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Fig. 1: Two-stage 3D object detection network extended with the proposed inter-object relation module (shown in yellow).
We implement our module after a detector’s RPN and RoI pooling modules. The object relation module consists of a Graph
Generator and a GNN. First, the Graph Generator conducts inter-object relation graphs based on the centers of proposal
boxes. After that, the GNN takes the proposal features and box information to calculate and iteratively update the node
features. Ultimately, the node features of the same node obtained by different layers are concatenated, which are the input
of the following detection head.

Abstract— Accurate and effective 3D object detection is
critical for ensuring the driving safety of autonomous vehicles.
Recently, state-of-the-art two-stage 3D object detectors have ex-
hibited promising performance. However, these methods refine
proposals individually, ignoring the rich contextual information
in the object relationships between the neighbor proposals. In
this study, we introduce an object relation module, consisting
of a graph generator and a graph neural network (GNN), to
learn the spatial information from certain patterns to improve
3D object detection. Specifically, we create an inter-object
relationship graph based on proposals in a frame via the graph
generator to connect each proposal with its neighbor proposals.
Afterward, the GNN module extracts edge features from the
generated graph and iteratively refines proposal features with
the captured edge features. Ultimately, we leverage the refined
features as input to the detection head to obtain detection
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results. Our approach improves upon the baseline PV-RCNN
on the KITTI validation set for the car class across easy,
moderate, and hard difficulty levels by 0.82%, 0.74%, and
0.58%, respectively. Additionally, our method outperforms the
baseline by more than 1% under the moderate and hard levels
BEV AP on the test server.

I. INTRODUCTION

Autonomous driving aims to reduce accidents and improve
transportation efficiency by making the vehicles precisely
perceive and intelligently interact with other agents in the
surrounding environment [1]. Hence, an effective and robust
perception system is pivotal for the safety of autonomous
vehicles. 3D object detection is one of the most important
tasks for ensuring a reliable perception system, which usually
leverages the LiDAR point clouds as input to predict the
category, bounding box size, and localization of objects.

Prior works like PointPillars [2] divided input point clouds
into several pillars and used feature extractors to obtain
pillar features for detection. PV-RCNN [3] and PartA2 [4]
proposed two-stage frameworks for more accurate detection.
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(a) PV-RCNN (b) PV-RCNN Relation

Fig. 2: Comparison between PV-RCNN [3] (left) and our PV-
RCNN with an object relation module (right). Blue and green
bounding boxes represent the ground truth and predictions,
respectively. The dark red lines illustrate the relationship
graph. As shown in the red box, our framework improves the
bounding box rotation accuracy compared with the baseline
PV-RCNN because of the information provided by similar
patterns of the parked cars.

To alleviate the data hunger challenge, SSL [5] and GCC-
3D [6] explored self-supervised 3D object detection ap-
proaches. Moreover, VirConv [7] improved object detection
accuracy by leveraging multi-modal information. However,
the rich geometrical features of scenes are not utilized by
these approaches.

In contrast, [8]–[11] introduced graphs to extract geo-
metric information within scenarios to improve detection
performance. Object DGCNN [8] represented the process
of 3D object detection as the message passing through
dynamically constructing and updating a graph. BADet [9]
constructed a local neighbor graph to model the local bound-
ary correlations of an object. While these methods utilize
graphs to harness geometric information effectively, they are
limited to applying graphs either solely to high-dimensional
features or to proposals of a single object.

We agree that generating object relations is beneficial
in extending the perception fields and improving detection
accuracy under occlusion and distant objects. Moreover,
certain patterns, such as parallel parking on narrow streets
and interaction in multi-lane driving, can be explored to
refine the predicted direction of objects (as shown in Fig. 2).
Hence, we introduce a novel 3D object detection module
with inter-object relationship graphs to exploit the object
patterns and geometrical relation, fully utilizing both spatial
information and object features. We focus on improving
the precision and robustness of two-stage object detectors
by implementing our module on the proposals generated
from the detectors. Our module can be easily implemented
in various two-stage detectors. Specifically, we conduct an
inter-object relationship graph within each point cloud frame.
Additionally, our approach extracts object relation features
from the boxes and features of proposals using a Graph
Neural Network (GNN) [12]. The box information implicitly
includes object patterns. By leveraging the box information,
each object’s position, rotation angle, and size are incorpo-
rated into the graph and shared between neighbor nodes.
Afterward, the object relation features are combined with the

proposal features to provide local object features and global
geometrical information. The integrated features are further
as input to the detection head to obtain the final high-quality
detection results.

