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Abstract

The expensive annotation cost is notoriously known as
the main constraint for the development of the point cloud
semantic segmentation technique. Active learning methods
endeavor to reduce such cost by selecting and labeling only
a subset of the point clouds, yet previous attempts ignore
the spatial-structural diversity of the selected samples, in-
ducing the model to select clustered candidates with sim-
ilar shapes in a local area while missing other represen-
tative ones in the global environment. In this paper, we
propose a new 3D region-based active learning method to
tackle this problem. Dubbed SSDR-AL, our method groups
the original point clouds into superpoints and incrementally
selects the most informative and representative ones for la-
bel acquisition. We achieve the selection mechanism via a
graph reasoning network that considers both the spatial and
structural diversities of superpoints. To deploy SSDR-AL in
a more practical scenario, we design a noise-aware iter-
ative labeling strategy to confront the “noisy annotation”
problem introduced by the previous “dominant labeling”
strategy in superpoints. Extensive experiments on two point
cloud benchmarks demonstrate the effectiveness of SSDR-
AL in the semantic segmentation task. Particularly, SSDR-
AL significantly outperforms the baseline method and re-
duces the annotation cost by up to 63.0% and 24.0% when
achieving 90% performance of fully supervised learning,
respectively.

1. Introduction
In the past few years, the field of 3D point cloud se-

mantic segmentation has witnessed much progress with
an ever-increasing number of deep learning-based meth-
ods [25, 26, 31, 35, 40]. The satisfying performance, how-
ever, comes with a price of expensive and laborious label
annotations. Compared to its 2D counterparts [19, 21], the
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Figure 1. Qualitative visualization of a batch of selected samples
(red regions). (a) An input point cloud. (b) Due to the random
sampling strategy, the selected samples are mainly scattered in the
dominating categories such as ceiling, wall, and floor. (c) ClassBal
(Baseline) method balances the dominating and rare categories,
but the selected regions lack spatial-structural diversity, e.g., the
selected samples of chair category are all on the upper surface of
the gray chair (yellow box) while ignoring the orange chair (pink
box). (d) SSDR-AL (Ours) method not only considers the categor-
ical balance but also guarantees their spatial-structural diversity.

annotation cost of the semantic segmentation task is more
pronounced in a 3D scenario since the point clouds can be
sparse, occluded, and at low resolutions. Such unbearable
labeling cost makes these 3D applications infeasible at large
scales [34].

To relieve the researchers from heavy annotation labor,
some active learning-based methods [3, 4, 12, 16, 28, 38, 39]
are proposed in recent years. The purpose of active learn-
ing is to incrementally select and label the most informative
samples from the unlabeled data pool to reduce the overall
annotation effort. In the 2D domain [20, 22], some active
learning approaches [36, 37] follow an uncertainty-based
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sampling strategy [28] to select and annotate the most un-
certain samples to maximize the model improvement. How-
ever, researchers [3, 38] have gradually discovered that a
simple acquisition function merely based on uncertainty
is incapable of selecting the most representative samples,
especially when encountering complex scenes with unbal-
anced categories [1]. More recently, the diversity of se-
lected samples has emerged as another important indicator
in active learning sampling. For example, Cai et al. [3] pro-
pose ClassBal that utilizes a class-balanced sampling strat-
egy to increase the class-level diversity of queried samples,
and Caramalau et al. [4] select the unlabeled samples that
are farthest from labeled samples in latent feature space for
ensuring the feature diversity of these selected samples.

Nevertheless, to adopt the active learning methods that
succeed in 2D domains to the 3D point cloud data is non-
trivial. The reasons are multi-fold but not limited to 1) prior
2D region-based approaches are unable to learn the 3D spa-
tial and structural information that reflects the representa-
tiveness of a candidate region and 2) the internal relation
between the 3D regions is rarely considered by prior works,
which may cause the biased estimations on their diversity.
Taking Figure 1 for example, ClassBal [3] can select sample
areas with more categories than the Random method since it
focuses on increasing the category diversity. However, the
selected samples within the same category tend to gather in
a local space, which lacks spatial and structural diversities,
e.g., the selected samples of the chair category are all on the
upper surface of the gray chair (yellow box) while ignor-
ing the orange chair in the pink box. In this predicament,
an active learning method that enables to reason about the
de facto spatial-structural diversity and representativeness
of the candidate regions are urgently needed for the point
cloud semantic segmentation task.

