
Shape2.5D: A Dataset of Texture-less Surfaces for Depth and Normals Estimation

Muhammad Saif Ullah Khan Muhammad Zeshan Afzal Didier Stricker

German Research Center for Artificial Intelligence (DFKI)
Kaiserslautern, Germany

Figure 1. The Shape2.5D dataset provides images, depth maps, and normal maps of 2635 3D models comprising 48 unique objects.
This includes 13 ShapeNet [6] and 35 other common objects from categories like animals, clothing, furniture, statues, vehicles, and other
miscellaneous objects.

Abstract

Reconstructing texture-less surfaces poses unique chal-
lenges in computer vision, primarily due to the lack of spe-
cialized datasets that cater to the nuanced needs of depth
and normals estimation in the absence of textural infor-
mation. We introduce ”Shape2.5D,” a novel, large-scale
dataset designed to address this gap. Comprising 364k
frames spanning 2635 3D models and 48 unique objects,
our dataset provides depth and surface normal maps for
texture-less object reconstruction. The proposed dataset
includes synthetic images rendered with 3D modeling soft-
ware to simulate various lighting conditions and viewing
angles. It also includes a real-world subset comprising 4672
frames captured with a depth camera. Our comprehensive

benchmarks, performed using a modified encoder-decoder
network, showcase the dataset’s capability to support the
development of algorithms that robustly estimate depth and
normals from RGB images. Our open-source data generation
pipeline allows the dataset to be extended and adapted for
future research. The dataset is publicly available at https:
//github.com/saifkhichi96/Shape25D.

1. Introduction
Significant advances have been made in 3D surface recon-
struction in recent years [3, 15, 22, 28, 34, 35]. Traditional
works [1, 8, 12, 16, 21, 26, 37, 46] have also explored the
reconstruction of weakly-textured surfaces. Such surfaces
lack distinctive visual cues, which makes it harder to predict
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their geometry from an image. However, these surfaces have
received limited attention in deep learning [3, 15, 34, 48].
From industrial components [17] and planar surfaces in in-
door scenes [16, 21, 48], to biological tissues in medical
imaging [5, 12, 40], texture-less surfaces are everywhere.
Therefore, the need for effective reconstruction methods is
critical and practical.

Deep learning methods rely heavily on data, making it a
core foundation of their effectiveness [30]. However, very
few shape datasets target texture-less objects [3, 17]. None
of these are large-scale like their textured counterparts [6, 31,
43]. Additionally, the available texture-less datasets often
only contain partial shape information as depth maps or
surface normal maps. Full 3D ground truth in the form of
point clouds, meshes, or voxel grids is required to train robust
models. The scarcity of extensive, publicly available datasets
for low-texture surfaces significantly impedes progress in
this field [18]. This makes curating a comprehensive shape
dataset of texture-less surfaces paramount. In light of these
challenges, we contribute three main items in this work:

• Introducing one of the first synthetic datasets of depth and
normal maps of texture-less surfaces containing 48 unique
objects rendered from 2635 3D models (Fig. 1).

• A supplementary dataset of six real-world texture-less
objects containing 4,345 samples captured with a depth
camera.

• A comprehensive benchmark demonstrating the effective-
ness of our dataset in reconstructing depth and surface
normal maps from RGB images.

• Open-sourced data generation and collection pipelines,
enabling researchers to extend the dataset.

By addressing the data scarcity issue head-on, we aim
to pave the way for future research in texture-less surface
reconstruction.

2. Related Work

Depth and Normals Estimation Depth estimation [11,
13, 14, 24, 29] determines the distance of each point in the
image from the camera. On the other hand, surface normals
estimation [19, 20, 36] identifies the direction a surface faces
at each point, which is vital for understanding the shape and
contours of objects within the image. When used together,
these measurements are sometimes referred to as a 2.5D
representation in literature [41]. This approach provides a
partial but informative view of the spatial relationships in
a scene and serves as an intermediary step toward full 3D
reconstruction.
3D Reconstruction 3D reconstruction involves converting
2D image data into 3D models through various techniques [2,
7, 9, 18, 23, 25, 32, 33, 35, 39, 44, 45, 47, 50, 51]. There
are several ways of reconstructing an object in 3D. Some
methods use point clouds [15, 28] to identify key points in

