-long-tail categories. We focus on two classes: bicycle and construction vehi-
cle from nuScenes dataset, which exhibit the weakest supervised performance at the 1% label ratio.
As shown in Fig. [] our method consistently improves segmentation performance on these long-
tail classes over other state-of-the-art approaches. These improvements highlight its effectiveness
in alleviating confirmation bias under low-resource settings. Moreover, through distillation across
multiple LiDAR representations, our method substantially enhances the supervised performance of
each collaborative model on these classes (blue-shaded area in Fig. [f[(a)).

Nevertheless, the bicycle class remains particularly challenging. Since all models perform poorly
even under full supervision, we hypothesize that the issue arises primarily from severe class im-
balance, as the class constitutes only 0.01% of the total annotations. As a preliminary step toward
addressing this issue, we explored class-rebalancing strategies such as long-tail class pasting |Xiao
et al.|[(2022). While these techniques alone yield moderate improvements, their performance re-
mains clearly below that of our collaborative framework. However, when combined with CoLLiS,
they offer complementary gains. This synergy highlights a promising direction for future work. A
more detailed discussion is provided in Appendix [D.4]

Beyond evaluating long-tail performance , we directly measure confirmation bias during training
to quantitatively assess whether our method mitigates this issue. Following Arazo et al.| (2020), we

measure the average certainty of incorrect predictions using — A}* f:[;l U7 log (P*) , where N*
is the number of incorrect pseudo-labels, P* is their predicted probability distribution and U is a
uniform prior. This metric reflects how confident the model is when it is wrong. We track this
metric throughout training and present the results in Fig. [[Tb] The results show that our method
consistently reduces the certainty of incorrect predictions, whereas the certainty steadily increases

when models are trained under the standard collaborative setup.
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Figure 6: IoU of long-tail classes in the nuScenes [Fong et al.|(2022) dataset under varying label ratios. Pasting
denotes long-tail class pasting|Xiao et al.|(2022).

Pseudo-label in CoLLiS | To further verify that the models are truly collaborating, we examine the
retention rate of pseudo-labels (Fig.[I0a)) and their accuracy (Fig. [I0b) throughout training. These
plots show that each representation retains a non-trivial portion of its pseudo-labels after thresh-
olding, and that the overall retention rate gradually increases as training progresses, supporting our
hypothesis that pseudo-label reliability improves over time. Although stronger representations retain
a larger proportion of pseudo-labels, weaker ones are not entirely discarded. Because thresholding
is performed independently for each student, even weaker models can preserve valid pseudo-labels
in regions where they are confident. This design ensures that collaboration remains active across all
views rather than collapsing toward a single dominant modality.

Efficiency of CoLLiS in training As CoLLiS employs three distinct backbones for collaborative
learning, it is essential to evaluate its efficiency. Tab. [5|reports the training time and memory con-
sumption. Despite leveraging multiple representations, our method requires substantially less mem-
ory than IT2 |Liu et al.| (2025) and achieves a training speed that is about 40% faster. Even when
compared with LaserMix [Kong et al. (2023c), a single-representation approach, CoLLiS exhibits
comparable memory usage. These results highlight the efficiency advantage of our streamlined
single-step design when scaling to multiple LiDAR representations.

Table 5: Training efficiency. The backend of LaserMix is Cylinder3D |Zhu et al.| (2021). The latency is
measured by a single Tesla V100 GPU. Measurement of CoLLiS is the sum of all collaborative models.

Method Latency | Memory

LaserMix [Kong et al.[(2023c) - 10.2G
IT2[Liu et al.|(2025) 1080ms | 13.11G
CoLLiS 654ms 11.06G

Representation choice Frustum-range representation is a variant of the range-view representation.
Therefore, we compare these two choices in Tab. [6] Using the standard range-view representation
results in a performance drop. This stems from the inherent limitations of spherical projection: mul-
tiple 3D points may collapse onto the same pixel, retaining only the nearest point and discarding
others |[Kong et al|(2023a)). Such spatial information loss degrades pseudo-label quality and propa-
gates errors during cross-model distillation. These findings highlight the importance of preserving
3D structural fidelity when selecting LiDAR representations for collaboration, and we regard this as
a limitation to address in future work.

Table 6: Representation choice. CoLLiS-triple denotes the default setup with three participants, while CoLLiS-
dual uses only two representations. Experiments are conducted on the nuScenes Fong et al.|(2022)) dataset with
10% labeled data.

Method Frustum-Range | Range | PolarNet | Cylinder3D
CoLLiS-multi v 68.4 729
CoLLiS-multi v 67.1 71.7
CoLLiS-dual v - 72.3
CoLLiS-dual v - 71.2
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Framework scalability To assess how well the framework scales with additional collaborators,
we introduce a fourth representation using Point Transformer V3 (PTv3) |Wu et al.| (2024) as the
backbone and train CoLLiS with varying numbers of representations. Results are shown in Tab. [T9]
We fix the label ratio at 1%, where PTv3 also underperforms, to more rigorously assess the effective-
ness of CoLLiS under limited supervision. As shown in Tab. X, adding more representations yields
consistent gains across the board. Strong representations (e.g., Voxel, F-Range) see small but steady
improvements, while weaker representations (e.g., Polar, Raw Points) experience the most signifi-
cant benefits. This pattern suggests saturation in returns for already strong models but substantial
advantages for underperforming ones.

Other settings Following prior work Li et al.| (2023)); L1 & Dong|(2024)), we reproduced our method
under a significant data split where frame overlap is minimized (Tab. [7). In this setting, CoLLiS
consistently outperforms competing methods. We also evaluated CoLLiS under a fully supervised
setting (Tab. [I9). Even with full label availability, all three collaborative models achieve clear im-
provements over their standalone baselines.

Table 7: Results on significant data split. All models are eval-
uated independently.