In this paper, we propose a new 3D region-based ac-
tive learning approach, dubbed SSDR-AL, tailored for point
cloud semantic segmentation via graph reasoning. SSDR-
AL groups the original point clouds into superpoints [14,15]
(regions) as the fundamental sample unit and projects the
spatial and structural information of these superpoints into
an undirected graph, as shown in Figure 2. Specifically, we
first establish an undirected graph G = (V,E) in which
the nodes V = {vi} correspond to the subset of super-
points with high uncertainty and class diversity (those low-
uncertainty superpoints are dropped in this step) while the
edges E = {e(vi, vj)} are formed by considering both the
location distance and chamfer distance between these su-
perpoints. Then, we utilize the graph aggregation operation
to merge the feature of each superpoint and its neighbors.
This operation would project these superpoint features into
a diversity space, in which the difference between the fea-
tures in the diversity space is served as the spatial-structural
distance metric. Finally, we adopt farthest point sampling

(FPS) [17,26,35] in such diversity space to select the most
representative superpoints. In this manner, SSDR-AL en-
ables to fully leverage both spatial-geometrical information
and the internal relationship to reason about the best candi-
date superpoints to be labeled.

One practical problem of the superpoint-based labeling
is that each superpoint may inevitably contain the points
of multiple classes, which impedes the regular active learn-
ing pipeline. A fallback option to tackle this challenge is
the dominant labeling method [3] that treats the class of
the majority points within a superpoint as the “true label”.
However, the dominant labeling strategy is prone to assign
wrong labels to the minority points and result in noisy an-
notation. To confront this issue, we propose a simple yet
effective noise-aware iterative labeling strategy. It allows
the annotator to split one superpoint into a sub-region set
by costing “one click” when the superpoint is observed to
contain confounding areas. In the next, those clean sub-
regions will be labeled while the confounding areas will
be discarded. The proposed noise-aware iterative labeling
strategy further boosts SSDR-AL in practice costing a neg-
ligible number of clicks.

The contributions of this paper can be summarised as
follows:

• We propose a novel superpoint-based active learning
approach, dubbed SSDR-AL, for point cloud seman-
tic segmentation. SSDR-AL can capitalize on both
spatial-geometrical information and the internal rela-
tionship between superpoints to reason about the best
samples to be labeled in an active learning framework.

• We design a noise-aware iterative labeling strategy.
Being simple yet effective, it improves the previous
dominant labeling-based methods which are prone to
assign wrong classes to the minority points within a su-
perpoint, which further boosts SSDR-AL in practice.

• The proposed SSDR-AL achieves state-of-the-art per-
formance on S3DIS [2] and Semantic3D [9] datasets,
which significantly reduces the annotation cost by up
to 63.0% and 24.0% compared to the baseline method
in achieving 90% performance of fully supervised
learning, respectively.

2. Related Work
2.1. Point Cloud Semantic Segmentation

3D point cloud semantic segmentation can be broadly
categorized into two groups: graph message passing-based
and neighboring feature pooling-based methods. In the first
category, graph message passing-based methods consider
one point cloud as a 3D graph, where the influence be-
tween points is similar to the relationship between nodes
in the graph. For example, LocalSpecGCN [32] utilizes a
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spectral graph CNNs to establish the correlation of every
local neighborhood. GACNet [33] proposes a graph atten-
tion network to dynamically learn the structure of every ob-
ject. In addition, Jiang et al. [11] construct a hierarchical
point-edge interaction network that contains a point branch
and edge branch. Specifically, the point branch is respon-
sible for predicting the class of each node, and the edge
branch is designed to compute the consistency of connected
nodes. In the second category, neighboring feature pooling
approaches [11, 32, 33] aggregate the feature of neighbor-
ing points into a centroid point and only use these centroid
points in the subsequent layers for reducing computational
complexity [10, 26]. PointNet++ [26] first uses the itera-
tive farthest point sampling (FPS) to choose a set of cen-
troid points, and then groups the neighboring points based
on ball query into each centroid point. Due to the compu-
tational complexity of FPS being O(N 2), Randlanet [10]
replaces FPS with faster random sampling in which compu-
tational complexity is O(1). To solve the segmentation per-
formance degradation caused by the loss of key features in
random sampling, Randlanet [10] uses a local feature aggre-
gation module to progressively increase the receptive field
for each 3D point, thereby effectively preserving geometric
details. Because of these merits, SSDR-AL chooses Rand-
lanet as the segmentor of active learning.