space and recreate the object’s surface. Other methods use
voxels to represent the 3D volume in a grid [9, 22, 27, 33,
42–45]. Additionally, some approaches reconstruct meshes
that use vertices and interconnected faces to create a highly
detailed representation of the object [32, 35, 49].
Texture-less Surfaces Traditional vision-based works have
attempted to reconstruct texture-less surfaces using different
methods. [8, 26] project pattern onto the surface, [16] uses
a multi-camera setup to establish correspondences between
pixels in different views of the surface, and [12] combines
stereovision with Shape from Shading. [3, 34] pioneered the
texture-less object reconstruction in deep learning. [3] also
published a dataset of textureless clothes, which was used
by some later works [15, 34].
Datasets for Surface Reconstruction Datasets like
ShapeNet [6], Pix3D [31], and Things3D [43] have signifi-
cantly contributed to the progress in textured object recon-
struction. Their extensive samples and variety have estab-
lished benchmarks in the domain. However, texture-less
objects have not received a similar focus, with datasets such
as T-LESS [17] and the work by [3] offering limited diversity.
Our dataset addresses this imbalance, providing a broader
collection of texture-less surfaces, accompanied by detailed
depth and normal maps, to foster advancements in shape
reconstruction from texture-less data.

3. The Shape2.5D Dataset
In this section, we explain our dataset and its creation pro-
cess. The dataset has a synthetic component rendered in
Blender [10] and a real-world component obtained from a
Microsoft Kinect V2 camera. These are discussed in Sec. 3.1
and 3.2, respectively.

3.1. Synthetic Data

The synthetic dataset is divided into two logical subsets. The
first set consists of 35 everyday objects organized into six
broader categories, namely animals, clothing, furniture, stat-
ues, vehicles, and miscellaneous. Each object in this subset
has one 3D model, shown in Fig. 1. Clothing and furniture
items are commonly found in natural scenes and are often
minimally textured or completely texture-less. Architectural
sculptures are also a regular feature in many real-world set-
tings worldwide, often without colors or elaborate textures.
The dataset includes several statues, including intricate, life-
size 3D models with complex shapes and depth variations.
We provide images, depth maps, and surface normal maps
for each object.

Changes in lighting and shadows are some of the few
noticeable visual cues for texture-less objects with other-
wise homogeneous surfaces. However, these changes are
not enough to indicate their 3D shape. We provide object
renders from multiple angles and under different lighting con-
ditions to aid networks in learning illumination-independent



Figure 2. The ShapeNet category. 24 renders of 200 models for 13 main ShapeNet objects, depth maps, and surface normals are provided.

Figure 3. The Blender scene. The object is illuminated by several
lights and captured by three different cameras while rotating to
capture multiple views.

features for object reconstruction. Each object is rendered
8,640 times, with 24 configurations featuring 360 views each.
These are described in Sec. 3.1.2.

The second subset of the synthetic dataset also referred
to as the shapenet category, consists of 13 objects selected
from the Choy et al. [9] subset of the ShapeNet dataset [6].
This set focuses on diverse 3D shapes rather than lighting
changes to the same 3D model. It includes 200 models for
each object, but we only render 24 samples for each model
using a constant lighting setup. We still render the objects
from all three cameras, but only from eight views instead of
360. Fig. 2 shows some rendered samples from this subset.

3.1.1 Scene Setup

Imitating the scene setup of [3], we created a Blender scene
with multiple lights and cameras around the object. The
setup is illustrated in Fig. 3. Each camera looks at the object
from a different perspective, and several lights ensure the
object is adequately illuminated with realistic shadows.

There are three cameras in the scene. The first camera is
positioned parallel to the object in front, while the other two
are placed at slightly elevated angles above and below the

Sequence Description

Lights Ls Only sunlight on.
Ll Left lamp and sunlight on.
Lr Right lamp and sunlight on.
La Both lamps and sunlight on.

Camera down Above the object, looking down.
front At object height, looking straight.
up Below the object, looking up.

Color Yes Uniform color on the model.
No Model completely colorless.

Table 1. Rendering Configurations. We use different combina-
tions of lights, cameras, and colors to generate sequences of data.

object. The front camera remains stationary, but the exact
tilt angle of the other two cameras is randomly changed
to ensure a variety of elevations. Additionally, the object
is rotated by small azimuth steps around itself, providing
comprehensive coverage from all sides.

