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Abstract— How can we segment varying numbers of objects
where each specific object represents its own separate class?
To make the problem even more realistic, how can we add
and delete classes on the fly without retraining or fine-tuning?
This is the case of robotic applications where no datasets of the
objects exist or application that includes thousands of objects
(E.g., in logistics) where it is impossible to train a single model
to learn all of the objects.

Most current research on object segmentation for robotic
grasping focuses on class-level object segmentation (E.g., box,
cup, bottle), closed sets (specific objects of a dataset; for exam-
ple, YCB dataset), or deep learning-based template matching.
In this work, we are interested in open sets where the number of
classes is unknown, varying, and without pre-knowledge about
the objects’ types. We consider each specific object as its own
separate class.

Our goal is to develop an object detector that requires no
fine-tuning and can add any object as a class just by capturing
a few images of the object. Our main idea is to break the seg-
mentation pipelines into two steps by combining unseen object
segmentation networks cascaded by class-adaptive classifiers.

We evaluate our class-adaptive object detector on unseen
datasets and compare it to a trained Mask R-CNN on those
datasets. The results show that the performance varies from
practical to unsuitable depending on the environment setup
and the objects being handled.

The code is available in our DoUnseen library repository 1.

I. INTRODUCTION

Some robotic grasping applications do not require explic-
itly learning the object classes; they only require classifica-
tion or re-identification from a set of images of the object
(gallery set). This concept is referred to as template matching
in classical non-learning based methods. The type of classes
here differs from standard object detector classes (E.g., box,
cup, bottle). In our case, each object would represent its own
class, and object classes differ if objects are not identical (A
whole-fat milk box and a low-fat milk box would be two
different classes). The gallery set consists of a few images
of each object covering all its unique faces. There are many
cases where this concept would be the key to the solution.
The first case is applications in which collecting a dataset is
not possible for reasons such as lack of technical expertise
or time constraints. Second, are the applications where the
number of objects is large (in thousands). This is a real case
that happens in logistics and industry. Even if a dataset of
these thousands of objects exists, it would be challenging for
an object detector to learn all the objects in a warehouse at
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Fig. 1. Our object detector building blocks. First stage, image is segmented
into objects regardless of their class. Second stage, a class-adaptive classifier
classifies the segmented masks into the best-matched object from the gallery
set. The frame color of the objects in the segmented image represents the
predicted class from the gallery set.

once, and it may be impossible if many objects are highly
similar. An object detector that can flexibly change the subset
of classes used is a must. Third, having a deep learning-based
object detector without doing data collection and without
training would be more convenient and easier.

The difference between deep learning-based template
matching networks and class-adaptive object detectors is that
the class-adaptive object detectors should be able to detect
many object classes at once. In contrast, deep learning-
based template matching aims to detect a single object class.
Detecting a single object means linear time complexity for
multiple objects; this is even more repelling as deep learning-
based template matching networks are a sort of brute force.
Also, class-adaptive object detectors should be aware of other
objects in the environment that are not in the gallery set and
cannot be classified.

Recent research in [1] [2] [3] focused mainly on deep
template matching. In this work, we are interested in going
one step further than just deep template matching by devel-
oping a class-adaptive object detector for robotic grasping.
The building blocks for our detector are shown in figure 1.
Unlike deep template matching methods that do the search
in the whole embedding space, our method is more natural
in the human sense as all objects are first segmented then
the search is done per segmented mask.
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Fig. 2. Our class-adaptive object detector. The unseen network segmentation is pre-trained in [4]. The class-adaptive classifier is a siamese neural network.
During testing, The gallery images are augmented, and their features are extracted and buffered and only recomputed when the gallery is changed (dark
green blocks). This saves running time considerably for the siamese network.

II. RELATED WORK

There are different problems that work with unseen ob-
jects. Face detection, person re-identification, Deep template
matching, unseen object instance segmentation and unseen
6D pose estimation are examples of such problems.

Several works study the problem of deep template match-
ing in the context of robotic grasping. DTOID [1] based
on TDID [5] introduced a network using RGB images for
template matching network that uses a global template to
specialize early features in the detection backbone and a
local template that extracts view-point related features. Then
a second stage is responsible for regressing the BBOX and
the segmentation mask. HU et al. [3] used a similar network
of DTOID [1] but enhanced the performance by constructing
a NeRF model from the target object images for synthesizing
more views of the target object. MTTM [2] used RGB images
for segmentation and pose estimation and used depth for
ICP refinement. These methods performed their evaluation
mainly on the Linemod dataset [6]. The Linemod dataset
test set contains 15 objects and 15 scenes, with the goal is
to detect one object in each scene. This case of Linemod
is closer to template matching tests as the goal is to detect
one object in the image. So, we opt out from testing on the
Linemod dataset and use other datasets with multiple objects
placed in different environments.

