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Figure 1. Our approach takes multiple views of a scene as input, along with a few point clicks on one of the views, which can be converted
into segmentation masks (left). It then: (a) segments all the other images, and (b) reconstructs each segmented object, completing the

occluded regions if any.

Abstract

Implicit neural fields have made remarkable progress in
reconstructing 3D surfaces from multiple images; however,
they encounter challenges when it comes to separating indi-
vidual objects within a scene. Previous work has attempted
to tackle this problem by introducing a framework to train
separate signed distance fields (SDFs) simultaneously for
each of N objects and using a regularization term to prevent
objects from overlapping. However, all of these methods
require segmentation masks to be provided, which are not
always readily available. We introduce our method, Ob-
JjectCarver, to tackle the problem of object separation from
just click input in a single view. Given posed multi-view
images and a set of user-input clicks to prompt segmenta-
tion of the individual objects, our method decomposes the

scene into separate objects and reconstructs a high-quality
3D surface for each one. We introduce a loss function that
prevents floaters and avoids inappropriate carving-out due
to occlusion. In addition, we introduce a novel scene ini-
tialization method that significantly speeds up the process
while preserving geometric details compared to previous
approaches. Despite requiring neither ground truth masks
nor monocular cues, our method outperforms baselines both
qualitatively and quantitatively. In addition, we introduce a
new benchmark dataset for evaluation.

1. Introduction

With recent advances in neural implicit scene representa-
tions, we can now reconstruct 3D scenes with complete,
high-quality surfaces (represented as signed distance func-



tions or SDFs) from a set of images taken by cameras with
known poses [29, 35]. Although these techniques compute
high-quality surfaces, they are limited to representing the en-
tire scene as a single surface. This representation is fine for
applications such as walkthroughs where the scene remains
fixed, but for many applications it is desirable to extract
and manipulate individual objects, including applications in
robotics and virtual reality where simulating such scene ma-
nipulations is crucial. In this paper, we tackle this problem
of 3D scene decomposition: given multiple views of a 3D
scene, can we produce a reconstruction where the individual
objects are separated out?

Some previous works [13, 30, 31, 33] have addressed the
problem of reconstructing many separate objects. However,
two key challenges remain. First, these techniques require
segmentation masks of each object in each view as part of the
input. Unfortunately, the cost of the manual work involved
in producing such segmentations scales with the number of
input views and the number of objects, making the process
cumbersome. Automated solutions like the Segment Any-
thing Model (SAM) [10] often over-segment and result in
inconsistent segmentation across multiview images (Fig. 2,
left). Recent works, such as SA3D [7], that attempt this prob-
lem use volume density, but our method uses SDF, where we
know exactly where the surface lies.

Figure 2. Failure cases of SOTA. Using SAM independently on
each image precludes corresponding objects between views (Left).
Even if one were to solve this correspondence problem, slight
errors in SAM output mean that the same object may be segmented
differently in the different views (e.g., the top of the vase is included
in the vase segment in the left image but not the right). Even
with good segmentations, prior work such as ObjectSDF++ [31]
introduces floating artifacts, especially those hidden behind other
objects (Right).

Second, prior work fails in the presence of occlusion
(Fig. 2, right). Parts of the scene that are occluded from all
views provide no supervision for existing techniques, giving
the model free rein to introduce floating components in the
occluded regions. These floating artifacts can be large and
numerous and as such result in extremely inaccurate object
reconstructions.

We introduce ObjectCarver to address these limitations.
ObjectCarver takes as input a collection of posed images and
point clicks of each object for segmentation in just one of the
views. This first segmentation can be performed with tools
like SAM [9]. ObjectCarver then outputs object segmenta-
tions for all input views and a high-fidelity 3D surface for

each object (Figure 1). This 3D surface includes not just the

parts of the object that are visible but also makes reasonable

completions in completely occluded regions where no im-

age evidence is available. Crucially, ObjectCarver removes

almost all floating artifacts that plague prior work. Finally,

ObjectCarver achieves this reconstruction with a fairly small

computational overhead beyond the computational cost of

full scene reconstruction.

ObjectCarver works in three phases. First, we reconstruct
the entire 3D scene as a single SDF using existing methods
[29]. Then, from one segmentation mask (computed from the
user’s input click using SAM [10]), we use the reconstructed
3D surface together with SAM [9] to propagate segmentation
labels to the other input images, resulting in accurate and
multi-view consistent masks for each object. Finally, we
jointly train per-object SDF surfaces, starting from the full-
scene SDF. We introduce a novel loss function to produce a
set of consistent and compact 3D surfaces.

Finally, we find that existing benchmarks for this task
are limited, with incomplete ground-truth object meshes and
metrics that do not correctly penalize floaters. Therefore,
we introduce a new dataset of both synthetic and real-world
scenes consisting of multiple objects and equipped with a
ground-truth mesh for each object. We also introduce up-
dated metrics that correctly penalize all error modes. We
compare our method with prior methods both qualitatively
and quantitatively in this benchmark and demonstrate that
our method outperforms the previous methods for this prob-
lem. In sum, our contributions are:

1. A new automatic segmentation approach that leverages
the 3D scene structure to generate object segmentations
for all the input images from just a few points the user
clicks in one view.