Like natural scenes, which have multiple light sources
affecting how a surface is perceived, we include various
lights to simulate realistic shadows and illuminations. Two
bright spotlights shine on the object from the front-left and
front-right sides. These lights have a warm white color
resembling the standard incandescent lamps with an RGB
value of (1.0, 0.945, 0.875). A blue-tinted cool sunlight with
RGB value (0.785, 0.883, 1.0) is added overhead, and a soft
glowing white ambient light is placed on the floor to light
up the bottom faces of the object. The sunlight has a power
of 100 watts per square meter, while the ambient floor light
has a power of 2 watts per square meter. The brightness of
the spotlights varies based on the object’s distance from the
cameras.

3.1.2 Configurations

The scene is rendered under different lighting configura-
tions, with one or more lights on at a time. This generates a



Configurations Splits

Category Objects Models Sequences Views Samples Train Val Test

animals asian dragon, cats, duck,
pig, stanford bunny, stan-
ford dragon

6 24 360 51,840 Lldown,
Llfront, Llup,
Lrdown,
Lrfront, Lrup,
Lsdown,
Lsfront

Ladown,
Lafront

Laup, Lsupclothing cape, dress, hoodie, jacket,
shirt, suit, tracksuit, tshirt

8 24 360 69,120

furniture armchair, bed, chair, desk,
rocking chair, sofa

6 24 360 51,840

statues armadillo, buddha, lucy, ro-
man, thai

5 24 360 43,200

vehicles bicycle, car, jeep, ship,
spacehship

5 24 360 43,200

misc diego, kettle, plants, teapot,
skeleton

5 24 360 43,200

shapenet plane, bench, cabinet,
car, chair, display, lamp,
speaker, rifle, sofa, table,
phone, watercraft

2600 24 360 62,400 Ladown, Laup,
Lafront (0

◦,
45◦, 90◦, 180◦,
225◦, 270◦)

Ladown, Laup,
Lafront

(135◦)

Ladown, Laup,
Lafront

(315◦)

Table 2. Shape2.5D-Synthetic. This subset contains 48 objects with 2635 unique 3D models and 364,800 samples in total.

wide range of shadows and lighting effects in the dataset. It
can help deep learning networks comprehend the impact of
shadows on shape perception, resulting in networks that are
robust to lighting variations.

We note that texture-less surfaces do not necessarily lack
color. Rather, they lack distinctive textures on their surfaces.
We expand the definition of texture-less surfaces to include
any surfaces with a uniform color. As a result, we render
all objects once without color or texture and again with a
diffuse material of a random but uniform color applied to the
entire surface. This is different from [3], where all objects
are only grayscale.

Using the cameras, lighting, and colors described above,
we have 24 different configurations. These are summarized
in Tab. 1. Each 3D model is rendered from different rotation
angles under all these configurations, as described in the next
section.

3.1.3 Rendering Pipeline

We use an automated script to generate data with Blender.
The script creates a 3D scene with the required settings,
including camera and lighting. It then enables rendering
passes to capture RGB images and depth maps and sets
up compositor nodes within Blender for post-processing
rendered data. The 3D models are imported from Wavefront
files located in the specified path. After importing, they
are positioned at the origin with the appropriate scale and
orientation, ensuring they are visible and upright within the
camera viewport. All textures are removed, leaving only the
bare 3D model.

We select one model at a time and rotate it through spec-
ified steps to render a sequence of views. This process is

Figure 4. Depth Complexity: A simple rubber duck, the detailed
San Diego Convention Center, and an intricate Thai statue.

repeated for each enabled camera and lighting setup. For
each view, an RGB image, a foreground mask, and a depth
map are rendered. The rendered images have a resolution
of 512x512 and a black background. Following [3], surface
normals are computed by differentiating the depth maps.
Depth Complexity. Our dataset comprises objects with
varying shapes and degrees of realism regarding deforma-
tions and size variations. These objects range from a tiny
rubber duck to several life-size statues and a model of the
San Diego Convention Center building (as shown in Fig. 4).
Rendering Environment We used Cycles, a ray-tracing
engine, to render images on an Intel(R) Core(TM) i7-6700K
CPU with a 4.00GHz processor. Each sample took around
30 seconds to generate. This time reduces to 5 seconds if
a GPU rendering with CUDA is used. Our rendering script
also supports the physically-based Eevee renderer.

