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Figure 1. FIND3D is an open-world part segmentation model that can segment any part of any object with any text query. Our method
consists of a Data Engine powered by 2D foundation models – SAM & Gemini – that automatically annotates 3D assets from the web.
Using the labeled data, FIND3D trains a transformer-based point cloud model with a contrastive-based training recipe. Our method can
segment diverse 3D objects with a rich set of part queries, such as the easel, as well as in-the-wild 3D reconstructions obtained via image-
to-3D methods, such as the push car captured with an iPhone and the capybara with a hat generated by DALL-E, shown at the bottom right.

Abstract

We study open-world part segmentation in 3D: segment-
ing any part in any object based on any text query. Prior
methods are limited in object categories or part vocabu-
laries. Recent advances in AI have demonstrated effec-
tive open-world recognition capabilities in 2D. Inspired by
this progress, we propose an open-world, direct-prediction
model for 3D part segmentation that can be applied zero-
shot to any object. Our approach, called FIND3D, trains
a general-category point embedding model on large-scale
3D assets from the internet without any human annotation.
It combines a data engine, powered by foundation models
for annotating data, with a contrastive training method. We
achieve strong performance and generalization across mul-
tiple datasets, with up to a 3× improvement in mIoU over
the next best method. Our model is 6× to over 300× faster
than existing baselines. To encourage research in general-
category open-world 3D part segmentation, we also release
a benchmark for general objects and parts. Project website:
https://ziqi-ma.github.io/find3dsite/

1. Introduction

We study open-world part segmentation in 3D. By open-
world, we mean that: 1) The input can be any object. 2)
the model should handle any text query, enabling flexibility
in granularity (e.g., “limbs” versus “arm”) and description
type (e.g., “glove” versus “hand”). Recent advancements in
foundation models show that single models can achieve an
impressive understanding of general concepts in language
and 2D images. These results beg the question: how far
are we from a foundation model that understands the 3D
world? To answer this question, we first ask: can we build
a model that can find any part of any object in 3D? Such
a capability is critical to robotic and VR/AR applications
where grounding objects and their parts in 3D is necessary
for precise manipulation, interaction, and spatial awareness.
We study the point cloud representation, which is the most
readily available representation in such applications.

Segmentation is a longstanding problem in computer vi-
sion. However, the problem has generally been formulated
in a closed world, and at the whole object level (e.g., “car”).
Some efforts tackle perception below the object level (e.g.,
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“wheel of a car”), mainly driven by ShapeNet-Part [29], a
closed-world benchmark of 16 object classes such as tables
and chairs, with 6 or fewer predefined parts per object.

Recent vision and language foundation models have
shown impressive zero-shot generalization capabilities in
2D image understanding [1, 18]. These models are im-
pressive as they operate in an open-world setting. Unfortu-
nately, they do not apply to 3D representations. To build an
effective open-world 3D model, 3D training data is needed
for a diverse set of object types, shapes, and parts. However,
it is not easy to acquire such data.

In this paper, we develop a data engine for automatically
labeling online 3D assets, and train an open-world 3D part
segmentation model. The data engine is powered by 2D vi-
sion and language foundation models and annotates 3D ob-
jects with diverse part labels in an automated fashion. Using
the data collected by the data engine, we train a transformer-
based 3D model that takes in a point cloud and predicts
queryable semantic features for every point. The features
are in the latent embedding space of a CLIP-like [18] model,
so that they can be queried with any free-form text by cal-
culating pointwise cosine similarities with the query em-
bedding. We devise a contrastive training objective to han-
dle part hierarchy and ambiguity. Fig. 1 shows the overall
schematic of our approach, which we call FIND3D.

FIND3D, a model of 46.2M total parameters trained on
27K labeled objects, can find any part of any object. We
highlight the following contributions:
• We build a zero-shot, part-level, open-world, direct-

prediction model for 3D point cloud semantic segmen-
tation that works on general object categories and part
queries. We achieve 3× the mIoU and 6× to over 300×
the inference speed compared to existing methods.

• We develop a data engine that labels 3D object parts from
large-scale internet data to train a general-category model
without the need for human annotation. Our data en-
gine creatively combines existing vision and language
foundation models.

• We release a benchmark for evaluating open-world part-
level semantic segmentation for general object categories
with a diversity of objects and no pose constraints.