Our main contributions are shown as follows:

• We introduce a novel context-dependent 3D object-
detection module with inter-object relationship graphs
for intelligent vehicles. The proposed module learns
object relationships and updates object features within
the driving scenes by a GNN, which benefits addressing
occlusions and detecting distant objects.

• We explore the information of proposal boxes to distin-
guish and leverage movement patterns within a scenario,
such as the same rotation angle of parallel parking, to
refine the directions of the predicted bounding boxes.

• Experiments on the real-world KITTI dataset verify the
effectiveness of our proposed approach. In the official
test server, our module outperforms the baseline PV-
RCNN model by 1.13% and 1.22% for car class on
moderate and hard difficulty levels, respectively.

II. RELATED WORKS

A. 3D Object Detection

LiDAR point clouds provides rich spatial information for
3D object detection. Usually, 3D object detectors extract
features from point clouds with approaches, such as vox-
elization [2], graph neural netork [13], range view [14],
or bird’s eye view (BEV) [15]. PointPillars [2], as a pio-
neering work, splits points into a set of pillars, achieving
efficient inference performance, while its detection accuracy
is limited. MSF [16] explores temporal information from
sequential frames for 3D object detection. Inspired by 2D
object detection, some works employ two-stage detectors
to predict more precise and robust detection results than
one-stage networks. PV-RCNN [3] proposes a two-stage
framework that utilizes both the voxel and point features
and a multi-scale RoI feature abstraction layer for predic-
tion refinement. PartA2 [4] introduces a detector consisting
of part-aware and part-aggregation stages. Although these
approaches improve detection, their performance is limited
under occlusion conditions.

B. GNNs in LiDAR point clouds

Graph neural networks (GNNs) capture graph features
via message passing between nodes within the graph [17],
making it suitable to represent complex relationships be-
tween vertices. Several works represent point clouds as
graphs and extract their features via GNNs. Bi et al. [18]
leverages a GNN for point cloud-based object classification.
DGCNN [19] introduces a framework that dynamically com-
putes and updates graph features in each layer for classi-
fication and segmentation. These methods exploit applying
GNNs to extract local point features, verifying the capability
of GNNs in processing complex graphs.



C. Graph-based 3D Object Detection

Motivated by the excellent performance of GNNs, several
works explore graphs for 3D object detection in autonomous
driving. Point-GNN [13] generates graphs based on irregular
points and utilizes a GNN to obtain features, showing
promising detection performance. BADet [9] introduces a
boundary-aware 3D detector, which generates a local graph
for each object based on its proposals. Besides only utilizing
a single frame, Ret3D [11] utilizes a graph and a transformer
to refine detection in sequential frames. Object DGCNN [8]
incorporates features from the Bird’s-Eye View (BEV) grid
and further incorporates several queries to refine detection.
GACE [10] enhances detection confidence by leveraging
point features within predicted bounding boxes and those
from adjacent boxes in the vicinity. This optimization is
achieved through a multilayer perceptron (MLP). In com-
parison to the previous works, our work generates an object-
relation graph using proposals of various objects within a sin-
gle frame. A GNN is used to learn relation information from
the differences in bounding boxes and proposal features.
Our approach efficiently leverages geometric information and
movement patterns involved in object relations to enhance
the 3D perception systems of intelligent vehicles.