3.1.4 Data Splits

Tab. 2 outlines the configuration of the synthetic dataset
and the designated data splits. The dataset encompasses
48 objects across seven subcategories, with 2635 unique
3D models contributing to 364,800 samples. The dataset is



partitioned into training, validation, and testing subsets for
each category. The splits for the primary six categories are
crafted to support inter-category and intra-category evalu-
ation scenarios. In inter-category experiments, models are
trained on one category and then assessed on the others to
examine the network’s ability to generalize across different
shape categories and objects. Intra-category experiments,
conversely, involve training and testing within the same cate-
gory to evaluate the network’s generalization to new lighting
conditions for previously encountered views.

3.2. Real-World Dataset

To supplement the synthetic texture-less data, we also col-
lected a small dataset of real-world low-texture objects con-
taining 4,672 samples from six objects. This includes four
deformable objects hoody, shirt, shorts, and tshirt, and two
rigid objects chair and lamp. Unlike the dataset used by [3],
which relied on controlled artificial lighting, we collected
our data under natural daylight as well as multiple random
artificial light sources. We explain the collection process
in the following section. Tab. 3 provides a summary of the
objects in our real-world dataset.

3.2.1 Collection Process

We recreated the setup depicted in Fig. 3 in a real-world
environment. The Kinect was mounted on a tripod with
adjustable height, facing away from a large window that al-
lowed natural light into the room. The room was illuminated
by a combination of natural light from the window and four
different fluorescent light bulbs. The objects were placed at
distances ranging from 0.5m to 1.25m from the camera. As
the accuracy of depth values obtained through Kinect can be
affected by temperature [38], we allowed the camera to run
for 30 minutes to reach a stable temperature before starting
data capture each time. We varied the camera height and
viewing angle to obtain the up, down, and front camera posi-
tions. The light bulbs were switched on and off randomly to
provide different lighting across sequences. Each sequence
had at least two lights to create complex shadows.

For data collection, the clothing pieces were worn by
an individual who moved randomly in front of a camera.
Meanwhile, other objects were positioned on a stationary
surface and manually rotated in front of the camera. The
camera captured synchronized RGB images and depth maps.
In the post-processing stage, described in the next section, a
segmentation algorithm selected only the object of interest
and removed the person and any background. The surface
normals were then computed by smoothing the depth maps
using a 5× 5 Gaussian filter and differentiating them.

Figure 5. The top row of the figure shows the results of our skin-
detection algorithm that removes the person wearing the clothes
from the images. The middle row shows the raw output from Kinect
with a lot of noise and a hole in the depth and normal maps (right
leg). The bottom row shows the output after post-processing.

Object hoody shirt shorts tshirt chair lamp

Sequences 3 4 1 9 2 1
Samples 508 671 387 1545 1201 360

Table 3. Summary of objects in the dataset of real objects.

3.2.2 Post-Processing

After capturing raw data with the Kinect camera, we perform
several post-processing steps to prepare it for use. These
steps are summarized in Fig. 5.
Hole filling. The Kinect uses phase-shifted infrared
light to compute depth, but it can sometimes miss surfaces
that absorb infrared waves, are translucent, or very shiny.
This results in holes in the depth map. To fix this, we
used OpenCV’s implementation of the Navier-Stokes-based
method [4] of inpainting with a radius of 7, which interpo-
lates the missing parts.
Background segmentation. To identify the body of a
person wearing clothes, a naive skin-color detection algo-
rithm initialized with an estimated skin color of the person
was used. For objects placed on a flat surface, the surface
was covered with a skin-colored cloth. In the captured im-
age, any skin-colored pixels or those more than 1.25 meters
away from the camera were considered background. We
removed the background and filtered out small contours as
noise that escaped skin detection. The largest contour in the
scene was identified as the foreground, which contained the
object of interest. Finally, we performed a morphological
closing operation to fill any small holes in the foreground
mask. We have included a binary mask of the foreground for
each sample in the dataset.



Normalization. The normal vectors were transformed
into unit-length vectors with values ranging from -1 to 1.
This was achieved by dividing each vector by its magnitude.
Additionally, all depth values in the dataset were normalized
between 0 and 1. This was done to ensure that the dataset
remains invariant to the arbitrary choice of camera distance
from the object. The background pixels were assigned a
depth value of 1 while the foreground pixels had values
ranging between 0 and 0.99.