2. A new object compactness loss that removes floaters in
occluded regions and produces substantially more accu-
rate reconstruction; and

3. A change of initialization for the object models that
improves surface quality and considerably speeds up con-
vergence.

4. Synthetic and real-world datasets of multi-object com-
positional scenes and their individual geometries.

2. Related Work

Neural field representations for geometry. Neural rep-
resentations for surface geometry began with methods that
trained using 3D supervision [15, 21], but soon began to
focus on using more readily available multi-viewpoint im-
ages as supervision [20, 34]. Neural Radiance Fields [16]
introduced a framework to use volumetric rendering to train
radiance fields, leading to follow-on work improving train-
ing and rendering speed [18, 24, 28, 36], handling complex,
unbounded, and dynamic scenes [4, 12, 14, 22, 23, 39], and
improving representation quality [3, 5].



To obtain more explicit geometric representations than
NeRFs provide, some recent advances have optimized neu-
ral signed distance functions (SDFs) by using them to de-
fine smooth volume densities that are rendered in the NeRF
framework, which helps guide the training process stably to
accurate and detailed surfaces. VolSDF [35] and NeuS [29]
both achieve good surface reconstructions in this way; build-
ing on these methods, MonoSDF [38] incorporates monocu-
lar cues and PermutoSDF [26] achieves detailed reconstruc-
tions of small-scale features.

Decomposing 3D scenes into objects. The methods above
focus on reconstructing geometry or radiance fields, but do
not attempt to further understand scenes as compositions of
objects. A number of methods for disentangling separate ob-
jects have been proposed. Some of these methods learn from
observing scenes without further supervision. Niemeyer and
Geiger proposed GIRAFFE [19], which utilizes latent codes
to generate object-centric Neural Radiance Fields (NeRFs)
and conceptualize scenes as compositional generative neural
feature fields. uORF learns unsupervised object composition
models that can be used to factor new scenes at inference
time [37]. DiscoScene [32] uses weak supervision in the
form of layout prior for object-compositional generation but
fails to generalize to unknown objects. In contrast to the
high-level object decompositions of the above work, Differ-
entiable Blocks World [17] trains a mid-level scene repre-
sentation from multiple images. Rather than achieving the
highest geometric quality, that method aims to decompose
the scene into mid-level 3D textured primitives.

Other work uses joint language-visual embeddings like
CLIP to identify objects in 3D scenes. Sosuke er al. use
CLIP and DINO to learn neural feature fields, supporting
editing and selection mechnisms [11]. LERF [8] learns
a language field by volumetrically rendering proto-CLIP
features along the ray which is supervised with multi-scale
CLIP features on the training images, allowing radiance
fields to be decomposed into semantically distinct areas.

In contrast to CLIP, our method relies on a pre-trained
2D image segmentation network. Other work in this vein
includes ObjectNeRF, which separates scenes into disjoint
radiance fields for each object based on rough 2D instance
masks [33]. More recently, the emergence of the Segment
Anything Model (SAM) marked a significant step towards
segmenting 2D images [9]. Extending this model to 3D ob-
ject segmentation, Segment Anything 3D (SA3D) [7] uses
mask inverse rendering and cross-view self-prompting to
construct 3D masks, demonstrating adaptability to various
scenes and efficiency in achieving 3D segmentation. How-
ever, unlike our method, SA3D segments a fixed 3D repre-
sentation and does not attempt to separate objects from one
another, i.e., to modify their geometry to, e.g., fill in holes at
interfaces where they are in contact.

Another key difference with the above work is that we

seek not to produce segmented NeRFs, but instead seg-
mented, separated, and high-quality surfaces in the form
of SDFs that can be converted into convenient graphics rep-
resentations like meshes. In that sense, our work is similar
to ObjectSDF [30], which uses per-image input instance
masks to product an SDF for each object. However, this
method can encounter issues with object and scene recon-
struction accuracy, slow convergence, and training speed. Its
successor ObjectSDF++ [31] introduces an occlusion-aware
object opacity rendering strategy and an overlap regulariza-
tion term to better separate the surfaces between neighboring
objects. However, it still requires per-image, per-object input
masks, in contrast to our method. RICO [13] leverages geo-
metrically motivated regularizations to smooth unobserved
regions in indoor compositional scenes, whereas our method
goes farther to separate and reconstruct complete objects.
Our method is in the spirit of other semi-supervised methods
like that of Ren et al. [25], but scales well to complex scenes
with many objects.

3. Methodology

We assume that we are given a set of N posed images

Z = {L,...,In} of a scene. We are interested in not

just reconstructing the scene, but segmenting, reconstructing

and separating each of K different objects in the scene. By
separation, we mean to produce an SDF representation of
each of the K objects so that they can be manipulated at
will. We aim to do so as accurately, as efficiently, and with
as little manual annotation as possible.

Our proposed approach operates in three stages:

1. Reconstruct the full scene as a single SDF.

2. Generate segmentation masks for each of the K objects
in all images by propagating segmentation mask from
one of the views.

3. Optimize K separate SDFs using a novel loss to han-
dle occlusion and contacts between objects for accurate
reconstruction.

We next describe each step below.