III. METHODOLOGY

This study introduces our novel inter-object relation mod-
ule for improving 3D object detection in autonomous driving.
Traditionally, two-stage 3D detectors [3], [4] process each
proposal independently during the refinement stage, ignoring
the rich context information included in the object relations.
However, learning the inter-object relationship is beneficial
for more effective and robust detection, especially for ad-
dressing occlusion and predicting object direction. To do
so, we introduce an object relation module to enlarge the
perception range and capture relation features by leveraging
a GNN on the generated inter-object relationship graphs. The
overview of our proposed method is illustrated in Fig. 1. In
the following, we explain the proposed approach in detail.

A. Preliminaries

We focus on improving the performance of two-stage 3D
object detectors. We denote the set of 3D proposals in a
frame generated by the Region Proposal Network (RPN) in
the first stage of a 3D detector as P = {pi|i = 1, . . . , n},
where n is the total number of predicted proposals in a
frame. The proposals include the classification C ∈ Rn×1

and coarse predicted bounding boxes B ∈ Rn×7. Each
bounding box consists of box size (h,w, l), center (x, y, z),
and a heading angle θ. After that, a Region of Interest
(RoI) pooling module combined with a fully connected
(FC) layer is used to create the fixed-size feature maps
F =

{
fi ∈ R1×d|i = 1, . . . , n

}
, where d is the dimension

of features. In the end, the feature maps are input to a
set of layers to obtain the final predicted bounding boxes
Bres = {bres

i′ |i′ = 1, . . . ,m} and their confidence scores
Cscore ∈ R1×m, where m is the number of predicted 3D
bounding boxes.

(a) KNN (k=16) (b) Radius (r=6m)

Fig. 3: Example of generated graphs on proposals from the
first stage of PV-RCNN [3]. The left graph was generated
based on KNN (K=16), leading every proposal to connect to
its 16 nearest neighbors. The right diagram was generated
via a radius graph with a threshold of six meters. Ground
truth is shown in blue. Dark red lines illustrate the graph
edges. Green and light blue represent the predicted cars and
pedestrians.

In our approach, we fully use graph information while pre-
serving local object features by incorporating our proposed
inter-object relation module after the FC layer. This proposed
module generates refined features F ′ ∈ Rn×d′

from the RoI
feature maps F and the coarse bounding boxes B.

B. Inter-Object Relationship Graphs

We create an inter-object relationship graph based on the
predicted proposals P in a point cloud. Creating a fully
connected graph among all proposals requires the runtime
complexity to O(n2), where n is the number of proposals.
On the other hand, connecting all proposals can make a large
receptive field while causing noise and introducing unrelated
information from distant objects. Therefore, we consider
establishing the graph based on box centroid (x, y, z) within
a predefined range. Specifically, we utilize two strategies to
construct a graph: k nearest neighbor (KNN), connecting a
fixed number of proposals with each other, or a radius graph,
connecting all proposals within a certain distance. After
graph generation, each proposal connects to its neighbors,
as shown in Fig. 3.

We follow [20] to formulae a graph as G = (V,E),
where V is the set of nodes and E is the set of edges. An
edge pointing from the node i to j can be illustrated as
(i, j) ∈ E, where j ∈ N (i) is one of the neighbor nodes of
node i. Since we utilize directed graphs for message passing
between connected nodes, edge (i, j) and edge (j, i) need to
be distinguished.

Generally, a process of updating node features via a graph
neural network can be demonstrated as:

vl+1
i = f(elij ,v

l
i) (1)

where l ∈ L is the lth layer of the GNN with L layers in
total, vi is the feature of the ith node, eij is the feature of
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Fig. 4: Illustration of Graph Neural Network architecture. We
utilize the proposal features and boxes as input to initialize
the node features of the inter-object relationship graph. After
a set of GNN layers, the object relation module outputs the
refined feature of each proposal.

edge (i, j), and f(.) is the operation applying edge features
to update the node features. Usually, edge feature elij can
be defined as elij = hl(vl

i,v
l
j), where hl(.) is a function to

capture the edge feature.
We demonstrate the GNN module we used in our graph

relation module in Fig. 4. We initialize each node feature v0
i

by fusing the proposal feature obtained by the FC layer and
the corresponding box information bi with an MLP layer,
as shown in Eq. 2. Therefore, each node feature compresses
object and spatial features by fusing the proposal features
with the proposal box information.