- Table 8: Supervised training results on
Method nuSCenesU SemanticKITTI nuScenes dataset. We do not apply test time
1% | 10% ) 1% 10% augmentation or ensembling during infer-

GPCJiang et al.[(2021) - - |41 | 620 ence.
Lim3D|Li et al.[(2023) - - 584 62.2 Method FRNet | PolarNet | Cylinder3D
DDSemi |Li & Dong|(2024) 58.1 70.2 59.3 65.1 sup. only 77.7 70.4 72.1
CoLLiS (Voxel) 62.3 74.1 58.8 65.5 CoLLiS | 78.4 (+0.7) | 73.2 (+2.8) | 75.3(+3.2)
CoLLiS (F-Range) 64.6 | 749 60.5 66.1

Future works While effective, CoLLiS still faces challenges with extremely rare long-tail classes

due to performance degradation shared across all collaborative models. Future work will explore
incorporating rebalancing technique to enhance the generalization ability |Chang et al.| (2024); |Wei
et al.|(2021). Another promising direction is the use of contrastive learning across multiple represen-
tations to enhance cross-view consistency |Liu et al.| (2025). However, the substantial computational
cost associated with contrastive objectives may hinder the scalability of multi-representation train-
ing. Moreover, CoLLiS does not include multi-modality or temporal cues for training. Integrating
collaborative learning with richer supervision sources, e.g. image-LiDAR alignment [Sautier et al.
(2022); L1u et al.| (2023), language guidance |Kong et al.|(2025)) and temporal consistency |Lin et al.
(2025); [ Xu et al.|(2024) may further enhance label-efficient training in real-world autonomous driv-
ing applications. We leave the integration of these complementary signals into our framework as
valuable directions for future exploration.

5 CONCLUSION

In this work, we presented CoLLiS, a collaborative learning framework for semi-supervised LIDAR
semantic segmentation. CoLLiS trains multiple networks on different LiDAR representations as co-
equal students within a single step. The framework not only scales multi-representation learning
efficiently but also addresses confirmation bias through balanced knowledge transfer and improves
generalization via adaptive data augmentation. We further show that ensembling student outputs
provides additional gains. Extensive experiments on three public benchmarks show consistent im-
provements over state-of-the-art methods.

10



Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

REFERENCES

Constantin Aliferis and Gyorgy Simon. Overfitting, Underfitting and General Model Overconfi-
dence and Under-Performance Pitfalls and Best Practices in Machine Learning and Al pp. 477—
524. Springer International Publishing, Cham, 2024. ISBN 978-3-031-39355-6. doi: 10.1007/
978-3-031-39355-6_10. URL https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-39355-6__
10L

Angelika Ando, Spyros Gidaris, Andrei Bursuc, Gilles Puy, Alexandre Boulch, and Renaud Marlet.
Rangevit: Towards vision transformers for 3d semantic segmentation in autonomous driving. In
Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF conference on computer vision and pattern recognition, pp. 5240—
5250, 2023.

Eric Arazo, Diego Ortego, Paul Albert, Noel E O’Connor, and Kevin McGuinness. Pseudo-labeling
and confirmation bias in deep semi-supervised learning. In 2020 International joint conference
on neural networks (IJCNN), pp. 1-8. IEEE, 2020.

Jens Behley, Martin Garbade, Andres Milioto, Jan Quenzel, Sven Behnke, Cyrill Stachniss, and
Jurgen Gall. Semantickitti: A dataset for semantic scene understanding of lidar sequences. In
Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF international conference on computer vision, pp. 9297-9307, 2019.

Yoshua Bengio, Jérdme Louradour, Ronan Collobert, and Jason Weston. Curriculum learning.
In Proceedings of the 26th Annual International Conference on Machine Learning, ICML
09, pp. 4148, New York, NY, USA, 2009. Association for Computing Machinery. ISBN
9781605585161. URL https://doi.orqg/10.1145/1553374.1553380.

Maxim Berman, Amal Rannen Triki, and Matthew B Blaschko. The lovasz-softmax loss: A tractable
surrogate for the optimization of the intersection-over-union measure in neural networks. In Pro-
ceedings of the IEEE conference on computer vision and pattern recognition, pp. 44134421,
2018.

Mincheol Chang, Siyeong Lee, Jinkyu Kim, and Namil Kim. Just add 100 more: Augmenting nerf-
based pseudo-lidar point cloud for resolving class-imbalance problem. In Advances in Neural
Information Processing Systems, 2024.

Xiaokang Chen, Yuhui Yuan, Gang Zeng, and Jingdong Wang. Semi-supervised semantic segmen-
tation with cross pseudo supervision. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF conference on computer
vision and pattern recognition, pp. 2613-2622, 2021a.

Xiaokang Chen, Yuhui Yuan, Gang Zeng, and Jingdong Wang. Semi-supervised semantic segmen-
tation with cross pseudo supervision. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF conference on computer
vision and pattern recognition, pp. 2613-2622, 2021b.

Christopher Choy, JunYoung Gwak, and Silvio Savarese. 4d spatio-temporal convnets: Minkowski
convolutional neural networks. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF conference on computer vision
and pattern recognition, pp. 3075-3084, 2019.

Benjamin Coors, Alexandru Condurache, Alfred Mertins, and Andreas Geiger. Learning transfor-
mation invariant representations with weak supervision. In Proceedings of the 13th International
Joint Conference on Computer Vision, Imaging and Computer Graphics Theory and Applica-
tions (VISIGRAPP 2018) - Volume 5: VISAPP, pp. 64—72. INSTICC, SciTePress, 2018. ISBN
978-989-758-290-5. doi: 10.5220/0006549000640072.

Tiago Cortinhal, George Tzelepis, and Eren Erdal Aksoy. Salsanext: Fast, uncertainty-aware se-
mantic segmentation of lidar point clouds. In Advances in Visual Computing: 15th International
Symposium, ISVC 2020, San Diego, CA, USA, October 5-7, 2020, Proceedings, Part II 15, pp.
207-222. Springer, 2020.