3.1. Scene Reconstruction

We first train a full scene reconstruction. Any SDF-based
technique can be used; however, here we use NeuS [29]
which converts the SDF into a density term to allow for
optimization through volumetric rendering. Concretely, for
every pixel p, discrete samples are taken along the corre-
sponding ray {p; = o+ t;v|i = 1,...n,t; < t;11} where
o is the camera center and v is the viewing direction cor-
responding to the pixel. Then NeuS calculates densities «;
and an accumulated transmittance T; = H;;ll (1 —«;). The
density is shown to be related to the SDF as:

D, (f(p7)) — (f(p11+1))
2, (F(p1)) ’O> M

a; = max<
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Figure 3. Mask Propagation pipeline: in the first iteration, a user clicks a point on each object to generate a per-object anchor mask, which
are then unprojected into 3D (here, we only show unprojected 3D points for the bottom can). These 3D points are subsequently projected
back into each image view, while checking for occlusions. The projected points serve as seeds for SAM [10] to generate masks for each
object (bottom and top cans, door stop). To combine these individual segmentation masks into a single image, we use a depth ordering
technique. In the next iterations, all views are used as anchor masks, allowing the pipeline to cover previously unseen regions.

where ®; is the sigmoid function and f is the SDF. (Please
refer to Wang et. al [29] for details.) Given these densities
o; and the corresponding accumulated transmittance 7; =
1—[3;11 (1 — «;), the rendered color at this pixel is computed
as:

C(o,p) = Z Tiaic(pi, v) 2)

where ¢(p;, v) is the color at the point p; seen from the
viewing direction v.

The SDF is optimized to minimize rendering and eikonal
losses:

L= Lcolor + )\Leik (3)
1 A
Lcolor - a ; ||C] - C]” (4)
— 1 2
Leix = — ;(Ilvf(Pj,i)llz -1 )

Here j indexes over pixels and ¢ indexes over points
sampled along a ray. C’j is the predicted color, C} is the
observed color, m is the number of pixels, and n is the
number of samples per ray, and p, ; is the sampled point
along pixel j at index .

3.2. Generating Segmentations

Our next step is to segment each of the K objects in each
of the IV images. Given a few clicked points for one of the
images, we use SAM [9] to generate the segmentation; we
call this our anchor mask. Then we use the reconstructed 3D
scene to backproject the mask into 3D, resulting in labeled
3D points for each object. Using these labeled 3D points
we propagate the segmentation to all views. Finally, we
iterate through this process again, using the newly obtained

Figure 4. Projection to 3D. Left: Example image. Middle: points
projected without mask edge erosion and outlier removal, resulting
in noisy segmentation outputs. Right: by using mask erosion and
outlier removal we obtain clean 3D points and subsequently obtain
a correct segmentation output.

segmentation as the anchor mask (for two iterations, in our
implementation). Below we describe each step in detail.

3D point labeling: After generating the anchor mask,
we project it into 3D by tracing rays from each pixel through
the object mask to determine surface intersections (Figure 3).
However, segmentations can often be imprecise near object
boundaries, causing the mask to leak onto other surfaces
(Figure 4). To address this, we first erode the mask to remove
any segmentation errors where the mask overshoots the true
boundary. Second, after back-projecting the points to 3D
we remove all points from an object mask whose depths are
outliers, i.e., more than 8 standard deviations from the mean
depth of the object. We found 2.5 to be a good threshold in
our experiment.

Finally, we ensure that each 3D point has a unique label
by discarding points with more than one label.

Propagating to a new view: To segment an object in
a new view, we project the labeled 3D points into that view
(as long as they are unoccluded) to obtain labeled 2D image
points (“seeds”). In principle, these 2D points can be used to
prompt SAM. However, in practice, SAM tends to overseg-
ment when prompted with numerous seeds. To avoid this,
we employ a coreset selection algorithm (algorithm in the
supplementary) to reduce the seed points while preserving



the object’s shape.

Finally, to reconcile multiple overlapping segmentations,
we perform a partial ordering of the different objects based
on depth. We compare the depths of the seed points of each
mask in the overlapping areas, and assign the overlapping
area to the object that is closer. For example, in Figure 3,
this depth ordering allows us to correctly place the green
can pixels in front of the blue can when viewed from the top.
Note that this approach assumes that a depth ordering exists
for every pair of objects, which can be false if objects are
intertwined, but it works in the vast majority of cases. Please
refer to the supplementary for detail.

3.3. Object Separation

Given the images and their segmentation masks, our goal
is to now produce K separated SDFs, one per object. We
can train the K SDFs by updating the color loss so that
each SDF is only responsible for producing the colors of the
corresponding object:

1 i N
Leolor = EZZMk(j)HC] _CjH (6)
k J

However, this is not enough to separate out the object
because the segmentation mask only covers the visible part
of the object. When a pixel is not part of the mask, it is
ambiguous whether this is because the pixel is outside the
extent of the object or because it is occluded. Furthermore,
there are still parts of the scene that are not visible from
any of the images. These ambiguous regions include both
interfaces between objects and occluded parts of the scene
(e.g., below the table in table-top scenes). It is unclear how
these occluded regions of the SDF must be optimized.

In what follows, we first discuss the simpler case of unoc-
cluded objects and then discuss the precise ambiguities and
our proposed solution.