v0
i = MLP (fi,bi) (2)

We first leverage the differences of node features to obtain
the edge features. Encompassing features from neighbor
nodes enlarge the receptive field, alleviating occlusion issues
and improving the capability to perceive the surrounding
environment. Hence, Eq. 1 is re-written as:

vl+1
i = gl(hl(vl

j − vl
i,v

l
i)) (3)

Additionally, we add the proposal box difference between
the neighbor nodes into edge features to utilize the inter-
object relations more effectively. The proposal box differ-
ences directly reflect the spatial relationships between neigh-
bor objects, allowing the GNN to capture relative positioning,
which helps understand the movement patterns of objects and
their interaction with each other.

Specifically, we concatenate the proposal box differences
and node feature differences to obtain the enhanced edge
features. For Eq. 3, we conduct the function hl(.) as MLP to
extract edge features, and gl(.) as max pooling to update the
node feature vl

i to vl+1
i with the aggregating edge features.

Hence, the final node feature updated by the l+1 layer can
be represented as:

vl+1
i = max

∀j∈N (i)
(MLP (vl

j − vl
i,bj − bi,v

l
i)) (4)

Since a node feature vi is iteratively updated through
multiple GNN layers, it encodes different hidden features
after each layer. Hence, to keep all the hidden features

learned by the GNN, we combine all the features of the
same node from different layers:

f ′i = (f0i , f
1
i , . . . , f

L
i ) (5)

Ultimately, we use the combined node features to input the
following classification head to produce the refined object
bounding boxes and predicted confidence score.

IV. EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS

A. Dataset

We utilize the KITTI 3D Object Detection dataset [21], a
fundamental dataset widely used in autonomous driving [22],
to train and evaluate our proposed inter-object relationship
method. The KITTI dataset consists of 7,481 annotated
LiDAR scans sampled from different driving scenes. We
utilize the common train-val split with 3712 training and
3769 validation samples to train and evaluate the baseline
and our model.
Evaluation Metric. The KITTI 3D average precision (AP)
and Bird’s-Eye-View (BEV) AP metrics are used in our
experiments. We leverage the IoU threshold to 0.7 for the
car class and 0.5 for pedestrians and cyclists under three
difficulty levels (easy, moderate, and hard). All AP values
are calculated with 40 recall positions on the validation set
and the official test server.

B. Experimental Setup

We conduct all experiments using the OpenPCDet1 repos-
itory based on PyTorch with one NVIDIA GeForce 3090
(24GB) GPU.
Hyperparameters. For all experiments, we set the batch size
to 2, using the Adam OneCycle optimizer with an initial
learning rate of 0.01. All models are trained for 80 epochs,
and we report the best result of each experiment in the
experiment tables.
Network Architecture. We use PV-RCNN [3] and
PartA2 [4] as the baseline models and implement our pro-
posed object relation module in them. For both PV-RCNN
and PartA2, we keep using the same model architectures re-
ported in [3] and [4], respectively. For the proposed module,
we apply KNN (k = 16) as the graph generator for the main
experiments and use a four-layer GNN to extract features.
To keep the feature dimension alignment, we set the input
and output of the GNN module to 256, the same as the
dimensions of the pooled features and the input features of
the detection head of the two-stage 3D detectors.
Training Loss. Our proposed object relation module does
not introduce external loss calculation, making our module
easily adapted to any other two-stage detectors. Therefore,
in our experiments, we follow the default loss function of
PV-RCNN and PartA2 to conduct experiments.
Data Augmentation. We utilize four widely adopted data
augmentation strategies in our experiments: 1) Ground truth
sampling [23], randomly selecting several ground truths from
other scenes and adding them into the current frame. 2)

1https://github.com/open-mmlab/OpenPCDet

https://github.com/open-mmlab/OpenPCDet


(a) frame 159 (b) frame 216 (c) frame 335

Fig. 5: Qualitative results on KITTI validation set. We demonstrate detection results from three scenarios. Ground truths,
the results of baseline, and ours are shown in blue, red, and green, respectively. By learning similar movement patterns and
extracting relation information, our approach significantly reduces false positives and improves predicted rotation accuracy.
Zoom in for more details.