2.2. Active Learning

Generally, the active learning methods can be catego-
rized into three groups, i.e., uncertainty-based, diversity-
based, and hybrid approaches.

1) Uncertainty-based Approaches. Uncertainty indi-
cates the difficulty of accurately predicting the unlabeled
samples. These approaches [1, 28, 38] first leverage the
model trained by labeled samples to predict the unlabeled
samples, and then select those samples that are most diffi-
cult to identify. Furthermore, [1, 12, 28] groups uncertainty
sampling strategies into entropy-based sampling, margin-
based sampling, least confidence-based sampling and so on.
Besides, MI-AOD [38] computes the prediction discrep-
ancy of two classifiers as the uncertainty of object instance.

2) Diversity-based Approaches. Some approaches [4,
27] focus on the diversity and representativeness of the sam-
pled data. Taking CoreGCN [4] for example, it utilizes a
CoreSet technique [27] to choose the unlabeled samples that
are farthest from labeled samples in latent feature space for
ensuring the feature diversity of samples.

3) Hybrid Approaches. The sampling function of hy-
brid approaches [3,29] simultaneously uses the uncertainty,
diversity, and representativeness of samples. For example,
ViewAL [29] chooses the most representative superpixels
that simultaneously have high entropy and low view diver-
gence. Besides, ClassBal [3] first uses the BvSB [12] as
the uncertainty of superpixels. Then, to ensure the balanced

class distribution of the selected samples, ClassBal uses a
class-balance sampling strategy, which increases the weight
of the tail classes while reducing it of the head classes.

Generally, SSDR-AL can be categorized as a hybrid ap-
proach since it adopts the uncertainty to initial the graph
while leveraging the spatial-structural information to reason
the diversity.

3. Methodology

3.1. Preliminaries

Problem Settings. Before presenting our method, we
first introduce the problem settings of active learning for
point cloud semantic segmentation formally. Specifically,
we divide point clouds into superpoints as the fundamental
sample unit of the labeled/unlabeled set. Given an annota-
tion budget at each active learning cycle, 1) we first select
a small number of the most informative and representative
superpoints from the unlabeled set and annotate them until
the annotation budget is exhausted; 2) We use the labeled
superpoints to train a segmentor; 3) Repeat 1) and 2) until
the segmentor achieves the performance of 90% fully su-
pervised learning. In summary, we target costing the lowest
annotation effort to achieve a certain segmentation perfor-
mance by sampling and labeling the most informative and
representative superpoints.

Superpoint Generation. Superpoint—the 3D equiva-
lent of superpixel—has the following three properties [14]:
1) each superpoint is a sub-region of one point cloud, which
contains similar geometric information and must not over-
lap over other superpoints; 2) the shape and contour of su-
perpoints must be clear and coincide with the borders be-
tween objects; 3) each point of one point cloud would only
be grouped into one superpoint. In our work, we employ the
global energy model [8] to produce the high-quality super-
points. However, these superpoints may inevitably include
noisy regions, which contain the points of multiple classes.

Baseline Method. Cai et al. [3] argue that a simple
acquisition function based on uncertainty is incapable of
querying samples from rare object categories, especially in
the datasets with imbalanced class distributions. Based on
such analysis, they propose the class-balanced acquisition
function (ClassBal) [3] that assigns different weights to the
samples according to the class distribution. Specifically,
they query the most informative superpixel s∗ in the un-
labeled set U as follows:

s∗ = argmax
s∈U

u(s) ∗ w(d(s)), (1)

where u(s) and d(s) denote the uncertainty value and dom-
inant class (the class label of the majority points) of super-
pixel s, respectively. ClassBal regards the average uncer-
tainty of the pixels within one superpixel as the uncertainty
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Figure 2. Overview of the proposed SSDR-AL approach. SSDR-AL loops with three steps: 1) predicting the semantic category of each
point with a segmentor; 2) sampling the candidate superpoints using weight-based superpoint uncertainty estimation and spatial-structural
diversity reasoning; 3) using the noise-aware iterative labeling strategy to annotate the candidate superpoints. Specifically, spatial-structural
diversity reasoning consists of three parts: i) establishing a superpoint graph whose edges are formed by considering both the location
distance and chamfer distance between superpoints; ii) generating the features of superpoints by a graph aggregation operation to project
them into a diversity space. The difference between the aggregated features in diversity space is served as the spatial-structural distance
metric; iii) selecting the most representative superpoint for annotation using farthest point sampling.