Special case: Unoccluded objects without contacts. Con-
sider first the special case where each object is completely
visible in each image, and does not make contact with any
other part of the scene. In this case, given a candidate object
SDF, we can render an object mask for each input viewpoint
by aggregating the density along each ray. We can then add
a loss term that encourages this predicted mask to match
the provided segmentation mask using a simple binary cross
entropy loss. Concretely, similar to Equation 2, for every
object and for every pixel we calculate a mask loss:

Lmask - Z ZBCE(Ok(J)v Mk(.]))’ Ok = Z/Tlaf
ko j i

(7

Here, k ranges over objects, j is a pixel, ¢ ranges over sam-
ples along the ray, Oy is a score representing the opacity of

this pixel in the k-th SDF, and M}, is the ground-truth seg-
mentation indicating if this pixel is part of the k-th object.

This loss, as proposed in NeuS [29], causes problems in
scenes with occlusions. To see this, consider Figure 5, where
a blue object is occluded by a gray box. The segmentation
only shows the visible parts of the blue object. Clearly, point
A must lie outside the blue object and thus the accumulated
density along the corresponding ray will tend toward 0, as
specified by the mask loss in Equation 7. The mask loss also
has the correct behavior for pixel B, which shows a point on
the object surface and so the corresponding ray must have a
high density point along it. However, pixels C and D land
on the gray box that occludes the object of interest, and so
are not part of the mask. The mask loss would suggest that
the rays from these pixels should lie completely outside the
object. Clearly, this is not the right behavior at pixel C, and
thus we need a different strategy to handle occlusion.

Resolving occlusion: One option is to not impose any loss
on points C and D at all. In other words, we could exclude
all pixels where the object of interest is occluded by another
object. Past work proposes an occlusion-aware loss which
has a similar effect [31]. However, the effect of this is that
the trained SDF may now include artifacts that are occluded
from view in all images without incurring any penalty. While
this kind of an object is possible given the input views, our
intuition tells us that it is highly unlikely.

Instead, we propose a prior that, to the extent possible,
the object should only include surfaces that are visible from
at least some input view. In other words, we would like a
compact completion of the visible surfaces that we see in the
input views. Thus, in Figure 5, we would be okay with the
object including point C (because it is near projections of
other surface points that are observed in other views), but
not okay with any artifacts that include the point D.

We formalize this intuition as follows. We backproject
all annotated pixels for object k from all input views into
the reconstructed 3D scene to create a cloud of 3D points
that are known to belong to this object, pi. We then project
all these points into every view without regard to occlusion
(producing e.g., the crosses in Figure 5). In each view, we
then take the bounding box of these projected points; this
is the amodal bounding box of the object, By (the term
amodal completion refers to the phenomenon where humans
perceive the complete shape of a background object in spite
of occlusion[6]). We then intersect this amodal bounding box
with the provided segmentation masks of the other objects
to get a “present-but-occluded” mask M°®. We then only
apply the mask loss above to pixels outside this present-but-



o>

oo

Figure 5. An occlusion event. The object of interest is the blue
cylinder. On the left is the segmentation mask. On the right, the
crosses (not included in the segmentation mask) represent points on
the blue object that are visible in other views but occluded in this
view. The red dotted box is the amodal mask, and its intersection
with the occluding cuboid is the set of pixels that are “present” in
the blue object, but occluded in this view.

occluded region.

B, = Bounding Box (7(px)) ®8)

M = By N (Uizr M;) ©)

Lcompactness = Z Z BCE (Mk (j)> Ok (j)) (10)
k- jgMpe

Here k indexes the objects. Effectively, this compactness
loss creates a compact region in 3D space (formed by the
intersection of all the frusta corresponding to the amodal
bounding boxes) in which the object is allowed to lie. Any
part of the object outside of this compact region is penalized
irrespective of occlusion.

Resolving object interfaces. A final step is to resolve ob-
ject interfaces, to ensure that each object occupies a distinct
region of 3D space and does not intersect others. For this,
we use a loss term, that we call the overlap loss. It adds a
penalty whenever the interiors of two objects overlap. Con-
cretely, suppose we have K SDFs f1, ..., fx. For every 3D
point p sampled randomly in space, we identify the SDF
that yields the most negative value (i.e., the object for which
p is farthest into the interior), and penalize negative values
from all other SDFs using a hinge loss:

k™ = arg min (f.(p)) (1D
Loverlap(p) = Z max (fk(p)a O) (12)
kK"

Our final loss function is:

L= Lcolor + >\Leik + BLcompactness + 7Loverlap- (13)

We train all K SDFs in parallel using this loss. Where we set
the hyper-parameters to be (A = 0.1, 8 = 0.9, v = 0.001).
We tested on 1 RTX 3090 GPU. We used a batch size of
512 and 64 for the full scene reconstruction and per-object
reconstruction respectively.
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Figure 6. Left: Previous datasets, like Replica, feature objects that
only includes visible surfaces, not complete surfaces (including
hidden surfaces). As a result, using the cropped sub-meshes as
ground-truth for object separation is not an adequate evaluation.
Middle and right: Our proposed dataset with complete individual
objects.