4. Experiments
To showcase the usability of our dataset, we evaluated it on a
pre-existing neural network to estimate the depth and surface
normals of texture-less objects.

4.1. Baseline

Bednarik et al. [3] showed that their encoder-decoder net-
work is a good starting point for reconstructing depth and
normal maps from a single image of deformable, texture-less
surfaces. It is the closest work to our task, for which we
created a new dataset. Inspired by their results, we used their
network as a baseline for our benchmarks by removing the
mesh decoder. However, unlike [3], we trained the depth and
normal decoders jointly without using early stopping. We
kept all other hyper-parameters the same and added an edge
consistency component to the original depth and normal loss
functions of [3] by computing the MSE loss for the gradients
of the depth and normal maps. In all experiments, we trained
the network for 50 epochs.

4.2. Evaluation Metrics

The depth error metric, denoted as ED, measures the ab-
solute difference between the predicted and actual depth
values, considering only the foreground pixels. Since the
depth values are normalized between 0 and 1, the metric
does not represent real-world units but rather a percentage.
We represent the mean absolute difference in depth values
as a percentage multiplied by 100.

The normals error metric, denoted as EN , is the mean
angular distance in degrees between the surface normals
of the predicted and actual values. Smaller values of ED

and EN indicate better results. Additionally, we report the
percentage of surface normals with errors of less than 10◦,
20◦, and 30◦, respectively. Higher percentages indicate
better quality of normal vectors. It is important to note that
only foreground pixels are used to calculate all metrics, as
background pixels are not labeled.

4.3. Benchmarks

4.3.1 Intra-Category Benchmark

Tab. 4 shows the performance of the baseline network trained
on objects in each of the six main categories and evaluated

on a subset of the same objects in unseen lighting condi-
tions. The results demonstrate that the network successfully
learns the shape of the texture-less objects under illumination
changes reasonably well.

Dataset ED EN <10◦ <20◦ <30◦

animals 5.02± 5.02 14.19±10.75 63.83 81.84 88.56
clothing 2.61± 1.66 10.59± 2.64 67.69 87.47 93.88

furniture 3.79± 5.73 11.67± 8.13 69.33 84.82 91.17
misc 2.99± 1.71 16.98±10.25 58.25 73.38 81.63

statues 5.83± 7.06 16.58±10.02 50.76 75.31 86.00
vehicles 4.08± 5.60 16.31± 8.61 55.41 73.88 83.62

Table 4. Intra-Category Benchmark. The clothing and furniture
categories show the best results with more than 93.88% and 91.17%
of the predicted normals, respectively, having smaller than 30◦

angular difference from the groundtruth. This shows that our dataset
allows for a good inter-class generalization ability.

4.3.2 Inter-Category Benchmarks

Objects in a single category sometimes share similar geomet-
ric structures. For example, all the statues have humanoid
shapes with faces, torsos, arms, and legs, and many small
but gradual surface orientation changes. On the other hand,
the furniture primarily consists of plain surfaces with sharp
corners and planes, often bending at right angles. Tab. 5 lists
the results of the inter-category experiments with networks
trained on one object category and evaluated on objects in
all other categories. These experiments show the ability
of the network to learn geometry-independent features and
generalize to new types of texture-less objects.

Fig. 7 visualizes the network output trained on the syn-
thetic furniture category on three randomly selected furniture
objects and a statue, showing the strongest errors near the
edges.

4.3.3 ShapeNet Benchmark

For the shapenet category, Tab. 6 shows the results for each
object. During training, the network viewed each of the 200
3D models for all 13 objects from six of the eight azimuth
angles. Results were evaluated on one previously unseen
view of all 3D models and reported individually for each
object. These results are significantly better than the main
categories because of a much higher number of 3D models.

4.3.4 Real-World Benchmarks

We evaluated the baseline network trained on the ’clothing’
subset of our synthetic dataset on this real-world data and
report the results in Tab. 7. The complete real dataset is used
as the test set. Fig. 6 shows the qualitative results of these
experiments on a random sample from the dataset.