Random flipping along the x-axis. 3) Random rotation within
the angle range [−π

4 ,
π
4 ] around the z axis. 4) Random scaling

with a scaling factor within the range [0.95, 1.05].

C. Results and Discussion

We conduct several experiments to show the efficacy of
our inter-object relation module in improving two-stage 3D
object detection. Results on KITTI Validation Set. We
first train PV-RCNN [3] baseline and PV-RCNN with our
relation module on the KITTI training set and evaluate the
prediction results on the KITTI validation set. In Tab. I, we
demonstrate the results of the baseline PV-RCNN and ours.
Our PV-RCNN relation network outperforms the baseline
with accuracies of 92.45%, 85.36%, and 83% in terms of
the 3D AP for car class under easy, moderate, and hard dif-
ficulties. Meanwhile, our model performs better on the BEV
AP than the baseline PV-RCNN with clear improvements
(easy: 0.96%, moderate: 0.57%, and hard: 0.75%). The im-
provements are attributed to the contextual patterns learned
by our graph relational module, which effectively mitigates
occlusion issues, boosting detection accuracy. Additionally,
we also report the experiment results based on PartA2 [4]
in Tab. I. In general, our object relation module in PartA2

exhibits a similar capability as in PV-RCNN. Although
there is a slight performance decrease in terms of the easy-
difficulty car class, our proposed module increases the BEV
detection accuracy of the moderate and hard difficulties by
0.57% and 0.68%.

Moreover, we note that for PV-RCNN and PartA2, the
detection performance of cyclists is promisingly optimized
by the proposed object relation module. For example, PartA2

relation surpasses the baseline with 4.06%, 2.21%, and
2.07% for BEV AP under the easy, moderate, and hard
difficulty levels. In most cases, only a few cyclists are
typically present in a scene (Fig. 5 (c)), which can be easily
obscured by vehicles or pedestrians. By establishing object
relationships with nearby proposals, a broader receptive
field and object relation are created. It enables the network
to effectively capture the distinctive movement patterns of
cyclists, thereby enhancing detection accuracy.

Results on the Car Class. To further validate the effective-
ness of the proposed object relation module, we evaluate
our method on the KITTI data using only car class for
training and evaluation. We report the experiment results in
Tab. II. Compared to the baseline PV-RCNN, our relation
module increases the 3D AP by 0.82%, 0.74%, and 0.58% on
easy, moderate, and hard difficulty levels, respectively. For
the BEV AP, we achieve improvements of 2.31%, 0.53%,
and 0.36%. Furthermore, our object relation module also
improves the detection performance of PartA2 by 0.47%
and 0.79% w.r.t the 3D AP and BEV AP on the hard level.
The improvements provided by our method are critical for
the driving safety of autonomous vehicles. We exhibit the
qualitative results in Fig. 5. The selected scenarios include
cars parking on the roadside (Fig. 5 (a)) or driving parallel
(Fig. 5 (b)), which are suitable for verifying our hypothesis
of exploiting certain patterns to improve object detection.
Our object relation module successfully reduces the two false
positives shown in the top right of Fig. 5 (a), which parks
horizontally, while the true positives park along the driving
direction. Fig. 5 (b) further verifies the effectiveness of our
method.



TABLE I: Comparison with the baseline models (PV-RCNN [3] and PartA2 [4]) with our proposed object relation module on
the KITTI [21] validation set in terms of 3D APR40 and BEV APR40. For the car and cyclist categories, the IoU thresholds
are 0.7 and 0.5, respectively.