Initialization. One challenge with the proposed approach
is that it trains K different SDFs, and so can be up to K
times as expensive as training the single scene SDF. Prior
work uses various strategies to reduce this training cost, such
as sharing layers between the SDFs [31] or distilling from
the scene SDF [33]. We propose a simpler strategy that
significantly reduces running time (to a few hours instead of
days) and yet preserves details: we initialize each SDF with
a copy of the full scene SDF (unlike ObjectSDF++, which
uses a sphere initialization). Because each SDF starts with
geometry that matches the scene, it has all the details and
matches the input images by default. All the network has to
do is to “cut off” the scene SDF in the appropriate regions.

4. Benchmark

Previous scene decomposition techniques evaluate their
methods on benchmark datasets like Replica and ScanNet.
A critical limitation of these is that they do not offer com-
plete ground truth geometries for the reconstructed objects.
More specifically, per-object meshes are extracted from the
full ground truth mesh of the indoor scene by cropping the
ground truth mesh with the semantic masks and therefore
lack completeness in regions occluded by other objects (Fig-
ure 6). We introduce a new benchmark for 3D scene decom-
position techniques, consisting of 30 real-world scenes and
5 synthetically generated ones. The scenes contains different
combinations of objects in close contact, and we provide a
high-quality complete mesh of each object.

4.1. Dataset

Real-World Scenes. We provide 22 individual 3D scanned
objects and 32 scenes, each created using a combination of
the individual objects. To scan the individual objects, we
use Polycam [2] (for analysis of Polycam, please refer to
the supplementary materials). The scenes are captured as



raw images using a phone camera at a resolution of 3008 x
3008. We provide camera pose estimates from COLMAP
[27], ground-truth meshes from Polycam [2], and masks
generated using our mask propagation strategy. Last, we
provide rotations and translations that align the ground-truth
object meshes to the objects in the scenes.

Synthetic Scenes. We provide 5 synthetic scenes composed
by combining objects with varying geometric complexities.
We used Blender [1] to create the dataset, with each scene
centered at the origin. We used white indoor scene environ-
ment lighting. We rendered the scenes with 500 samples
at a resolution of 512x512 using the Cycles renderer, cap-
turing 100 images from cameras positioned on the upper
hemisphere around the subject. In addition to the multi-view
images, we provide ground-truth poses, geometries, masks
and transformations that align object meshes to the corre-
sponding scene. Please refer to our supplementary material
for more details on the creation of real and synthetic dataset.

4.2. Evaluation

To evaluate our method and the baselines we show quantita-
tive and qualitative results on our synthetic and real world
benchmark datasets. For quantitative evaluation we report
the precision and completion ratio. Precision is the ratio of
reconstructed points that are within a distance of ¢ from the
ground truth, and penalizes floaters. Completion ratio is the
ratio of ground truth points that are within a distance of ¢ of
the reconstruction, and penalizes incomplete reconstructions.

The two-way Chamfer distance is also measured between
evenly-sampled vertex points on the ground truth mesh and
sampled vertex points on the predicted mesh obtained by
running marching cubes on the trained SDF.

To calculate these metrics between predicted and ground-
truth meshes, it’s crucial to maintain similar point densities
to prevent imbalances. This can be difficult if the two meshes
are widely different in size. ObjectSDF++[31] addresses this
by clipping predicted meshes using ground-truth bounds to
improve density similarity and remove outliers. However,
this approach may artificially inflate precision by not penal-
izing for floaters outside the bounding box. Instead, we keep
the meshes as is but propose a refinement technique that uses
rejection sampling to maintain consistent point densities,
adjusting for mesh saturation until the surface can’t hold
more points and ensuring a fair comparison. Please see the
supplement for more details.

5. Experiments

We first evaluate how our mask propagation strategy per-
forms with increasing number of anchors and iterations.
Then, we compare our full pipeline qualitatively (Fig. 8) and
quantitatively (Table. 2) against two baselines, ObjectSDF++
[31] and RICO [13]. We benchmark these methods on the

five synthetic datasets. Because ObjectSDF++ and RICO
fail to produce meshes for some of the real-world scans, we
evaluate on a subset of 11 real scans for which all methods
can produce valid meshes. Finally, we ablate components of
our proposed method to see their impact on the quality of
our solution.

5.1. Mask Propagation Evaluation

We first evaluate the performance of our segmentation prop-
agation approach. To do so, we use our synthetic dataset
where all scenes have corresponding ground-truth segmenta-
tion.

The first column of each scan in Table | shows the mIOU
(Mean Intersection over union) for each iteration, starting
with one anchor image. We observe that the first iteration
generally performs poorly but the mIOU improves with more
iterations; however, after the second iteration, the improve-
ment becomes minimal. Our method can also take multiple
anchor images if provided, this can be useful for example if
all the objects are not visible in one image alone or the user
wanted to provide more information. We evaluate the effect
of providing multiple anchor masks in the second and third
columns of each scan. However, after the third iteration,
whether we start from a single image or multiple anchor
masks, all converge to similar results, as shown in the third
row.

A failure case of the mask propagation is presented in
scan 2 in Table 1, where the mIOU is low. This is because
some parts of one object end up being labeled as another ob-
ject; for example, the duck in Figure 9 (top left) is classified
as the horse. Note that the same surface may be correctly
labeled in a different image, since SAM is performed inde-
pendently for each image.

One may ask how this failure impacts our final recon-
struction and separation result. Figure 9 shows, despite the
low mIOU mask of scan 2, our object separation module still
reconstructs plausible results. This is due to the majority of
the masks are still correctly labeled.