Related research for our object detector is based on two
different research problems. The first problem is ”unseen
object instance segmentation” for robotic grasping, where the
goal of the network is to segment all objects in the image
without any knowledge about their type/class. The second
related problem is class-adaptive classification.

The research on unseen object segmentation (also known
as category-agnostic segmentation) is still an open problem,
as it is hard to generalize between different environment
setups. Different ideas were introduced for unseen object
segmentation networks. SD Mask R-CNN [7] and Gouda et
al. [4] [8] used depth images and RGB images consecutively

TABLE I
COMPARING DIFFERENT ARCHITECTURE AS A BACKBONE FOR THE

CLASS-ADAPTIVE CLASSIFIER ON DOPOSE AND HOPE DATASETS.

backbone DoPose HOPE
mAP R1 R5 R10 R20 mAP R1 R5 R10 R20

ResNet [20] 64.2 94.0 98.5 99.0 99.7 29.6 53.6 72.7 80.7 89.0
DenseNet [21] 60.9 93.2 98.6 99.4 99.8 28.6 59.3 76.5 82.5 88.8

EfficientNet [22] 57.9 94.3 98.0 99.1 99.7 28.0 53.7 70.4 77.6 85.3
Wide-ResNet [23] 62.4 93.4 98.1 99.0 99.4 27.9 45.0 62.1 70.6 78.9

ViT [24] 56.5 91.5 97.5 98.7 99.4 28.6 62.6 79.2 87.1 91.4
MaxVit [25] 61.9 91.8 97.3 98.5 99.4 24.0 43.5 54.8 60.9 69.3

SwinTransformer [26] 70.3 95.9 99.2 99.5 99.6 32.3 55.7 69.5 77.2 82.1
OSNet-AIN [27] 63.0 96.5 98.4 98.9 99.3 28.0 52.0 67.9 76.3 84.4

to train variants of Mask R-CNN. UCN [9] used a CNN to
compute embeddings followed by classical clustering. UOIS
[10] used a 2 stage segmentation method, the first stage
used only depth to produce an initial mask and the second
stage used RGB to produce the final mask. MSMFormer [11]
used a transformer architecture that simulates the von Mises-
Fisher (vMF) mean shift clustering algorithm. UOAIS [12]
went a step further by predicting the amodal segmentation
mask (hidden parts of the object). Instead of RGB or
RGB-D, INSTR [13] used stereo image with a transformer
architecture.

Several applications require classification/re-identification
of unknown classes. Face detection [14], person re-
identification [15], Vehicle re-identification [16], Fashion
classification [17], and pallet re-identification [18] are ex-
amples of such problems. Class-adaptive classification for
robotic grasping is a similar problem to this category of
problems.

Another work that presented a very close problem to
our class-adaptive object detection is FewSol [19]. They
created a dataset from existing datasets and newly collected
data. FewSol benchmarked several few-shot object detectors
and proposed the problem of joint object segmentation by
combining unseen object segmentation and few-shot classifi-
cation. The difference between our work and Fewsol is that it
uses few-shot to learn new generic object classes (box, power
drill, etc.), and we use the class-adaptive object detector to
detect the gallery objects.



TABLE II
VALIDATION OF THE CLASS-ADAPTIVE CLASSIFIER ON THE HOPE

DATASET.

HOPE
Train Dataset mAP R1 R5 R10

ImageNet 28.6 62.6 79.2 87.1
FewSol 38.8 56.0 73.9 81.5

III. METHOD

As pre-mentioned, there are two methods to handle unseen
objects in robotic grasping; First Deep template matching and
second class-adaptive object detection. Other than the benefit
of the class-adaptive classifier of simultaneously detecting
multiple objects. More benefits include allowing the two
building blocks (segmentation and classification) to be de-
veloped separately, giving wider space for explainability, and
different methods to be tested on each problem. Moreover,
the second method can easily adapt solutions from related
problems (E.g., person re-identification, and face detection)
and allow using refinement methods on each block (E.g.,
merging and splitting of over/under-segmented objects [28]).

Our class-adaptive object detector consists of two stages.
For the first stage (unseen object segmentation), we use a
previous work from [4]. Other more sophisticated methods
[9] [10] [11] for unseen object segmentation exists, however
they don’t generalize well on complex test environment.
While these methods still could be fine-tuned/tweaked for
the various test environments, this is outside the scope of this
work. For the second stage (the class-adaptive classifier), we
develop a siamese neural network. Both the segmentation
and classification methods are RGB only. The training of
both the segmentation network and the the classifier cannot
include any test objects and cannot use the test objects for
fine-tuning.