Alexey Dosovitskiy, Lucas Beyer, Alexander Kolesnikov, Dirk Weissenborn, Xiaohua Zhai, Thomas
Unterthiner, Mostafa Dehghani, Matthias Minderer, Georg Heigold, Sylvain Gelly, Jakob Uszko-
reit, and Neil Houlsby. An image is worth 16x16 words: Transformers for image recognition at
scale. ICLR, 2021.

11


https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-39355-6_10
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-39355-6_10
https://doi.org/10.1145/1553374.1553380

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

Whye Kit Fong, Rohit Mohan, Juana Valeria Hurtado, Lubing Zhou, Holger Caesar, Oscar Beijbom,
and Abhinav Valada. Panoptic nuscenes: A large-scale benchmark for lidar panoptic segmentation
and tracking. IEEE Robotics and Automation Letters, 7(2):3795-3802, 2022.

Qiushan Guo, Xinjiang Wang, Yichao Wu, Zhipeng Yu, Ding Liang, Xiaolin Hu, and Ping Luo.
Online knowledge distillation via collaborative learning. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Con-
ference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR), June 2020.

Yuenan Hou, Xinge Zhu, Yuexin Ma, Chen Change Loy, and Yikang Li. Point-to-voxel knowledge
distillation for lidar semantic segmentation. In IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition, pp. 8479-8488, 2022.

Li Jiang, Shaoshuai Shi, Zhuotao Tian, Xin Lai, Shu Liu, Chi-Wing Fu, and Jiaya Jia. Guided point
contrastive learning for semi-supervised point cloud semantic segmentation. In Proceedings of
the IEEE/CVF international conference on computer vision, pp. 6423-6432, 2021.

Lingdong Kong, Youquan Liu, Runnan Chen, Yuexin Ma, Xinge Zhu, Yikang Li, Yuenan Hou,
Yu Qiao, and Ziwei Liu. Rethinking range view representation for lidar segmentation. In Pro-
ceedings of the IEEE/CVF International Conference on Computer Vision, pp. 228-240, 2023a.

Lingdong Kong, Youquan Liu, Xin Li, Runnan Chen, Wenwei Zhang, Jiawei Ren, Liang Pan, Kai
Chen, and Ziwei Liu. Robo3d: Towards robust and reliable 3d perception against corruptions. In
Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF International Conference on Computer Vision (ICCV), pp. 19994—
20006, 2023b.

Lingdong Kong, Jiawei Ren, Liang Pan, and Ziwei Liu. Lasermix for semi-supervised lidar semantic
segmentation. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition, pp. 21705-21715, 2023c.

Lingdong Kong, Xiang Xu, Jiawei Ren, Wenwei Zhang, Liang Pan, Kai Chen, Wei Tsang Ooi, and
Ziwei Liu. Multi-modal data-efficient 3d scene understanding for autonomous driving. IEEE
Transactions on Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelligence, 2025.

Xin Lai, Yukang Chen, Fanbin Lu, Jianhui Liu, and Jiaya Jia. Spherical transformer for lidar-based
3d recognition. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition, pp. 17545-17555, 2023.

Jianan Li and Qiulei Dong. Density-guided semi-supervised 3d semantic segmentation with dual-
space hardness sampling. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and
Pattern Recognition (CVPR), pp. 3260-3269, June 2024.

Li Li, Hubert P. H. Shum, and Toby P. Breckon. Less is More: Reducing Task and Model Complexity
for 3D Point Cloud Semantic Segmentation. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on
Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR). IEEE, 2023.

RD Lin, Pengcheng Weng, Yinqiao Wang, Han Ding, Jinsong Han, and Fei Wang. Hilots: High-low
temporal sensitive representation learning for semi-supervised lidar segmentation in autonomous
driving. In Proceedings of the Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition Conference, pp. 1429—
1438, 2025.

Youquan Liu, Lingdong Kong, Jun Cen, Runnan Chen, Wenwei Zhang, Liang Pan, Kai Chen, and
Ziwei Liu. Segment any point cloud sequences by distilling vision foundation models. Advances
in Neural Information Processing Systems, 36:37193-37229, 2023.

Yufan Liu, Jiajiong Cao, Bing Li, Weiming Hu, Jingting Ding, and Liang Li. Cross-architecture
knowledge distillation. In Proceedings of the Asian conference on computer vision, pp. 3396—
3411, 2022.

Yuyuan Liu, Yuanhong Chen, Hu Wang, Vasileios Belagiannis, Ian Reid, and Gustavo Carneiro.

Ittakestwo: Leveraging peer representations for semi-supervised lidar semantic segmentation. In
European Conference on Computer Vision, pp. 81-99. Springer, 2025.

12



Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

Ilya Loshchilov and Frank Hutter. Decoupled weight decay regularization. In International Confer-
ence on Learning Representations, 2017. URL |https://api.semanticscholar.org/
CorpusID:53592270.

A. Milioto, L. Vizzo, J. Behley, and C. Stachniss. RangeNet++: Fast and Accurate LiDAR Semantic
Segmentation. In IEEE/RSJ Intl. Conf. on Intelligent Robots and Systems (IROS), 2019.

Gilles Puy, Alexandre Boulch, and Renaud Marlet. Using a waffle iron for automotive point cloud
semantic segmentation. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF International Conference on Computer
Vision, pp. 3379-3389, 2023.

Matthias Rath and Alexandru P. Condurache. Invariant integration in deep convolutional feature
space. In Publisher Copyright: © ESANN 2020 - Proceedings, 28th European Symposium on
Artificial Neural Networks, Computational Intelligence and Machine Learning., pp. 103-108,
October 2020.