Table 1. We report the mIOU values of the predicted masks using
our mask propagation strategy, varying the number of propagation
iterations and anchor images per each scan. Mask quality does
not improve much after the second round of mask propagation and
adding additional anchors does not offer much improvement after a
few propagation iterations.

Scan 1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
0.60 063 0.65 071 071 077 0.86 091 091 0.80 077 0.90
0.64 064 0.64 078 0.78 0.78 091 092 091 094 094 094
0.63 0.63 063 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.90 091 091 094 094 094

No of anchors 1 2 3
1 073 077 086
iter 2 090 090 091
3 091 091 091




Table 2. Quantitative evaluation: RICO performs the lowest
among all methods. ObjectSDF++ performs well on synthetic
data, but its performance drops on real data, especially in terms of
precision ratio. This drop is due to the imperfect masks in the real
scans. On both synthetic and real datasets, our method outperforms
the baseline in all metrics. We used GT masks for the synthetic
evaluation and masks generated by our mask propagation for the
real dataset.

Dataset Metrics RICO ObjectSDF++  Ours
Chamfer | 0.374 0.018 0.010

Synthetic ~ Prec. Ratio T 0.449 0.937 0.960
Comp. Ratio T  0.868 0.946 0.991

Chamfer | 0.138 0.096 0.015

Real Prec. Ratio 1 0.537 0.763 0.921
Comp. RatioT  0.595 0.835 0.927

5.2. Reconstruction Evaluation

Table 2 results reveal the failures of the baselines. First,
RICO performs poorly in the quantitative results, despite
having decent qualitative results. The reason is that RICO,
while often complete, produces huge floaters like the one
visualized in ‘Real scan7’ in Figure 8 which significantly
hurts the quantitative performance. While RICO achieves
good completion metrics, it struggles to precisely generate
meshes of the object of interest.

Second, ObjectSDF++, while competitive on the syn-
thetic datasets, loses out in the real dataset benchmarks.
Unlike the synthetic ground-truth masks, the masks used in
the real-world benchmark of ObjectSDF++ were obtained
using our proposed mask propagation strategy, which is still
imperfect. This not only results in floaters, which are not
handled due to the absence of a compactness loss, but also
a loss of detail of objects at sharp edges as shown in ‘Real
scan3’ and ‘Real scan16’. In contrast, we initialize the object
SDF from the reconstructed scene, resulting in more robust
results.

From Figures 8 and Table 2, we can conclude our method
produces results with higher quality and fewer floating arti-
facts. Most of our quantitative improvement comes from the
lack of undesired artifacts like floaters and carved holes. The
remaining improvement, more evident qualitatively, comes
from the scene initialization.

5.3. Ablation

To understand the importance of our contributions, we ablate
the proposed compactness loss and the scene initialization
as shown in Figure 7.

To evaluate the compactness loss, we compare to two
alternatives:

1. The first baseline is the naive mask loss used in NeuS,
which does not take object occlusion into account. This
loss is defined in Equation (7).

2. The second alternative without compactness is an

\

Time 13.3 hrs 7 hrs 14 hrs 6 days

Loss variant Compactness Naive mask Occlusion aware mask Compactness

Scene initialization Yes Yes Yes No

Figure 7. Importance of the compactness loss and initialization.
Left: our compactness loss and initialization together avoids float-
ing artifact and achieves high-quality results. Middle: a naive mask
loss as in NeusS carves out objects whenever there is an occlusion
and with occlusion aware mask, and we see floating artifacts in
unobserved parts of the scene. Right: without scene initialization
details are lost and the runtime grows significantly.

occlusion-aware mask loss: we simply apply the mask
loss only to the unoccluded pixels, i.e., to discount pixels
that are marked as belonging to other objects.

MRE© = (Ui M) (14)
Locc»aware = Z Z BCE (Mk (j)7 Ok(J)) (15)
NPT

While this strategy correctly avoids penalizing pixels that
are part of the object but occluded, it does not encourage
the object to be compact. As such, the model is free to
hallucinate other floaters as long as they are completely
occluded in the view.

The three loss variants are shown in the first three columns
of Figure 7. When using naive mask loss, object geometries
are carved out, resulting in incomplete reconstructions. This
is because the model is penalized whenever it produces a
surface that is occluded, evident in the hand’s fingers be-
coming detached as a result of the object sitting on it. The
occlusion-aware mask loss prevents the objects from being
carved out, but introduces floaters, sometimes inside the
other objects, which are reconstructed as hollow shells. This
occurs because any floater that is completely inside the shell
of another object will never be visible and therefore never
be penalized. The compactness loss both removes floaters
and prevents the objects from being carved out.

The last column of Figure 7 shows the reconstruction
without the scene initialization. In this case, the recon-
struction quality is significantly reduced and reconstruction
requires a prohibitively long time. Scene initialization is
critical to reducing computational time and obtaining high-
quality results.

6. Conclusion

We proposed ObjectCarver, a method that separates objects
in a scene into individual high-resolution meshes by auto-
matically generating segmentation masks for all multi-view
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Figure 8. Qualitative Comparison: RICO and ObjectSDF++
produce floating artifacts, as shown in Real scans 7 and 12. RICO
also sometimes carves out the object, leaving a hollow area, as
shown in Real scan 16, 3 and 12. In contrast, our method produces
fewer artifacts while also providing more detail.