Method Car 3D AP (%) ↑ Car BEV AP (%) ↑ Cyclist 3D AP (%) ↑ Cyclist BEV AP( %) ↑
Easy Moderate Hard Easy Moderate Hard Easy Moderate Hard Easy Moderate Hard

PartA2 91.84 82.53 80.17 94.05 88.33 88.04 88.24 71.12 66.76 89.14 72.87 69.59
PartA2 Relation (ours) 91.72 82.59 80.43 93.08 88.90 88.72 90.78 70.93 67.60 93.20 75.08 71.66

Improvement -0.12 +0.06 +0.26 -0.97 +0.57 +0.68 +2.54 -0.19 +0.84 +4.06 +2.21 +2.07

PV-RCNN 91.87 84.53 82.41 94.58 91 88.51 89.95 70.81 66.37 91.26 73.94 69.53
PV-RCNN Relation (ours) 92.45 85.36 83 95.54 91.57 89.26 91.52 71.13 66.59 93.5 74.55 69.81

Improvement +0.58 +0.83 +0.59 +0.96 +0.57 +0.75 +1.57 +0.32 +0.22 +2.24 +0.61 +0.28

TABLE II: Comparison with other state-of-the-art methods,
the baseline models (PV-RCNN [3] and PartA2 [4]), and
ours on the KITTI [21] validation set for car class using
3D APR40 and BEV APR40 with IoU threshold 0.7.

Method Car - 3D AP (%) ↑ Car - BEV AP (%) ↑
Easy Mod. Hard Easy Mod. Hard

SECOND [23] 87.43 76.48 69.10 89.96 87.07 79.66
CIA-SSD [24] 90.04 79.81 78.80 - - -

SSL Point-GNN [5] 91.43 82.85 80.12 93.55 89.79 87.23
PointRCNN [25] 88.88 78.63 77.38 - - -

PartA2 92.28 82.70 80.41 93.33 89.69 88.40
PartA2 Relation (ours) 92.53 83.15 80.88 95.89 89.45 89.19

Improvement +0.25 +0.45 +0.47 +2.56 -0.24 +0.79

PV-RCNN 91.91 84.78 82.63 93.17 90.72 88.73
PV-RCNN Relation (ours) 92.73 85.52 83.21 95.48 91.25 89.09

Improvement +0.82 +0.74 +0.58 +2.31 +0.53 +0.36

Results on the KITTI Test Set. To further verify the ca-
pability of our proposed object relation module, we evaluate
our model on the official KITTI test server and compare ours
with other algorithms from the leaderboard (see Tab. III).
Due to the different experiment settings, we also report
the performance of the baseline PV-RCNN trained by our-
selves to ensure a fair comparison. Our PV-RCNN relation
network performs better than the baseline with significant
improvements. Especially for the BEV metric, more than
1% accuracy improvements on the moderate and hard levels
reflect the reliable ability of our method in challenging
autonomous driving environments.

TABLE III: Comparison with the state-of-the-art methods on
the KITTI [21] test set for car class using 3D APR40 and
BEV APR40 with IoU threshold 0.7.

Method Car - 3D AP (%) ↑ Car - BEV AP (%) ↑
Easy Moderate Hard Easy Moderate Hard

SECOND [23] 84.65 75.96 68.71 91.81 86.37 81.04
PointPillars [2] 82.58 74.31 68.99 90.07 86.56 82.81

Fast Point R-CNN [26] 85.29 77.40 70.24 90.87 87.84 80.52
PartA2 [4] 87.81 78.49 73.51 91.70 87.79 84.61

RangeDet [27] 85.41 77.36 72.60 90.93 87.67 82.92
SSL PointPillars [5] 82.54 72.99 67.54 88.92 85.73 80.33

PV-RCNN 87.20 78.76 75.50 91.97 87.90 85.02
PV-RCNN Relation (ours) 87.99 79.26 76.33 92.75 89.03 86.24

Improvement +0.79 +0.50 +0.83 +0.78 +1.13 +1.22

D. Ablation Studies

In this section, we analyze the effectiveness of each
mechanism in the inter-object relation architecture by ex-

tensive ablation experiments. We conduct all model training
in ablation studies on the KITTI training set and evaluate
them on the validation set.
Effect of GNN Components. We compare the effects of
different components in the GNN in Tab. IV. We report
results of cars on the 3D APR40 metric. We design four-
group experiments, including 1) initializing the node features
without box information, 2) combining the box information
with the proposal features as the initial node features, and
only using the feature differences to calculate the edge fea-
tures and update the node features, 3) concatenating feature
differences and proposal box differences to update the node
features, and 4) based on the third experiment, concatenating
node features of the same node from different layers to be
the final output feature of the GNN module. We notice

TABLE IV: Comparison between using different components
of relation graph on the KITTI [21] validation set. We report
car class (moderate difficulty) using 3D APR40 with IoU
threshold 0.7. PV-RCNN [3] is utilized as the basic network.
”Init. box” represents using box information to initialize node
features and ”box diff.” is the proposal box differences.