Corentin Sautier, Gilles Puy, Spyros Gidaris, Alexandre Boulch, Andrei Bursuc, and Renaud Marlet.
Image-to-lidar self-supervised distillation for autonomous driving data. In Proceedings of the
IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR), pp. 9891-9901,
June 2022.

Leslie N Smith and Nicholay Topin. Super-convergence: Very fast training of neural networks using
large learning rates. In Artificial intelligence and machine learning for multi-domain operations
applications, volume 11006, pp. 369-386. SPIE, 2019.

Ozan Unal, Dengxin Dai, and Luc Van Gool. Scribble-supervised lidar semantic segmentation.
In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, pp.
2697-2707, 2022.

A Vaswani. Attention is all you need. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 2017.

Yuchao Wang, Haochen Wang, Yujun Shen, Jingjing Fei, Wei Li, Guogiang Jin, Liwei Wu, Rui
Zhao, and Xinyi Le. Semi-supervised semantic segmentation using unreliable pseudo labels. In
Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF International Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recog-
nition (CVPR), 2022.

Chen Wei, Kihyuk Sohn, Clayton Mellina, Alan Yuille, and Fan Yang. Crest: A class-
rebalancing self-training framework for imbalanced semi-supervised learning. In Proceedings of
the IEEE/CVF conference on computer vision and pattern recognition, pp. 10857-10866, 2021.

Xiaoyang Wu, Li Jiang, Peng-Shuai Wang, Zhijian Liu, Xihui Liu, Yu Qiao, Wanli Ouyang, Tong
He, and Hengshuang Zhao. Point transformer v3: Simpler faster stronger. In Proceedings of the
IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, pp. 4840—4851, 2024.

Aoran Xiao, Jiaxing Huang, Dayan Guan, Kaiwen Cui, Shijian Lu, and Ling Shao. Polarmix:
A general data augmentation technique for lidar point clouds. Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems, 35:11035-11048, 2022.

Jianyun Xu, Ruixiang Zhang, Jian Dou, Yushi Zhu, Jie Sun, and Shiliang Pu. Rpvnet: A deep and
efficient range-point-voxel fusion network for lidar point cloud segmentation. In Proceedings of
the IEEE/CVF international conference on computer vision, pp. 16024-16033, 2021.

Xiang Xu, Lingdong Kong, Hui Shuai, and Qingshan Liu. Frnet: Frustum-range networks for
scalable lidar segmentation. arXiv preprint arXiv:2312.04484, 2023.

Xiang Xu, Lingdong Kong, Hui Shuai, Wenwei Zhang, Liang Pan, Kai Chen, Ziwei Liu, and Qing-
shan Liu. 4d contrastive superflows are dense 3d representation learners. In European Conference
on Computer Vision, pp. 58-80. Springer, 2024.

Bin Yang and Alexandru Paul Condurache. Flares: Fast and accurate lidar multi-range semantic
segmentation. arXiv preprint arXiv:2502.09274, 2025.

13


https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:53592270
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:53592270

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

Yang Zhang, Zixiang Zhou, Philip David, Xiangyu Yue, Zerong Xi, Boqing Gong, and Hassan
Foroosh. Polarnet: An improved grid representation for online lidar point clouds semantic seg-
mentation. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF conference on computer vision and pattern recogni-

tion, pp. 9601-9610, 2020.

Ying Zhang, Tao Xiang, Timothy M Hospedales, and Huchuan Lu. Deep mutual learning. In
Proceedings of the IEEE conference on computer vision and pattern recognition, pp. 4320-4328,
2018.

Hengshuang Zhao, Li Jiang, Jiaya Jia, Philip HS Torr, and Vladlen Koltun. Point transformer. In
Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF international conference on computer vision, pp. 16259—16268,
2021a.

Yiming Zhao, Lin Bai, and Xinming Huang. Fidnet: Lidar point cloud semantic segmentation with
fully interpolation decoding. In 2021 IEEE/RSJ International Conference on Intelligent Robots
and Systems (IROS), pp. 4453-4458. IEEE, 2021b.

Jinjing Zhu, Yunhao Luo, Xu Zheng, Hao Wang, and Lin Wang. A good student is cooperative and
reliable: Cnn-transformer collaborative learning for semantic segmentation. In Proceedings of
the IEEE/CVF International Conference on Computer Vision, pp. 11720-11730, 2023.

Xiatian Zhu, Shaogang Gong, et al. Knowledge distillation by on-the-fly native ensemble. Advances
in neural information processing systems, 31, 2018.

Xinge Zhu, Hui Zhou, Tai Wang, Fangzhou Hong, Yuexin Ma, Wei Li, Hongsheng Li, and Dahua
Lin. Cylindrical and asymmetrical 3d convolution networks for lidar segmentation. In Proceed-
ings of the IEEE/CVF conference on computer vision and pattern recognition, pp. 9939-9948,
2021.

Yang Zou, Zhiding Yu, BVK Kumar, and Jinsong Wang. Unsupervised domain adaptation for se-
mantic segmentation via class-balanced self-training. In Proceedings of the European conference
on computer vision (ECCV), pp. 289-305, 2018.

Yang Zou, Zhiding Yu, Xiaofeng Liu, BVK Kumar, and Jinsong Wang. Confidence regularized
self-training. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF international conference on computer vision, pp.
5982-5991, 2019.

14



Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

A THE USE OF LARGE LANGUAGE MODELS (LLMS)

We used a large language model (OpenAl’'s ChatGPT) solely as a writing assistant to polish the
text, check grammar, and provide minor stylistic suggestions (e.g., color choices and fontsize in
Fig. [6] Fig. @ and Fig.[8) for better readability. The model was not involved in research ideation,
methodology design, or experimental analysis. All technical content and experimental results are
entirely the work of the authors.