Predicted mask (0.633 mIOU)

GT mask Reconstruction

Figure 9. Impact of Low mIOU (scan2 Table 1) on reconstruction.
Top: An example of a low mIOU (0.633) mask, where the handle of
the kettle and parts of the duck are sometimes misclassified as part
of the horse. Despite this, our object separation pipeline remains
robust. For instance, the duck has an accurate 3D mesh due to our
scene initialization technique, and the mask labels are correct in
other images. However, the 3D reconstruction of the horse includes
part of the kettle handle, as most of the mask incorrectly classifies
the handle as part of the horse. Bottom: Ground truth mask and its
respective reconstruction.

training images from a few clicks on just one image. We
introduced compactness loss, a novel loss function that re-
moves many of the floaters that have plagued prior methods.
Finally, we show that initializing the per-object models with
the scene model not only improves convergence and reduces
training time but also maintains the details of the objects.



Supplementary Material

A. Runtime analysis

We provide a runtime analysis for all stages of our method,
considering an image size of 512x512 with a single RTX
3090 GPU.

» Stage 1: Scene reconstruction for 200k iterations takes 5.8
hours.

* Stage 2: Segmentation takes 2 minute per image.

e Stage 3: The amount of time Object Separation takes
depends on the number of objects in the scene. For two,
four, and six objects, Object Separation takes 2.7, 3.5, and
7.5 hours respectively.

B. Dataset

The problem of object separation in 3D reconstruction is a
fairly new topic and, as such, lacks the proper benchmark
dataset. Previous methods evaluated their approach on a
cropped sub-meshes from a full scene, which has in holes
in occluded regions. Thus, during the evaluation, the area
that needs to be properly evaluated will be ignored. Figure
6 illustrates the issue with previous datasets. To address
the gap in the literature, we introduce a new benchmarking
dataset composed of real-world and synthetic scenes. Below,
are the details on how we created the dataset.

B.1. Real-world dataset creation

Figure 11 shows the steps we took in creating the dataset.

First, we scanned the individual object to obtain the ground
truth mesh using Polycam. Second, we captured the scene
using a handheld camera and then obtained the camera pose
using COLMAP. The fourth step involved obtaining the full
scene reconstruction so that we could use it to align the
individual meshes. We trained vanilla NeuS to obtain the
full mesh. The fifth step involved aligning the meshes, We
used Blender software to transform the individual meshes
to their respective positions within the scene. To further
refine the alignment and avoid human error, we applied ICP
to align the meshes together. Ultimately, we obtained each
scene images, camera pose, and the transformation matrix
for each individual object. Below, we describe in more detail
how we scanned the individual meshes and the scene.

B.1.1 Individual mesh scanning.

We provide 22 object scans. We collected 80-150 images
per object and used Polycam to generate the full mesh. We
set the option Isolate object from environment to true and
exported the final mesh in raw format. Since Polycam is
not open-source software, we conducted an analysis of its
reconstruction quality. We performed an experiment where
we used the same object in different environments. We
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Inputimage Mask Reconstruction

Figure 10. [first row] illustrates our method’s failure due to seg-
mentation errors. Here, SAM itself struggles to obtain the correct
mask as the two gingerbread houses are colorful, making it difficult
to segment them. In the [second row], the segmentation is correct,
but there is a flat surface floating in the pink box. This is due to the
limitation of our amodal bounding box, which is contain this space
from all views. In addition the overlap loss may not be computed
at area as we are using fixed random points (of 10,000) in 3D space
to compute the overlap loss and the pink floating surface is thin,
and the points may not lie within this area. In the [third row], both
the torus and the pipe occupy the space. Once again, this highlights
the shortcomings of the amodal bounding box and overlap loss.

captured the object and obtained a mesh with Polycam and
analyzed the robustness of Polycam. Figure 12 illustrates our
analysis. We used a boot and took pictures in three different
environments and used these three sets of images to obtain
the meshes. Then we compared them to each other to see
if there is a significant quality drop. However, we found
that they are very similar, and we concluded that Polycam is
consistent in its output.

B.1.2 Scene capture.

We provide 32 real-world scene. We used a Samsung Note9
with a 12-megapixel camera to capture the scenes, utilizing
the raw option in the pro-mode to capture raw images. The
original images are 3008 x 3008 pixels with 16-bit depth. We
converted the raw format to .png for lossless compression
and downscaled it to 1002 x 1002 pixels. We show the
steps we took to collect the dataset on Figure 11. Both
the individual scene and individual objects can be found in
Figure 15.

B.2. Synthetic data creation

We generated five realistic scenes, each with its own level
of difficulty. Each scene has N objects, N ranging from
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Figure 11. Real-world dataset creation steps: (1) Scanning indi-
vidual objects with Polycam for ground truth meshes, (2) Capturing
the scene with a handheld camera, (3) Estimating camera pose with
COLMAP, (4) Full scene reconstruction for mesh alignment, (5)
Aligning individual meshes with Blender to the full scene, and
(6) Further aligning the meshes with ICP for precision. From this
process, we obtain scene images, camera poses, and transformation
matrices for each object.