of this superpixel, called Average-based Superpoint Un-
certainty Estimation (AvgSU):

u(s) =

∑
x∈s u(x)

|{x : x ∈ s}|
, (2)

where u(x) denotes the uncertainty value of pixel x that is
a quotient of the second-best probability and the best prob-
ability [12]. In Equation 1, w(·) indicates the weight value
of one class, which is given as follows:

w(c) = exp(− |{s : d(s) == c}|
|{s : s ∈ (U ∪ L)}|

), (3)

where L is labeled set and c denotes a certain category.

3.2. Sampling for the Candidate Superpoints

Weight-based Superpoint Uncertainty Estima-
tion (WetSU). The SOTA methods ClassBal [3] and
ViewAL [29] only regard the average uncertainty of points
within one superpoint as the uncertainty of this superpoint
(cf. Equation 2). Nevertheless, they ignore the fact that the
major-class and other-class points may have variant con-
tributions to the uncertainty of one superpoint: due to the
“one-hot” label is usually determined by the major class,
the uncertainty of other-class points actually introduces the

biased estimations to the superpoint uncertainty. In other
words, only the uncertainty of majority points has a positive
correlation with the de facto uncertainty of superpoint v.

According to the above analysis, we first group points
within one superpoint into the majority point set M and
other point set O according to the model predictions. Then,
we set the weight value of the majority points as 1 and set
the weight value of other points as −1. The uncertainty
u(v) of superpoint v is defined as follows:

u(v) =
∑

pi∈M
1 ∗ u(pi) +

∑
pj∈O

(−1) ∗ u(pj), (4)

where u(pi) and u(pj) respectively denote the uncertainty
value of point pi and point pj , which is a quotient of the
second-best probability and the best probability [12]. Fi-
nally, we use Equation 1 to select the most informative su-
perpoints but replace u(s) (cf. Equation 2) with u(v) (cf.
Equation 4).

Experimentally, WetSU facilitates the purity and volume
of selected superpoint v, both of which are preferred by ac-
tive learning. Figure 4 reports the comparison result be-
tween WetSU (cf. Equation 4) and AvgSU (cf. Equation 2),
which verifies WetSU can select larger and more informa-
tive superpoints than AvgSU.
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Spatial-Structural Diversity Reasoning. To select the
representative superpoints with diverse geometric structures
and spatial locations to enrich the sample information, we
design a graph-based method to reason the spatial-structural
relation between superpoints. Specifically, we establish
an undirected weighted graph G = (V,E) whose nodes
V = {vi} correspond to superpoints with high uncertainty
(cf. Equation 4) and class diversity (cf. Equation 3) from
the unlabeled set, and edges E = {e(vi, vj)} are built by
considering both location distance and chamfer distance be-
tween these superpoints. On one hand, the feature fvi of
superpoint vi is calculated as follows:

fvi =

∑
p∈Mvi

fp

|Mvi |
, (5)

where fp is the feature of point p provided by the segmentor
(e.g., Randlanet in this paper) andMvi indicates the major-
ity point set within the superpoint vi. On the other hand, the
weight value δ(vi, vj) of the edge e(vi, vj) is calculated as
follows:

δ(vi, vj) = exp(−(Dl(vi, vj) +Dc(vi, vj))), (6)

where location distance Dl(vi, vj) is realized as Euclidean
distance between the centroids of superpoints vi and vj .
And Chamfer distance Dc is usually employed to eval-
uate the discrepancies of structure between two super-
points [18, 24], which is defined as follows:

Dc(vi, vj) =
1

|vi|
∑
pa∈vi

min
pb∈vj

||pa − pb||22

+
1

|vj |
∑
pb∈vj

min
pa∈vi

||pb − pa||22,
(7)

where pa and pb are the points within superpoint vi and su-
perpoint vj , respectively. ||pa − pb||2 denotes Euclidean
distance between point pa and point pb. To reason the su-
perpoint diversity in the context of graph G, we adopt a
weighted sum aggregator to aggregate the feature of each
superpoint and its one-hop neighbors into the target feature.
Recall that the edges of graph G are built from both the lo-
cation distance and chamfer distance between superpoints,
this aggregation operation would project these superpoint
features into a diversity space in which the difference be-
tween the features in the diversity space is served as the
spatial-structural distance metric. The graph aggregation
operation shown in Figure 2 is calculated as follows:

f̂vi =
∑

vj∈Nvi

δ(vi, vj) ∗ fvj , (8)

whereNvi and f̂vi denote the neighboring superpoint set of
superpoint vi (including itself) and the aggregated feature
of superpoint vi in the diversity space, respectively.

Through Equation 8, we can project superpoints from a
graph space into a diversity space to reason their spatial-
structural diversity: if two superpoints (e.g., v1, v5) are
close under location and chamfer metric as well as they have
the overlapping neighboring superpoints in the graph space,
their features in the diversity space would be similar (cf.
Figure 2). Thus, to prevent sampling multiple superpoints
from a local cluster and ensure the spatial and structural di-
versities of selected superpoints, we utilize farthest point
sampling (FPS) [17, 26, 35] in diversity space to select the
most representative candidate superpoints for label acqui-
sition. Finally, Figure 1 vividly shows the advantages of
the spatial-structural diversity reasoning in sampling super-
points compared to the ClassBal [3] (Baseline) method.

3.3. Labeling for the Candidate Superpoints

In this section, we first introduce a click-based annota-
tion cost measurement. Then, we propose a novel label-
ing strategy based on click cost that effectively mitigates
the noise problem introduced by traditional dominant label-
ing [3].

Annotation Cost Measurement. In the experimental
environment, researchers adopt the ground truth annota-
tion of the samples to simulate the annotation from the
oracle [29]. Due to the difficulty in comparing time and
money costs, previous works propose to use the number of
labeled points as a substitute for the real annotation cost [3].
More recently, with the development of region-based ap-
proaches [7], some approaches [3, 6, 23] advocate adopting
the click number instead of the number of labeled points as
a more realistic measurement of annotation cost.

In this work, we consider that a one-click operation can
assign a semantic category to one superpoint based on the
dominant labeling strategy [3]. Thus, we use the number
of clicks as the annotation cost in the labeling phase of ac-
tive learning and the methods are fairly compared using the
same annotation budget.

Noise-aware Iterative Labeling. In practice, one super-
point may inevitably contain the points of multiple classes.
The existing dominant labeling strategy [3] regards the class
of majority points within one superpoint as the class of this
superpoint, which may result in assigning wrong categories
to the minority points. To confront the issue, we propose a
simple yet effective noise-aware iterative labeling strategy.
Specifically, we first define the purity ϕ(v) of a superpoint
v as the percentage of majority points within the superpoint
v. If the purity ϕ(v) of superpoint v is lower than threshold
θ, we empower the oracle to consume “one click” to split
v into a sub-region set R according to the pseudo predic-
tion class of points. Then, we compute the purity ϕ(r) of
sub-region r ∈ R and annotate it when its purity is higher
than threshold θ. Otherwise, sub-region r will be discarded
and not returned to the unlabeled set or added to the labeled
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Algorithm 1: Batch-Mode Noise-aware Iterative
Labeling

Input: Unlabeled superpoint set Ut, labeled
superpoint set Lt−1, candidate superpoint
set Ct selected by sampler (cf. Sec 3.2),
annotation click budget Kt for batch t,
purity threshold θ

Output: Unlabeled set Ut+1, labeled set Lt

1 initialize: click = 0
2 for v ∈ Ct do
3 if click < Kt then
4 Compute the purity ϕ(v) of superpoint v
5 if ϕ(v) ≥ θ then
6 Annotate v and click = click + 1
7 Lt−1 = Lt−1 ∪ v
8 else
9 Split v into sub-region setR and

click = click + 1
10 for r ∈ R do
11 if ϕ(r) ≥ θ then
12 Annotate r and

click = click + 1
13 Lt−1 = Lt−1 ∪ r

14 Ut = Ut\v

15 Ut+1 = Ut and Lt = Lt−1

set. An overview of the noise-aware iterative labeling strat-
egy is provided in Algorithm 1. Note that sometimes the
noise-aware iterative labeling strategy may cause one noisy
superpoint to consume multiple clicks, which causes some
candidate superpoints to be returned to the unlabeled set be-
cause the click budget is exhausted.