B ADDITIONAL DETAILS

B.1 DATASET

nuScenes|Fong et al.|(2022) contains 1,000 driving scenes captured by a 32-beam LiDAR, annotated
with 16 semantic classes after merging similar and infrequent classes. SemanticKITTI |Behley et al.
(2019) consists of 22 sequences captured with a 64-beam LiDAR and includes 19 semantic classes,
with sequences 00-07/09—-10 (19,130 scans) for training and 08 (4,071 scans) for validation. Scrib-
bleKITTI [Unal et al.| (2022)) shares the same point cloud data of SemanticKITTI but replaces full
annotations with sparse scribbles (8.06% labeled points for training).

B.2 IMPLEMENTATION

The initial confidence threshold (Jg) is set to 0.95 for nuScenes [Fong et al.|(2022) and 0.9 for other
two datasets. The initial weights of unlabeled loss (\g) are predefined based on scarcity level for
nuScenes and SemanticKITTI Behley et al.|(2019): (1, 0.5, 0.5, 0.3) for labeled proportions of (1%,
10%, 20%, 50%), while for ScribbleKITTI |[Unal et al.| (2022)), the weight is fixed at 1 due to its
inherently sparse annotations.

In the multi-representation setting, We deploy FRNet Xu et al.[(2023), Cylinder3D|Zhu et al.|(2021)
and PolarNet Zhang et al|(2020). For FRNet, the 2D representation shape is set to 64 x 512
for SemanticKITTI |Behley et al.| (2019) and ScribbleKITTI [Unal et al.| (2022), and 32 x 480 for
nuScenes Fong et al.|(2022)). For PolarNet and Cylinder3D, the grid size is reduced to 240 x 180 x 20,
following the settings in prior works |[Kong et al.| (2023c)); [Liu et al.|(2025)) for fair comparison.

In the dual-representation setting, we follow the same configuration of IT2 |Liu et al.|(2025), where
arange-view network FIDNetZhao et al.|(2021b) and Cylinder3D|Zhu et al.|(2021) are incorporated
in the framework.

B.3 TRAINING DETAILS

We use a batch size of 14 for both labeled and unlabled data (effective batch size is then 28 after
mixing) for nuScenes Fong et al.[(2022) dataset. The learning rate is set to 6e 2, and the maximum
number of epochs is set to 100. For SemanticKITTI Behley et al.| (2019) and ScribbleKITTI [Unal
et al[(2022), the batch size is reduced to 8 and learning rate is 8¢—>. The maximum number of
epochs is 95. For all experiments in the work, we use the AdamW [Loshchilov & Hutter (2017)
optimizer with a weight decay of 0.0001 and a OneCycleLR scheduler Smith & Topin| (2019), and
employ a single NVIDIA H200 GPU for training.

B.4 EVALUATION METRICS

The performance is measured with average Intersection-over-Union (mloU).

B.5 MIXING STRATEGIES

To enhance LiDAR point cloud augmentation, we integrate three geometrically complementary mix-
ing strategies, each tailored to exploit distinct spatial properties of LiDAR data. In Fig. [/} we visual-
ize the point clouds mixed by different strategies. Notably, the visualization shows that mixed point
clouds have distinct difference in geometry. Below, we provide technical details of every mixing
strategy:

15



Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

(a) LaserMix (b) PolarMix (c) Sub-cloud Shuffling
Figure 7: Examples of different mixing strategies using two LiDAR point clouds (distinguished by green and
red). Mixed point clouds are visualized in bird’s-eye view (top) and range view (bottom).

1. LaserMix |[Kong et al.| (2023c) partitions two scenes along elevation angle (vertical sweep
axis) and interleaves their sectors while keeping the ring-like geometry of the scene. The
mixing generally follows the inherent scan pattern of LiDAR sensor.

2. PolarMix (2022)) operates in the polar coordinate space, splitting point clouds
radially and horizontally into different several regions. Mixed scenes retain intact local

object geometry by constraining swaps to entire polar regions.

3. Sub-cloud Shuffling [Yang & Condurache| (2025) downsamples two point clouds into two
sub-clouds, respectively, then randomly interleaves them. this preserves local coherence
and scene integrity while fusing semantic contexts from both scenes

Overall, these three mixing strategies augment point clouds from different geometric perspectives.
By combining them, we harness complementary spatial transformations that capture both local and
global structures, enhancing the diversity of geometric patterns. This synergy increases the general-
ization capability of data augmentation within our framework, leading to more robust and adaptable
semi-supervised LiDAR semantic segmentation.

C ADDITIONAL EXPERIMENTS

C.1 HETEROGENEOUS CoLLiS

Besides development in using different representations for LIDAR semantic segmentation. parallel
advancements have occurred in architectural design. Driven by the success of Transformers|Vaswani|
in vision tasks [Dosovitskiy et al| (2021)); Zhao et al] (2021a)), recent works increasingly
replace conventional CNNs with Transformer-based backbones for LIDAR segmentation/Ando et al.|
(2023)); [Kong et al.| (2023a); [Lai et al| (2023); [Wu et al.| (2024), leveraging their ability to model

long-range dependencies in sparse 3D data.

To additionally evaluate the impact of architectural diversity independently of representational dif-
ferences, we further test CoLLiS in a setting where the same LiDAR representation is processed
by two networks with heterogeneous architectures. In this scenario, we integrate two range-view
methods, FIDNet |Zhao et al.|(2021b) and RangeViT |Ando et al.|(2023). The shape of range-view
image is set to 32 x 1920 for nuScenes and 64 x 2048 for ScribbleKITTI.