Figure 12. Analysis of the robustness of Polycam: [Left] images
captured in different environments and their respective Polycam
meshes. [Right] Quantitative evaluation where we compare each
mesh against each other (unit in millimeters). We can observe that
both qualitatively and quantitatively, Polycam is consistent.

3 to 10. We used Blender to create the dataset, with each
scene centered at the origin. We used white indoor scene
environment lighting. We rendered the scenes with 500 sam-
ples at a resolution of 512 x 512 using the Cycles renderer,
capturing 100 images from cameras positioned on the upper
hemisphere around the subject.

C. Rejection sampling

When calculating the point-to-point Chamfer distance be-
tween predicted and ground-truth meshes, it is important to
ensure locally similar point densities to avoid one of the di-
rectional Chamfer distances from being larger than the other.
While the ideal metric here is the point-to-surface Chamfer
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distances (i.e. the average unsigned distances), this is often
prohibitively slow; hence, it is common practice to resample
the two point clouds to have the same number of points for
an accurate point-to-point Chamfer distance. However, when
the predicted mesh contains floaters and extraneous artifacts,
this results in a diluted sampled point cloud and causes the
densities to differ in the region of interest. The reverse holds
true when the predicted mesh experiences carved out regions
that lower its surface area for point sampling. ObjectSDF++
and Rico are evaluated on Replica and ScanNet, and they
clip the predicted meshes using the 3D bounds calculated
from the ground-truth meshes. While this was likely done to
try to ensure similar point densities, it removes any floater
artifacts that exist outside the clipping bounds, yielding in
a artificially lower smaller precision metric. We revise this
evaluation by using a rejection sampling based approach
that samples points only if it is some radius away from the
growing list of samples. If the desired number of points is
large enough to saturate the mesh (i.e. desired number of
points is impossible due to the radius constraint), we ensure
that the point density is similar between the two meshes.

D. Ablation

D.1. Effect of mask propagation on object recon-
struction:

Figure 16 shows the effect of mask propagation using the
mask obtained from each iteration. We see that the first
iteration is not enough to capture the full object, as some
parts of the segmentation are missing, resulting in carving
out. However, after the second iteration, we observe that we
can obtain the full geometry.

D.2. Effect of increasing number of SDF parameters
of baselines

One possible reason why ObjectCarver achieves more details
in the reconstruction is that increase in model capacity with
a whole SDF network being dedicated to each model. On
the other hand, ObjectSDF++ and RICO use a single SDF
network backbone with separate heads for each object’s SDF.
In order to determine if the expressivity of the SDF networks
in RICO and ObjectSDF++ is the limiting factor, we increase
the learnable parameters of the SDF networks in RICO and
ObjectSDF++ by the number of objects k. For ObjectSDF++,
we increase the dimensionality of the feature vector learned
at each level of the hash-grid by k. For RICO, we increase
the width of the network by [v/k]. These modified models
are called RICO* and ObjSDF++*.

Figure 18 shows the evaluation results of this comparison.
RICO* tends to over-smooth the geometry and create more
floater artifacts than RICO. ObjectSDF++ achieves better re-
construction quality and even reduces the number of floaters.
However, ObjectCarver still achieves the best qualitative
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Figure 14. Full list of scanned individual meshes using Polycam.
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Figure 15. Full list of synthetic scenes.
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Figure 16. Effect of mask propagation on the reconstruction, [Top]
reconstruction of using the mask, [bottom] mask used for.

and quantitative results among the baselines, demonstrat-
ing the effectiveness of scene initialization for learning the
geometries with more parameters.

E. Additional Results

We provide more qualitative results on our dataset in Figure
19. We can observe that our method produces much higher
quality and fewer floating artifacts compared to previous
methods.

F. Implementation details
F.1. Coreset Algorithm

This algorithm takes as input a set of projected 2D points
and selects n points that will later be used as seed points
for SAM to segment a specific object (seed points being the
set of (x,y) coordinates used to prompt SAM to segment
the object). The intuition behind using this algorithm is to
simulate how a human would select the seed point to segment
an object using SAM. It starts by clicking the centroid of
the object; the next point will be far away from the centroid,
and the following point will be far away from both of the
previous points. As a result, these points capture the overall
shape of the object. We chose n = 15 as it works for most
cases.
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Algorithm 1 Modified Coreset Algorithm

1: Input: projected points S C R?, coreset size n
2: Output: C'

3: C + {}

4: o ¢ argmingeg ||s — mean(S)||2

S: Cadd(fbo)

6: S.remove(zg)

7. while |C| < n do

8 y < arg maxges min{||s — ¢||2 : ¢ € C}
9 C.add(y)

10: S.remove(y)

F.2. Partial depth ordering

When there is an overlap between two segmentation outputs
from SAM, the partial depth ordering is used to break the tie.
Below we describe the steps:

Step 0: Initialization

* Initialize the depth as zero for each of the K objects.

Step 1: Overlap Checking

* For each pair of objects (ky, k;) where h # i: Check if the
segmentation masks of object kj, and object k; overlap.

Step 2: Overlap Resolution

* If there is an overlap between the segmentation masks of

objects kp, and k;:

1. Count the number of seed points in the overlapping
region for both segmentation masks.

2. Identify the object with more seed points in the overlap-
ping region as the “top” object and the one with fewer
seed points as the “bottom” object.

3. Increase the depth of the top object by one relative to
the depth of the bottom object.
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