Train Test ED EN <10◦ <20◦ <30◦
an

im
al

s

clothing 20.76± 6.34 26.71± 7.79 15.93 50.65 72.43
furniture 21.28± 6.91 26.09± 8.99 22.58 53.13 73.27

misc 20.72± 9.07 43.63±19.47 14.37 36.85 51.56
statues 26.37± 7.16 41.37±14.86 11.55 36.26 56.71

vehicles 20.83± 4.69 53.61±24.12 9.48 27.09 41.98

cl
ot

hi
ng

animals 19.35± 4.78 25.18± 4.31 18.13 52.36 72.06
furniture 20.50± 4.54 29.28± 7.18 13.65 39.79 64.97

misc 20.61± 6.16 39.39±10.05 11.43 30.97 48.97
statues 19.85± 5.43 29.08± 6.70 17.48 44.56 64.9

vehicles 22.91± 5.70 38.90±10.10 9.30 28.19 47.02

fu
rn

itu
re

animals 22.40± 6.02 31.14± 7.47 14.04 40.22 61.73
clothing 24.84± 5.29 35.53± 8.82 8.92 30.96 54.44

misc 23.07± 8.65 43.79±14.35 10.75 29.13 45.83
statues 29.57± 8.29 41.20±11.80 8.42 28.00 49.57

vehicles 24.13± 8.26 49.17±18.60 10.89 27.22 41.55

m
is

c

animals 21.55± 5.54 38.49± 7.42 11.24 31.85 50.48
clothing 25.76± 5.89 35.46± 6.01 8.36 30.40 52.85
furniture 23.36± 5.73 36.95± 8.57 14.38 35.58 53.89
statues 19.77± 6.41 33.85± 9.95 18.80 38.04 54.93

vehicles 21.15± 6.82 48.60±14.74 8.47 24.17 39.58

st
at

ue
s

animals 20.85± 5.15 38.34± 7.54 12.14 35.67 55.39
clothing 22.66± 5.14 40.87± 9.28 7.93 28.52 51.64
furniture 23.78± 5.21 48.09±11.43 9.72 30.26 47.85

misc 22.70± 6.07 49.31±10.18 8.62 25.32 40.49
vehicles 23.85± 5.48 50.93±12.51 7.37 23.95 40.36

ve
hi

cl
es

animals 23.24± 6.67 29.28± 4.95 15.57 44.04 65.01
clothing 23.29± 7.87 32.59± 6.79 15.90 40.90 59.69
furniture 22.08± 5.87 32.92± 6.58 16.21 41.33 60.14

misc 23.90± 7.17 41.13±12.24 13.61 34.77 49.95
statues 29.83± 9.69 31.36± 6.63 13.80 39.77 61.51

Table 5. Inter-Category Benchmark. The degree of generalization
to new categories is less than that for objects within the same
category ( Tab. 4). The network learns strong shape priors that do
not generalize well to very different geometries.

Object ED EN <10◦ <20◦ <30◦

plane 17.59±7.73 35.35±19.50 24.56 41.64 52.46
bench 13.05±4.63 25.60± 9.13 34.73 53.43 65.27
cabinet 8.23±4.01 12.60±6.26 76.97 85.01 87.89

car 8.26±3.84 22.14± 9.87 39.91 62.05 74.28
chair 14.75±5.36 24.08±13.37 39.51 59.29 70.58

display 13.13±6.07 22.53±12.51 50.91 67.26 75.14
lamp 16.71±9.59 26.48± 9.97 25.13 47.56 64.55

speaker 9.76±5.61 16.03±10.90 63.61 76.50 83.26
rifle 17.71±7.94 33.97±16.57 21.60 40.50 53.67
sofa 9.25±3.57 14.00± 6.71 62.51 78.66 86.25
table 12.02±4.78 18.99±13.59 57.85 68.77 75.78

phone 13.90±8.78 24.55±14.17 50.08 66.60 74.90
watercraft 15.24±8.13 28.06±15.60 32.85 50.63 62.63

Table 6. ShapeNet Benchmark. Performance improves greatly
when more shapes are seen during training. This shows the network
can learn shape representations from our texture-less renders.

To further demonstrate the generalization capability of
the network to real-world data, we choose the real texture-
less dataset from Bednarik et al. [3]. This dataset has five

Object ED EN <10◦ <20◦ <30◦

chair 29.62±8.89 43.68±8.54 10.15 31.39 49.84
hoody 36.60±8.54 36.55±3.68 9.38 31.37 55.20
lamp 23.30±6.27 74.26±7.07 3.39 11.85 21.88
shirt 36.99±7.85 36.24±4.41 8.88 31.54 56.49

shorts 42.35±7.12 26.78±3.01 12.68 42.35 73.03
tshirt 36.12±9.22 35.45±3.38 10.20 34.77 59.92

Table 7. Shape2.5D-Real Benchmark. Results of reconstructing
depth and normal vectors of our real dataset using the baseline
network trained on our synthetic clothing dataset.