Tab. 9| demonstrates that CoLLiS achieves significant improvements in semi-supervised scenarios
even with a single representation by integrating heterogeneous architectures (e.g., CNNs and ViTs).
For instance, with 1% labeled data on ScribbleKITTI|[Unal et al.| (2022), combined networks outper-
forms LaserMix [Kong et al.[(2023c|) by +2.5% mloU while trained on the same range-view inputs.
In other settings, collaboration of heterogeneous networks exhibits the competitive performance as
well. This underscores that architectural diversity drives robust representation learning in label-
scarce regimes.
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Table 9: Evaluation of FIDNet|Zhao et al.|(2021b) with heterogeneous CoLLiS. The performance is compared
with other single-representation approaches. *: We re-implement the IT2 [Liu et al.| (2025) framework with
heterogeneous architectures for fair comparison. The best results are highlighted in bold.

Method nuScenes [Fong et al. 12022) ScribbleKITTI|Unal et al. 7(2022)7
1% 10% 20% 1% 10% 20%
sup. only 383 | 575 62.7 33.1 | 477 49.9
CPS|Chen et al.|(2021b) 40.7 | 60.8 64.9 33.7 | 50.0 52.8
LaserMix [Kong et al.|(2023c) | 49.5 | 68.2 70.6 383 | 544 55.6
*IT2-Hete|Liu et al.|(2025) 50.1 | 68.3 69.9 39.5 | 534 57.8
CoLLiS-Hete 503 | 67.7 69.6 40.8 | 55.1 56.2

C.2 DYNAMIC AUGMENTATION

Tab. [10] compares adaptation strategies for mixing probability. Curriculum Learning (CL) outper-
forms fixed q,, under moderate label scarcity (20%) but loses effectiveness under extreme scarcity
(1%). In contrast, our consensus-driven augmentation (CDA) consistently achieves the best results
across both label regimes and networks. For mixing strategies, combining LaserMix (LM), PolarMix
(PM), and Sub-cloud Shuffling (SS) yields the strongest performance, as each exploits complemen-
tary geometric cues: vertical beams, radial sectors, and global scene integrity.

Table 10: Ablation study on dynamic augmentation with nuScenes [Fong et al.| (2022) dataset. Const. de-
notes that a constant value is assigned to ¢, (0.25 for 1% and 0.15 for 20%). For curriculum learning (CL),
(gm,min, Gm,maz) is set to (0.2, 0.3) for 1% and (0.15, 0.25) for 20%, respectively. The step size (V) for CDA
is fixed at 50 for both settings. {LM, PM, SS} are three different mixing strategies.

FRNet Cylinder3D
1% | 20% 1% | 20%
61.1 | 724 | 58.0 | 70.6
609 | 73.1 | 582 | 72.3
62.5 | 744 | 59.2 | 73.1
60.4 | 732 | 582 | 72.1
61.8 | 744 | 59.0 | 729

Const. | CL | CDA | LM | PM | SS
v

v

SENENENEN
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ENENEN
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C.3 WEIGHT OF UNLABELED LOSS

We further examine the effect of initial unlabeled loss weights in Tab. [TT] An improper choice
consistently degrades segmentation performance across all student models. Setting the weight too
high causes overfitting to incorrect pseudo-labels early in training, while setting it too low prevents
sufficient knowledge transfer, leading to overfitting on the limited labeled data. This underscores the
importance of careful tuning to balance knowledge transfer and stability in CoLLiS. We also evaluate
adaptive distillation weights in Tab.[I2] The results show clear performance gains, confirming that
softly resolving label conflicts is crucial for robust collaborative training.

Table 11: Ablation study on the initial weight of unlabeled loss (o). Results are reported on nuScenes [Fong
et al.|(2022) dataset with 10% labels.

Ao FRNet|Xu et al.|(2023)) | PolarNet|{Zhang et al.[(2020) | Cylinder3D |Zhu et al.|(2021)
0.2 73.5 66.9 72.1
0.5 74.2 68.4 72.9
0.8 73.1 67.4 72.3

Additionally, we investigate the impact of adaptive distillation weights in Tab.[I2] Under our collab-
orative setup, we intentionally avoid enforcing strict consensus on pseudo-labels to prevent models
from collapsing toward the strongest model, thereby mitigating confirmation bias. However, this
design can introduce noise when disagreements arise among students. To address this, we introduce
adaptive weights w to softly resolve such conflicts. As shown in Tab.[T2} these adaptive weights play
a critical role in enhancing collaborative synergy and reducing the effect of conflict-induced noise.
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Table 12: Ablation study on the adaptive distillation weights (ws, ;). We evaluated Cylinder3D Zhu et al.
(2021)) on nuScenes |[Fong et al.|(2022) dataset with 1% and 10% labels.
Ws; s, 1% | 10%
Fixed=1 | 59.0 | 71.2
Adaptive | 61.1 | 72.9

Table 13: The class-wise IoU results in nuScenes |[Fong et al.| (2022)) dataset among different partition protocol.
The mloU results are highlighted in red. 100% label proportion denotes the fully supervised training results.

Repr. | prop. | mloU | barr bicy bus car const moto ped cone trail truck driv othe walk terr manm veg
1% 632 | 665 3.1 784 869 146 663 723 502 358 60.0 953 651 695 739 862 862

Ec 10% 742 | 769 0.8 926 857 542 847 731 662 687 840 967 759 759 770 881 86.7
92 20% 748 | 779 0.7 934 91.7 552 854 762 671 676 836 967 745 755 766 883 86.6
~ 50% 758 | 77.6 351 927 91.1 504 825 733 661 652 822 965 731 745 763 888 874
100% | 784 | 783 452 926 91.7 581 844 779 678 7.1 835 967 773 761 771 89.0 875

1% 579 | 595 21 784 838 7.8 614 517 410 317 588 93.1 603 638 692 827 818

5 10% 684 | 714 113 900 876 391 69.7 585 513 636 779 949 69.1 704 718 852 829
'E 20% 68.6 [ 728 1.6 909 882 430 731 578 504 646 786 949 70.6 709 721 854 828
50% 708 | 723 159 92.1 884 475 754 584 524 676 79.6 950 731 717 723 853 852

100% | 73.2 | 754 22,0 933 89.7 515 763 602 622 683 792 957 738 735 754 884 86.7

1% 61.1 [ 642 39 772 854 188 63.0 637 474 338 585 940 613 652 71.0 853 850

3 10% 729 | 739 277 914 899 464 786 683 603 63.1 804 954 69.8 714 736 879 863
§ 20% 734 | 745 354 927 906 458 80.5 69.0 602 675 81.6 956 72.1 729 750 879 86.1
50% 745 | 75.8 30.1 930 908 510 80.1 71.7 621 69.7 834 958 747 738 753 879 863

100% | 75.3 | 757 35.1 927 90.7 497 815 707 622 694 830 956 744 730 75.1 834 867

Table 14: The class-wise IoU results in SemanticKITTI |Behley et al.|(2019) dataset on different label propor-
tions. The mloU results are highlighted in red.