Method init. box box diff. feature appended 3D AP (Mod.) (%) ↑

Exp. 1 - - - 82.91
Exp. 2 ✓ - - 84.07
Exp. 3 ✓ ✓ - 84.86
Exp. 4 ✓ ✓ ✓ 85.36

that applying box information to initialize node features
improves more than 1%. The reason is that the original box
information provides the spatial state of each proposal, such
as position, box size, and rotation angle, which helps the
network to effectively capture contextual information and
pass messages between the neighbor nodes. We conduct the
second experiment with the box differences, which further
improves 0.79% accuracy. This result verifies that learning
the similar movement patterns of neighbor objects assists the
network in overcoming partial occlusion and predicting more
precise bounding box rotation. Additionally, we combine the
node features from different GNN layers, making the output
features encode various latent features and keeping semantic
information. The combination further increases the detection
accuracy to 85.36%.
Effect of Different Graph Generator. We explore the
influence of different graph generation strategies on the



detection performance. We compare two methods, including
KNN with k equal to 16 and a radius graph with a range
of 6 meters. Usually, fewer proposals are included in the
range of 0 to 6 meters in the KITTI dataset. (as shown in
Fig. 3). In Tab. V, we illustrate the experiment results of all
three categories, such as car, pedestrian, and cyclist, on the
moderate difficulty level. The model with the graph gener-
ated by KNN outperforms the radius method for cars with
1.43%. Conversely, the radius model outperforms the KNN
model by achieving 1.97% and 1% higher accuracy rates for
detecting pedestrians and cyclists, respectively. Due to the
large distribution range of cars, connecting more neighbor
nodes can provide general pattern information to improve
performance. In contrast, pedestrians and cyclists tend to
cluster densely in scenes; hence, incorporating information
from distant objects can introduce noise. However, leveraging
proposal information from a relatively short range, which is
more pertinent to these proposals, significantly improve the
detection of these objects.

TABLE V: Comparison between different graph generation
approaches (KNN and Radius) on the KITTI [21] validation
set. PV-RCNN [3] is utilzed as the basic network. We set k
to 16 and the radius to 6 meters. The evaluation metric is 3D
APR40 moderate difficulty with IoU threshold 0.7 for cars
and 0.5 for cyclists and pedestrians.

Method 3D AP (Mod.) (%) ↑
Car Pedestrian Cyclist

PV-RCNN Relation (Radius) 83.25 59.28 74.29
PV-RCNN Relation (KNN) 84.68 57.31 73.29

TABLE VI: Comparison between the baseline PV-RCNN [3]
and our PV-RCNN relation network with various KNN
settings on the KITTI [21] validation set for car class using
3D APR40 w.r.t IoU threshold 0.7. Bold and underlined
represent each metric’s best and second-best performance.

Method Car - 3D AP (%) ↑
Easy Moderate Hard

PV-RCNN (baseline) 91.95 84.60 82.49
PV-RCNN Relation (K=16) 92.04 85.13 82.76
PV-RCNN Relation (K=32) 92.22 84.98 82.55

Effect of Various K Values on KNN-based Graph. More-
over, we explore the impact of k values on the KNN-based
graph generator for the performance of 3D object detection.
We compare the baseline model with our object relation
approach using different k values (16 and 32). We show the
experiment results based on the PV-RCNN [3] network in
Tab. VI. When k is 16, the PV-RCNN relation model achieves
the best performances for the moderate and hard-level cars.
If we utilize a larger value (k=32), the object relation
module performs the best on easy difficulty (92.22%), while
the 3D AP of moderate and hard levels decreases. The
reason is that a suitable k value helps the network extend
the receptive field, assisting the detector in perceiving the

TABLE VII: Stability Comparison between the baseline PV-
RCNN [3] and ours on the KITTI [21] validation set.
Trained and evaluated only on the car class. Both models
were trained three times and the average is reported. We
report 3D APR11 and 3D APR40 with IoU threshold 0.7.
Frame rate indicates frames per second w.r.t inference speed.