Figure 2 shows our class-adaptive object detector in detail.
The detector first segments all the objects in the image
without any knowledge about their classes. Second, the
detector classify/match these segmented patches to one of the
objects in the gallery set. This way, a dataset is not required;
only a few images of each object are enough. Changing
the classes would be possible by just changing the gallery
set. Handling thousands of objects from a big gallery would
be possible by using a candidate subset only from that big
gallery for the ongoing situation. For example, a big gallery
would be all objects in a warehouse, and the candidate subset
would be the list of objects stored in a bin during bin picking.
This big gallery of object images typically exist for most
warehouses and retailers.

The image to be segmented can include any number
of objects with any number of instances per object. The
segmentation method must differentiate between the different
instances of the same object. The gallery set is not limited
to the objects present in the scene and can include other
objects not presented (in our experiments we include all
objects from the test datasets). Each object in the gallery
set should include N number of images of each object.

A. Training and Evaluation Datasets

As our object detector consists of two modules, we use
different datasets to train each module. We test the entire
object detector on datasets different than the ones used for
the training. The unseen object segmentation network in [4]
that we use for our object detector is trained on NVIDIA FAT
synthetic dataset [29] only. For training our class-adaptive
classifier, we require a dataset with many objects, with each
object captured from many perspectives. This dataset needs
to be parsed first to isolate objects to suit the expected input
of the classifier. Each object in each image is cropped around
its BBox then superimposed by its binary segmentation
mask. Then all patches of each object from all images are
combined as a class regardless of their original image.

There are two possibilities for datasets to train the clas-
sifier. The first possibility is the datasets from the related
problem of 6D Pose estimation. DoPose [8], HOPE [30],
Linemod [6], T-Less [31], HomeBrew [32], YCB-V [33]
are examples of such datasets. Each dataset contains 18,
28, 15, 30, 33, and 21 objects, respectively. The second
possibility is the FewSol dataset [19] for few-shot learning.
The portion of FewSol suitable for our problem includes 666
objects (336 real objects and 330 synthetic objects from Meta
dataset[34]). The number of occurrences of objects in the
pre-mentioned 6D Pose estimation datasets is low (18-33),
but the number of occurrences per object is high (hundreds to
thousands; as per comparison in [8]). On the other hand, the
number of objects in FewSol is high (666), but the number
of occurrences is low (only 9 images per object). The ideal
dataset would contain a large number of objects with a large
number of occurrences in different conditions and poses. We
use the FewSol dataset to train our classifier as the number
of objects is more crucial to the training, and we depend on
data augmentation to introduce more occurrences per object.

For the validation of our classifier, we use the DoPose
and the HOPE datasets. The first reason for this choice
is that DoPose and HOPE datasets scenes are captured in
several environments and record a few images per each
unique scene giving more variance in the testing data. Unlike
other datasets (Linemod, T-Less, HomeBrew, YCB, TYO-
L), which are captured in video frames generating hundreds
of frames per each unique scene. The second reason is that
both datasets represent the hardest and easiest cases. Figure 3
plots the objects from both dataset on the dominant color axis
and shape axis. The DoPose dataset objects have distinctive
shapes with distinctive colors. In contrast, many object from
the HOPE dataset exhibit much higher similarity or identity
for both shape and color. This makes the DoPose dataset easy
to differentiate and the HOPE dataset more challenging. Our
classifier requires a gallery set and query set. The gallery set
consists of 2-10 real images per object in isolation covering
all its unique faces. The gallery images are augmented by
rotating multiples of 45 degrees, generating 8X more images.
The query set consists of cropping each occurrence of each
object around its BBOX and superimposing its binary mask.
Then all occurrences of each object represent a class in the



TABLE III
EVALUATION OF OUR OBJECT DETECTOR AGAINST A TRAINED METHOD ON DOPOSE AND HOPE DATASETS USING COCO METRICS.

DoPose HOPE
BBox Seg BBox Seg

mAP AP50 AP75 AR mAP AP50 AP75 AR mAP AP50 AP75 AR mAP AP50 AP75 AR
Mask R-CNN 84.5 99.3 96.5 88.3 74.7 97.1 86.4 79.0 23.8 34.9 27.9 35.5 9.5 17.7 10.0 15.7

GT mask + our class. 79.0 79.0 79.0 86.0 79.0 79.0 79.0 86.0 47.1 47.1 47.1 62.3 47.1 47.1 47.1 62.3
Unseen seg. [4] + our class. 51.0 69.5 61.2 62.0 45.1 68.1 52.9 55.3 28.4 40.4 33.8 37.3 30.3 40.3 31.3 39.5

query set.
For testing the whole object detector, we also use the

DoPose and the HOPE datasets.