Repr. | prop. | mIoU | car bicy moto truck o.veh ped bcyc m.cyc road park walk o.gro build fence veg trunk terr pole sign
s 1% 56.0 | 91.7 168 480 66.0 50.7 618 682 0.0 90.7 509 736 09 852 427 869 449 734 602 419
3 10% 643 | 957 19.1 70.1 873 588 731 848 0.0 96.0 60.5 840 23 89.6 662 865 658 719 624 474
E 20% 649 | 955 363 595 91.7 589 714 840 0.0 958 587 842 6.7 909 688 865 655 720 633 427
50% | 66.2 | 952 479 71.8 920 514 735 812 00 960 o61.1 839 129 899 639 873 658 735 630 475
1% 46.8 | 91.2 155 21.1 246 03 360 624 0.0 90.8 357 755 1.1 803 532 798 567 708 62.1 322
10% 533 | 905 207 418 788 282 311 771 22 90.9 512 75.1 0.3 870 403 833 535 679 558 367
20% 540 | 91.6 237 457 753 299 357 753 0.0 91.0 529 749 02 88.1 435 840 524 707 544 363
50% 555 | 941 257 473 770 288 394 770 0.0 90.7 522 745 0.5 875 519 857 514 671 652 379
1% 532 | 912 219 434 661 295 326 741 0.6 909 499 748 0.0 87.7 476 842 513 708 533 408
10% 63.1 | 940 382 593 824 520 722 810 0.9 925 518 784 78 91.1 618 866 67.8 714 634 458
20% 63.6 | 934 46.1 680 878 357 728 870 9.2 92.6 458 782 33 90.4 587 87.1 655 728 63.6 49.6
50% | 64.0 | 942 503 677 89.8 432 712 881 42 929 490 785 04 906 600 865 67.1 71.0 63.6 48.1

Polar

Voxel

C.4  OUT-OF-DISTRIBUTIONS GENERALIZATION

To assess the effectiveness of our method under distribution shift, we collaboratively train mod-
els using full annotations and clean data, and then directly evaluate each individual model on
Robo3D [Kong et al.| (2023b)), which contains data simulated under various corruption scenarios.
As shown in Tab. [I8] CoLLiS outperforms the baseline on two of the three backbones. For FRNet,
the strongest backbone among the three, CoLLiS achieves performance that remains comparable to
its baseline counterpart.

D ADDITIONAL RESULTS
D.1 DETAILED RESULTS

We provide the detailed results of class-wise IoU in Tab.[T3] Tab.[T4]and Tab.[T3]

D.2 QUALITATIVE RESULTS

We provide additional qualitative results in Fig. [8]
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Table 15: The class-wise IoU results in ScribbleKITTI |Unal et al,| (2022)) dataset among different partition
protocol. The mloU results are highlighted in red.

Repr. | prop. | mIoU | car bicy moto truck o.veh ped bcyc m.cyc road park walk o.gro build fence veg trunk terr pole sign
s 1% 476 903 308 274 275 44 371 663 0.0 837 363 719 33 870 399 803 583 661 56.1 382
5 10% | 599 | 944 286 619 836 427 644 804 00 871 467 750 0.6 89.8 544 847 657 689 635 468
E 20% | 60.1 | 946 306 609 922 464 642 832 00 863 461 741 05 887 499 835 644 659 634 479

50% | 60.7 | 95.1 31.1 586 884 50.6 633 854 0.0 866 43.1 743 07 89.6 523 849 662 697 63.8 487
1% 420 | 8.2 232 180 189 31 209 616 03 8.0 235 668 07 869 274 779 495 616 524 334
S 10% | 51.1 [ 91.1 16.1 49.1 526 340 342 8l.1 00 847 409 694 0. 874 339 818 556 681 555 363
< 20% | 514 | 91.1 155 487 57.8 342 335 810 0.0 847 408 694 01 875 339 817 554 680 554 358
50% | 51.7 [ 913 182 474 725 320 363 738 04 837 424 685 0. 86.4 364 817 543 658 554 35.1
1% 47.6 | 904 308 122 209 22 411 711 02 822 254 684 07 882 319 806 632 653 615 397
E 10% | 586 | 933 296 561 683 402 616 835 89 859 398 724 11 89.4 462 860 666 719 644 492
= 20% | 588 | 933 313 598 794 387 644 823 00 850 354 721 36 892 438 853 68.1 710 640 495
50% | 59.0 | 935 299 603 844 413 645 847 63 843 360 712 07 89.1 422 844 673 687 630 497
\ ."’;
M o { 4 # 4
%7

v e g >

N

(a) Ground-truth  (b) Voxel (IT2)  (c) VoxelOurs) (d) F-Range(Ours) (e) PolarOurs)  (f) Fusion(Ours)
Figure 8: Qualitative results on SemanticKITTI Behley et al.| (2019). All models are trained under the 10%
label protocol. We use Hard Confidence Voting (HCV) to fuse students’ outputs. Ground-truth labels are color-
coded based on class categories. Incorrect predictions are shown in red, while correct predictions are shown in

gray.