Figure 6. Qualitative Results of Shape2.5D-Real Benchmark.
Visualization of the qualitative errors on a random sample from our
real-world test data.

items, and [3] defines an experiment where the cloth object
is used to train the network, and 100 samples from each
object are used for testing. Using the configuration defined
in Sec. 4.1, we train the network on the real images of cloth
object from [3]. In Tab. 8, this network’s performance for
the surface normals map reconstruction task is compared
with the network trained on the synthetic clothing category.
Results for the shapenet category are provided in the sup-
plemental material, where results of experiments on another
real-world dataset that we created are also reported.

5. Beyond Shape2.5D
Our dataset generation and collection process is completely
automated and can be reproduced easily. We will make the
source code publicly available, which can be used to generate
more data samples. The input requires Wavefront files that
support a flat folder structure or a ShapeNet-like hierarchy.
Users can generate datasets with Blender-exported surface
normals or computed normals from depth maps. See the
datasheet in Appendix A for comprehensive documentation.
Appendix B provides data sources, access information, and
license details.

6. Conclusion
This work introduces the first extensive depth and surface
normals dataset dedicated to texture-less surfaces, marking



Figure 7. Qualitative Results of Synthetic Benchmarks. Visualization of the qualitative errors on random samples in the test data.

Test Train EN <10◦ <20◦ <30◦

cloth S 37.58 ± 5.95 6.46 22.46 42.92
R 33.96 ± 6.47 11.31 32.95 53.40

hoody S 36.96 ± 2.31 6.58 23.95 45.74
R 40.94 ± 2.85 5.29 18.95 36.70

paper S 43.87 ± 6.92 4.28 16.08 32.24
R 45.91 ± 7.32 4.02 15.19 30.54

sweater S 40.66 ± 2.66 4.73 17.90 36.51
R 47.85 ± 3.67 3.26 12.60 26.45

tshirt S 35.89 ± 4.27 6.85 24.68 46.71
R 42.43 ± 6.24 4.56 17.15 34.34

Table 8. Bednarik-Real Benchmark. Comparison of normal map
reconstruction between a network trained on our synthetic dataset
(S) and the same network trained on real cloth data from [3] (R).
When trained on our synthetic data, the same network gives better
surface normals for all four real objects other than the cloth object
used to train the real network, where our results are comparable.

a significant step forward in 3D shape analysis. The dataset
contains depth and surface normal maps, providing a 2.5D
representation of object shapes. While this offers only a par-
tial geometry from a single viewpoint, it sets a foundation for
reconstructing texture-less surfaces—a nascent but growing
area of research.

The choice of synthetic data over real-world data ad-
dresses the complexity of large-scale 3D data acquisition.
We align our normal maps computation with existing method-

Figure 8. Qualitative Results of Bednarik-Real Benchmark.
Visualization of the output on real objects from [3] when trained
on our synthetic data.

ologies for consistency while offering an avenue for gener-
ating more accurate normals using Blender’s capabilities.
This flexibility supports future work in synthetic data gen-
eration that may require higher fidelity in surface normal
representation.

Our dataset surpasses existing ones in size and diversity,
offering a new benchmark for texture-less surface reconstruc-
tion methods. Future research can leverage this dataset to test
the scalability and generalizability of existing approaches.
Additionally, providing source code enables the community
to expand the dataset further—both in complexity, by intro-
ducing scenes with multiple objects and varied backgrounds,
and in scope, by incorporating more 3D models from reposi-
tories such as ShapeNet.

Exploring the direct reconstruction of voxel representa-
tions from our dataset presents another promising research



avenue. Such work could significantly advance shape un-
derstanding and reconstruction techniques, particularly for
texture-less objects.
Ethical Considerations We acknowledge the inclusion of
cultural and religious symbols in our 3D models. All images
are rendered respectfully, ensuring the depictions remain
neutral and free from offensive contexts.
Acknowledgments We extend our gratitude to the
ShapeNet repository contributors for providing the 3D mod-
els that partly form the basis of our dataset and to the Blender
developers for the software that enabled our renderings.
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