4. Experiments
4.1. Datasets and Implementation Details

Datasets. The proposed SSDR-AL is evaluated on two
public datasets, i.e., S3DIS [2] and Semantic3D [9]. 1)
S3DIS contains 271 rooms divided into 6 large areas [10]
and each room corresponds to a point cloud containing
medium-sized 3D points. Besides, S3DIS has 10 room
types and 13 point categories that can be adapted to most
point cloud semantic segmentation tasks. All of our tests
are conducted on Area 5 validation set. 2). To verify the
strong generalization of SSDR-AL, we also conduct exper-
iments on the Semantic3D dataset, which contains 15 point
clouds and 8 classes for training. Compared with S3DIS,
the point number of each point cloud of Semantic3D has up
to 108 points, which is much bigger than the point clouds of
S3DIS. All the experiments are conducted on the validation

Table 1. Comparing annotation cost (click number) required to
achieve 90% accuracy on S3DIS and Semantic3D datasets for dif-
ferent active learning methods.

Methods S3DIS Semantic3D

Random 111.0k 15.5k
Entropy [12] 162.2k 17.8k
BvSB [12] 142.5k 14.2k
ClassBal [3] (Baseline) 70.3k 11.4k
SSDR-AL (Ours) 26.0k 8.7k

set, which is separated from the training set.
Implementation Details. We adopt Randlanet [10] as

the segmentor of active learning and use the global energy
model [8] to split the original point clouds into superpoints.
We produce 456, 764 superpoints and randomly select 0.5%
superpoints with labels as seed samples to initialize the la-
beled set on S3DIS [2] dataset (produce 456, 764 super-
points and randomly select 0.8% superpoints with labels as
seed samples on Semantic3D [9] dataset). In each active
learning cycle, we first use Adam [13] to optimize Rand-
lanet with β1 = 0.9 and β2 = 0.999 on labeled set. Rand-
lanet has trained 30 epochs with the initial learning rate 0.01
that decreases by 16% after each epoch on S3DIS dataset
(has trained 50 epochs with the initial learning rate 0.01 that
decreases by 8% after each epoch on Semantic3D dataset).
The other hyper-parameters are consistent with default val-
ues [10]. On S3DIS dataset, we select 10k (3k on Seman-
tic3D dataset) the most informative and representative can-
didate superpoints from the unlabeled set and then utilize
a noise-aware iterative labeling strategy with the threshold
θ = 0.9 to annotate them until the 10k (3k on Semantic3D
dataset) click budget is exhausted. These labeled super-
points and sub-regions will be added to the labeled set. To-
tally or partially labeled superpoints will be deleted from the
unlabeled set. Meanwhile, those unlabeled candidate super-
points will be returned to the unlabeled set. In the spatial-
structural diversity reasoning module, we regard all nodes
as aggregation nodes and project superpoints from a graph
space into a diversity space by using once aggregation.

4.2. Comparison with State-of-the-Art Methods

We compare SSDR-AL with other state-of-the-art meth-
ods on S3DIS [2] and Semantic3D [9] datasets shown in
Figure 3. Meanwhile, to gain more insights into the advan-
tage of SSDR-AL, we plot the sampling and segmentation
results from different active learning methods, which are
shown in Figure 1 and Figure 6, respectively.

S3DIS. From these observations in Figure 3 (a), we con-
clude the findings that our SSDR-AL significantly outper-
forms other methods at a fixed amount of annotation bud-
get measured in clicks, especially it has been obviously in
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Table 2. Comparing the percentage of labeled points required to
achieve 90% accuracy on S3DIS dataset for different active learn-
ing methods. � is the results in the original paper [34].