Method Frame Easy Moderate Hard
rate R11/R40 R11/R40 R11/R40

PV-RCNN 5.8 89.39/92.02 83.63/84.80 78.86/82.58
PV-RCNN Relation (ours) 5.6 89.59/92.53 84.56/85.22 79.04/82.99

Improvement -0.2 +0.20/+0.51 +0.93/+0.42 +0.18/+0.41

surrounding environment. However, a larger k value leads the
relation module to establish a connection with more objects,
which can introduce noise into the object features, causing
a decrease in the object detection performance.

E. Discussion and Limitations

Stability and Reliability. We repeat all experiments with
same settings three times to confirm the stability and reli-
ability of our method. The average results are presented in
Tab. VII. Our relational approach consistently enhances 3D
object detection performance under both APR11 and APR40

metrics, while adding only a tiny inference time. Notably,
accuracy improvements exceeding 0.4% for moderate and
hard difficulty levels demonstrate the efficacy of our inter-
object relational approach in complex driving conditions.

TABLE VIII: Performance Comparison between GACE [10]
and ours on the KITTI [21] validation set. We present the 3D
APR40 results for car, pedestrian, and cyclist under moderate
difficulty. While PV-RCNN∗ is reported by [10], PV-RCNN
is a self-trained version.

Method Reference 3D AP (Mod.) (%) ↑
Car Pedestrian Cyclist

PV-RCNN∗ [10] 82.86 53.64 70.42
PV-RCNN GACE [10] ICCV23 82.84 61.06 72.70

Improvement -0.02 +7.42 +2.28

PV-RCNN 84.53 57.99 70.81
PV-RCNN Relation (ours) 85.36 58.13 71.13

Improvement +0.83 +0.14 +0.32

Comparison with Other Graph-based Approach. In
Tab. VIII, we compare our approach with a state-of-the-art
approach, GACE [10], which improves detection confidence
by using final prediction results in the near range. GACE also
utilizes points within each predicted bounding box to pro-
vide local features, achieving significant improvements for
pedestrians and cyclists compared to its baseline. However,
it fails to improve detection performance of cars. Conversely,
our approach shows fewer improvements for pedestrians and
cyclists but demonstrates consistent effectiveness across all
classes.

Our inter-object relation module effectively learns and
utilizes the relationship and movement patterns among vari-
ous objects. Nevertheless, our method does not fully exploit
point-level features, which is a potential reason for the



limited improvements for pedestrians and cyclists. Because
cyclists and pedestrians usually appear small and contain
only a few points. Relying solely on global object relations
from proposal levels alleviates occlusion but does not yield
precise information about the status of these small objects.
Hence, integrating point-level features is crucial for further
improving the performance of our relation approach.

V. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORKS

In this study, we present an inter-object relation module to
improve the performance of arbitrary two-stage detectors in
3D object detection. This module leverages a graph neural
network to extract features from inter-object relationship
graphs, refining proposal features to improve detection ac-
curacy in occlusion and distant cases. We exploit specific
patterns, such as parallel parking on narrow streets, to refine
the predicted object direction.viso Our evaluation on the
KITTI dataset demonstrates improvements of 0.58% and
0.47% in detecting cars at the hard difficulty level over
the PV-RCNN and PartA2 baseline models, respectively.
Furthermore, our method significantly outperforms the base-
line on the KITTI official leaderboard. We further conduct
comprehensive ablation studies to verify the effectiveness
of core components of our proposed inter-object relation
approach. Future works include evaluating our approach on
other large-scale datasets and extending it to more two-stage
networks.
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