D.3 INFERENCE COST

We report the inference cost for each model used in collaborative training in Tab.[T6] In the standard
setup, each model is evaluated independently, and the resulting cost reflects its respective architec-
ture. When the optional ensemble mode is enabled during inference, the overall cost increases due to
the additional forward passes of all individual models. While optional, the ensemble mode limits the
deployability of our framework in real-time applications. To address this limitation, we introduce a
two-stage extension in Sec.[d.4] Specifically, we treat the ensemble predictions from the three col-
laboratively trained models as high-quality pseudo-labels and distill them into a lightweight model.
This distilled model achieves performance close to the ensemble while operating independently
during inference, thereby significantly reducing computational overhead and enabling real-time de-
ployment.

D.4  LIMITED GAIN ON EXTREMELY LONG-TAIL CLASSES

In this section, we elaborate on why CoLLiS yields only marginal improvements on extremely long-
tail classes. As discussed in Sec. 4] our method continues to struggle because all collaborating
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Figure 9: | Training Loss Curve of CoLLiS. Training is conducted on nuScenes [Fong et al|(2022) with 1%
labeled data.
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Figure 10: Pseudo-label accuracy and retention of CoLLiS. We additionally include results for DML |Zhang
et al.|(2018)). Metrics are averaged over every 500 iterations, and training is conducted on nuScenes [Fong et al.
(2022) with 1% labeled data.

models perform poorly even under full supervision. We quantify this limitation in Tab. where
all participating representations exhibit very low IoU scores due to the severe class imbalance under
1% label regime. This indicates that the bottleneck stems from intrinsic data scarcity rather than
from the collaborative paradigm itself. Consequently, it is challenging for CoLLiS to close the per-
formance gap without incorporating additional class-rebalancing strategies. Nevertheless, CoLLiS
still provides consistent gains over individual representations on the rarest classes. We further il-
lustrate these failure cases in Fig.[I2] For such extremely rare classes, annotations can be highly
sparse, sometimes consisting of only one or two labeled points per scene, which makes it inherently
difficult for models to predict these isolated points accurately.
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Figure 11: Performance analysis of CoLLiS. We additionally include results for DML [Zhang et al.| (2018).
Metrics are averaged over every 500 iterations, and training is conducted on nuScenes |Fong et al.|(2022) with

Table 16: |Inference Cost: Latency is reported as the average over 100 evaluation iterations. The optional
post-training ensemble introduces an inference overhead approximately equal to the sum of the latencies of all
collaborative models.

Model Latency | Model Size
Cylinder3D [Zhu et al.|(2021) | 102.3 ms 12.5M
FRNet[Xu et al.[(2023] 28.4 ms 10.0M
PolarNet|Xu et al.[(2023) 43.5 ms 13.6M
Ensemble 162.3 ms -

Table 17: We report supervised performance on the nuScenes bicycle class using 1% labeled data, where fewer

than 0.01% of the annotations correspond to bicycles.

IoU (bicycle) sup. only | CoLLiS
Cylinder3D |[Zhu et al.|(2021) 1.9 39
FRNet[Xu et al.[(2023) 1.0 3.1
PolarNet[Xu et al.[(2023) 0.9 2.1

Table 18: [Results on nuScenes-C (Robo3D Kong et al. (2023b)) . In addition to mCE, mRR, and mloU, we

also report the IoU for each corruption type. ' indicates models trained with CoLLiS.

Model | mCE] [ mRRT [ mloUT | Fog Weg Snow Motion Beam Cross Echo Sensor
FRNet 98.6 717.5 77.7 69.1 76.6 69.5 54.5 68.3 414  58.7 43.1
FRNet! 99.8 77.0 77.1 68.2 769 69.0 51.8 66.9 43.6 592 42.5
Cylinder3D 111.8 72.9 76.2 59.9 727 58.1 42.1 64.5 444 60.5 422
Cylinder3D* 110.1 74.1 76.8 612 705 632 43.7 65.2 42.3 61.0 41.0
PolarNet 115.1 76.3 71.4 582 699 6438 44.6 61.9 40.8 53.6 42.0
PolarNet' 111.5 77.9 74.3 604 702 642 47.8 64.3 42.1 58.4 439

Table 19:  Framework scalability . We evaluate the scalability of CoLLiS by training it with varying numbers
of representations, and we report the performance of each model independently without using the ensemble.

nuScenes 1%

#Repr. FRNet (F-Range) | PolarNet (Polar) | Cylinder3D (Voxel) | PTv3 (Raw points)

sup. only 51.9 46.5 50.9 48.0
2 62.5 - 59.2 -
3 63.2 57.9 61.1 -
3 63.5 - 61.3 60.7
4 63.4 58.6 61.6 61.2

SemanticKITTI 1%

sup. only 449 41.6 45.4 41.6
2 55.1 - 51.8 -
3 56.0 46.8 53.2 -
3 56.8 - 54.3 54.8
4 56.8 48.9 54.7 55.2
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Figure 12: _ Models are trained on nuScenes with 1% labels. Columns from
1164 left to right show the scene overview, ground-truth annotations, and model predictions. Points colored in light
1165 blue indicate those labeled as bicycle.
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1169

1170

1171

1172

1173

1174

1175

1176 Table 20: _ across different model-training configurations on nuScenes
1177 and SemanticKITTT at varying label ratios.

1178 nuScenes emanticKITTI
1179 Ensemble Method 1% 280% 50% 1*2 20%  50%
1180 Direct Ensemble 523 678 715 | 407 568  60.5
1181 DML [Zhang et al|(2018) 406 508 666 | 422 491 589
1182 CoLLiS (wlo Ensemble) 632 742 758 | 560 649  66.2
Lo CoLLiS 645 755 762 | 57.6 664 668
1184
1185
1186
1187
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