Methods Segmentors Labeled points

ReDAL� [34] SPVCNN [30] 13%
ReDAL� [34] MinkowskiNet [5] 15%
Random Randlanet [10] 40.9%
Entropy [12] Randlanet [10] 46.7%
BvSB [12] Randlanet [10] 43.0%
ClassBal [3] (Baseline) Randlanet [10] 13.3%
SSDR-AL (Ours) Randlanet [10] 11.7%

(a) S3DIS (b) S3DIS

(c) Semantic3D (d) Semantic3D

Figure 3. Comparing active learning performances of different
methods on both S3DIS (a)(b) and Semantic3D (c)(d). (a)(c)
Benchmarking at a fixed amount of annotation budget measured
by clicks. (b)(d) Plot the same IoU results as (a)(c) but measured
by the percentage of labeled superpoints. LC and BvSB denote
least confidence [28] and Best-versus-Second Best margin [12],
respectively. The uppermost solid black line and dotted line denote
the maximum and 90% performance of fully supervised learning,
respectively.

the leading position in every active learning cycle and first
reaches the performance of 90% fully supervised learning 1

costing only 26.0k clicks. Table 1 reports that SSDR-AL re-
duces the annotation cost by up to 63.0% lower compared to
ClassBal [3] (Baseline) method in achieving the 90% per-
formance of fully supervised learning. To validate the in-
formative and representative quality of our selected super-
points, we provide the segmentation performance measured
in the percentage of labeled superpoints in Figure 3 (b).
From Figure 3 (b), we find that SSDR-AL can achieve better
segmentation performance while using fewer labeled super-
points. It is worth noting that the red line stops early be-

1The mIoU performance of Randlanet [10] based on fully supervised
learning is 64.72% on S3DIS dataset.

cause SSDR-AL discards many noisy superpoints and con-
founding areas by using the noise-aware iterative labeling
strategy. Besides, Table 2 reports that SSDR-AL annotates
1.3% fewer points than ReDAL [34] in achieving the 90%
performance of fully supervised learning. This directly il-
lustrates that these superpoints selected by SSDR-AL are
more informative and representative than ReDAL [34].

Semantic3D. In Figure 3 (c), we observe that our SSDR-
AL significantly outperforms other methods. SSDR-AL
first reaches the performance of 90% fully supervised learn-
ing 2 costing only 8.7k annotation click. A report provided
in Table 1 shows that SSDR-AL reduces the annotation cost
by up to 24.0% lower compared to ClassBal [3] (Base-
line) method. Besides, Figure 3 (d) shows that at the same
percentage of labeled superpoints, the segmentor (Rand-
lanet [10]) can achieve better segmentation performance on
the training data selected by our method, which verifies the
generalization and effectiveness of SSDR-AL in multiple
point cloud scenarios.

4.3. Ablation Study

To better understand the effectiveness of the weight-
based superpoint uncertainty estimation, spatial-structural
diversity reasoning, and noise-aware iterative labeling, we
conduct several ablation studies on S3DIS [2] dataset. The
results of our ablation studies are illustrated in Figure 4. We
observe that the weight-based superpoint uncertainty esti-
mation brings an extra 1.0% mIoU improvement at the 4th

active learning cycle in Figure 4 (a). Besides, weight-based
superpoint uncertainty estimation (cf. Equation 4) can la-
bel more points than the average-based superpoint uncer-
tainty estimation (cf. Equation 2) when costing the same
annotation budget shown in Figure 4 (b). This verifies that
weight-based superpoint uncertainty estimation is prone
to select large and informative superpoints. Employing
weight-based superpoint uncertainty estimation and spatial-
structural diversity reasoning together improves 1.2% mIoU
over the baseline and reaches 57.9% mIoU at the 4th ac-
tive learning cycle. After further employing the noise-
aware iterative labeling strategy to mitigate the noise prob-
lem introduced by dominant labeling [3], our final model
reaches 59.8% mIoU, outperforming ClassBal [3] (Base-
line) method by 3.2%. Besides, comparing the red and blue
lines in Figure 4 (c) shows that the noise-aware iterative
labeling strategy annotates fewer superpoints than the tra-
ditional dominant labeling [3] in every active learning cy-
cle. The reason for this phenomenon is the former discards
some noisy superpoints and confounding areas to alleviate
their negative effects for achieving better segmentation per-
formance. This further underscores the importance of using
the noise-aware iterative labeling strategy.