B. The Classifier Architecture and Evaluation Metrics

The class-adaptive classifier is a siamese neural network,
giving a score for the similarity between 2 images (one query
image and one gallery image). For validation of the classifier,
we use the Cumulative Matching Characteristics (CMC) met-
rics which are used for similar re-identification/classification
problems. We use the evaluator from the Torchreid library
[35]. The CMC metrics ranking (R1:R20) represent the
accuracy of the top-k samples being correctly matched from
the gallery images for each query image.

But which backbone is more suitable for our problem?
Table I shows the evaluation of different backbones pre-
trained on ImageNet on the validation sets of the DoPose
and the HOPE datasets. This evaluation is carried out using
the Torchreid library. We use the biggest instance of all
backbone architectures (ResNet-152, etc.). As expected, all
backbones score higher on the DoPose dataset than on the
HOPE dataset. For the DoPose dataset, SwinTransformer
scores highest on mAP, and OSNET-AIN scores the highest
rank-1 even if the OSNet uses only 2.3 million parameters,
considerably less than all other architectures. For the HOPE
dataset, SwinTransformer scores highest for mAP, and ViT
scores the highest rank-1. Classification of DoPose objects
looks like an easy challenge for most backbones, while
HOPE is not. So the backbone we choose for our classifier
is ViT, as it is the most promising in classifying the more
challenging case of the HOPE dataset.

For our Siamese network, we use the ViT backbone
’vit b 16’ instance from the PyTorch library. There is a fully
connected layer cascaded after each backbone with the same
output size as the input size (768). Then the output from
both FC layers is passed to the cosine similarity as shown
in figure 2.

We carry out an evaluation of the whole object detector
(segmentation + classification). For this evaluation, we use
the COCO metrics, which will allow us to compare our
class-adaptive object detector with a standard trainable object
detector.

IV. EVALUATION

A. Class Adaptive Classifier Training

The training runs for 10 epochs on the FewSol dataset,
with the ViT backbone frozen for the first epoch. The training
data is sampled to feed 50% a query and a gallery image from
the same class, with the output being set to one and 50% from
different classes, with the output being zero. Table II shows

the validation of the training compared to the pretraining
on ImageNet. We notice that the mean average precision
increased by 10.2%, but the rank-1 decreased by 6.6%. This
means that the model gives a better score between gallery and
query images but a lower score for the closest image. This
shows that our network is effective, but there is a need for a
dataset with a large number of objects with a large number
of images (occurrences) per object. Achieving a higher mAP
could be made by depending on the centroid of the gallery
image in the feature space rather than the closest image.

B. Evaluation against Trained Methods

How would our class-adaptive object detector perform
against a model trained on the test objects? We train a Mask
R-CNN model using the DoPose and the HOPE datasets.
Table III shows the comparison using COCO metrics. We
first conduct the evaluation with the GT masks (Ground
Truth) and our class-adaptive classifier. Then Second, with
the unseen segmentation method from [4] combined with our
class-adaptive classifier.

For the DoPose dataset, the performance drops from the
trained method from 84.5% to 79.0% when using GT masks
and our class-adaptive classifier and drops from 84.5% to
51.0% when using both unseen object segmentation from [4]
and our class-adaptive classifier. This shows that our classi-
fication is comparable to trained methods when segmented
masks are accurate and objects are easy to distinguish. For
the HOPE dataset, we can see that the performance of our
untrained method is higher than the trained methods. An
important note here is that the images of the HOPE-Image
dataset are blurry, and this reduces the accuracy of the trained
methods (Mask R-CNN). Even with the GT masks the class-
adaptive classification performance is still low.

V. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

In this work, we illustrated how a class-adaptive object
detector for robotic grasping is realized. Our detector could
be practical to use if the dataset is not highly cluttered and
objects are easily distinguishable. Increasing the performance
of class-adaptive object detectors can evolve in two ways.
First, for the segmentation methods to generalize on envi-
ronment setups. Second, for the classification methods to be
able to handle a higher degree of similarity. A big hurdle that
faces the development of the class-adaptive classifier is the
datasets. Either large (thousands) high-quality CAD models
need to be collected to produce a synthetic dataset, or a
huge real dataset needs to be collected. Such huge dataset
collection was recently published in the ArmBench dataset
[36].
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APPENDIX

Fig. 3. Testing dataset: DoPose (left) and HOPE (right). The two datasets exhibit different difficulty levels. DoPose includes 18 objects that are easily
distinguished as the color and shape of the objects are quite different. HOPE dataset includes 28 objects that are hard to distinguish as the color and shape
of many objects are similar or identical. These datasets will enable us to study the extremes, the easier case of DoPose, and the more challenging case of
HOPE.
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