2The mIoU performance of Randlanet [10] based on fully supervised
learning is 72.70% on Semantic3D dataset.
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(a) (b) (c)

4

Figure 4. Ablation studies on S3DIS Area 5 validation set. (a) Benchmarking at a fixed amount of annotation budget measured in clicks.
(b) Plot the percentage of labeled points at a fixed amount of annotation budget measured in clicks. (c) Plot the same results as (a) but
measured in the percentage of labeled superpoints. AvgSU, WetSU, DR, and NAIL denote average-based superpoint uncertainty estimation,
weight-based superpoint uncertainty estimation, spatial-structural diversity reasoning, and noise-aware iterative labeling, respectively. The
uppermost dotted line denotes the 90% performance of fully supervised learning.

(a) (b) (c)

2

Figure 5. Analysis experiments on S3DIS Area 5 validation set. (a) Comparing the effects of the aggregation times and the number of
aggregation nodes on segmentation performance. (b) Comparing the effects of different purity threshold θ of noise-aware iterative labeling
strategy on segmentation performance. (c) Comparing the effects of different purity threshold θ of noise-aware iterative labeling strategy
on labeled superpoints. The uppermost dotted line denotes the 90% performance of fully supervised learning.

4.4. Analysis

As shown in Figure 5 (a), we conduct several experi-
ments to illustrate the different effects of the aggregation
times and the number of aggregation nodes on segmenta-
tion performance. Besides, Figure 5 (b) reports the effects
of different purity threshold θ of noise-aware iterative label-
ing strategy on segmentation performance.

Spatial-structural Diversity Reasoning. We set up two
groups of comparison experiments in Figure 5 (a): the same
number of nodes and the same number of aggregations. In
the case of the same number of aggregation nodes, we ob-
serve that once aggregation is better than twice and thrice
aggregations. In the case of the same number of aggre-
gation operations, we find that it is better to aggregate all
nodes than top-100 nodes when using once and thrice ag-
gregation operations. Based on the above observations, we
adopt once aggregation operation and aggregate all super-
points to target superpoint during the spatial-structural di-
versity reasoning phase.

Noise-aware Iterative Labeling. We conduct several

comparison experiments with different purity threshold θ in
Figure 5 (b). We observe that the mIoU on θ = 0.9 and
θ = 1.0 are obviously better than θ = 0.6. Especially,
the mIoU of θ = 0.9 is 2.73% higher than θ = 0.6 at the
2th active learning cycle. Although in the first two active
learning cycles, the mIoU of θ = 1.0 is lower than that of
θ = 0.9, θ = 1.0 surpasses θ = 0.9 by a slight margin in
the subsequent learning stage. In our opinion, the reason for
this phenomenon is that θ = 1.0 discards more noisy super-
points and confounding areas than that of θ = 0.9 in the
early cycles shown in Figure 5 (c), which results in insuffi-
cient labeled data for training. But, it outperforms θ = 0.9
in the later active learning cycles since it gains enough train-
ing data while does not suffer from the negative effects of
noisy superpoints.

5. Conclusion

In this paper, we target active learning for point cloud
semantic segmentation and propose a novel superpoint-
based SSDR-AL method. Through analyzing the spatial-
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Input Ground Truth Fully Supervised Random ∗ ClassBal (Baseline) ∗ SSDR-AL (Ours) ∗

(a) S3DIS

(b) Semantic3D

carsman-made terrain natural terrain high vegetation low vegetation Buildings hard scape scanning artefacts

table
ceiling floor wall beam column window door

chair sofa bookcase board clutter

Figure 6. Qualitative segmentation results of SSDR-AL (Ours) compared with the Random, ClassBal (Baseline) on both S3DIS and
Semantic3D validation sets. * indicates the segmentor trained on the final labeled set, which costs 42.3k and 15.6k clicks for labeling on
S3DIS and Semantic3D datasets, respectively. The dotted white and red boxes indicate that our method can accurately recognize areas that
other methods fail to.

geometrical information between superpoints, we utilize a
weight-based superpoint uncertainty estimation and graph
reasoning to select the most informative and representa-
tive superpoints. We further design a noise-aware iter-
ative labeling strategy to accurately annotate clean areas
and discard confounding areas of superpoints. We show
the effectiveness of SSDR-AL on both S3DIS and Seman-
tic3D datasets through systematic and comprehensive ex-
periments. Our results strongly highlight the importance
of using weight-based superpoint uncertainty estimation,
diversity-based sampling strategy, and noise-aware iterative
labeling strategy in such active learning methods in the fu-
ture.
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