2. Related Work

Closed-world 3D segmentation. 3D segmentation has
been studied primarily in a closed world and with a coarse
granularity that cannot go below whole objects. In specific
settings such as indoor scenes or self-driving, state-of-the-
art models are starting to achieve better generalization by
training on multiple datasets, such as Mask3D [20] and the
PointTransformer series [26, 27, 32]. However, these mod-
els are still limited to their benchmark settings, and can
only segment whole objects rather than parts. Part-level

segmentation is less studied. Early efforts started with the
ShapeNet-Part dataset [29] (16 object classes, ≤ 6 parts per
object). PartNet-E, a more recent part-level dataset com-
bining PartNet-Mobility [28] and PartNet [14], introduces
articulated objects but is still limited to only 45 categories.
Due to the limited number of categories and shared orienta-
tions (e.g., chairs all facing right), state-of-the-art part-level
models [11, 17] cannot generalize well. Our work tackles
both the challenge of generalization and granularity – our
model is designed to be part-level, and can segment any ob-
ject part in an open-world setting.

3D aggregation methods based on 2D renderings. With
the progress of vision language models in 2D image un-
derstanding, some works directly assemble these models to
obtain an “aggregated” 3D understanding without training
a 3D model. An exemplary aggregation method uses multi-
view renderings of 3D scenes or objects, obtains their fea-
tures in 2D based on models like CLIP [18], SAM [8], or
GLIP [9], and combines them in 3D based on projection
geometry. On the whole object level, such methods include
OpenMask3D [22]. On the part level, such methods include
PointCLIP [31], PointCLIPV2 [35], PartSLIP [10] for point
clouds, and PartSLIP++ [34] for meshes. Because these
models take features only from 2D, they lack 3D geome-
try information and suffer from inconsistency across views.
Furthermore, these methods are slow because they perform
many inferences and the aggregation logic at test time. Our
method works natively on 3D point clouds without an ag-
gregation pipeline, and is significantly faster. Our method
also uses 3D geometry information to achieve stronger per-
formance and better robustness to pose changes.

Test-time optimization. Test-time optimization methods
combine features from 2D models with a 3D representa-
tion, such as NeRF or Gaussian Splatting. At test time,
these methods optimize the 3D representation with the 2D-
sourced features attached. LERF [5], Distilled Feature
Field [21], and Garfield [6] are based on radiance fields.
Feature3DGS [33] is based on Gaussian splatting. These
methods can provide good performance, but need to be op-
timized per scene (or per object), which can take several
minutes. Besides being slow, the part-level capabilities have
not been well-studied for such methods. Our method, being
a feed-forward 3D model designed for part segmentation,
provides much faster inference with better performance.

Distillation methods. Distillation methods train 3D models
using 2D annotations. Generalization is a key limitation in
prior works – distillation is usually performed per dataset,
even per category. OpenScene [16], a whole-object segmen-
tation model for indoor scenes, is distilled per dataset. For
part segmentation, PartDistill [23] is distilled per category.
Such models cannot perform inference zero-shot on unseen
object classes, which is critical in real-world use cases. Our
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Figure 2. The Data Engine. We render Objaverse assets into multiple views and pass each rendering to SAM with gridpoint prompts for
segmentation. For each mask, we query Gemini for the corresponding part name, which gives us (mask, text) pairs. We embed the part
name into the latent embedding space of a vision and language foundation model such as SigLIP. We back-project mask pixels to obtain
the points associated with each label embedding, yielding (points, text embedding) pairs as visualized on the right side of the figure.

approach can be considered a distillation method that tack-
les the challenge of zero-shot generalization.

3. Method
We propose a method, FIND3D, to locate any object part in
3D based on a free-form language description, such as “the
wheel of a car”. As shown in Fig. 1 (panel b), we design
a model that takes in a point cloud and outputs a queryable
semantic feature for every point. This semantic feature is in
the latent embedding space of a pre-trained CLIP-like [18]
model, such as SigLIP [30]. For any text query, we em-
bed the query using the same model and calculate its cosine
similarity with each point’s feature. This yields a pointwise
similarity score that reflects the confidence of the part being
located at that point. This score can be used to segment the
object or localize specific parts.

Formally, given a point cloud C = {pi, ...pn}
with color and normals, for any point pi =
(x, y, z, nx, ny, nz, r, g, b) ∈ R9, we want to find a
semantic feature fi ∈ Rd which belongs in the same latent
embedding space as a CLIP-like model, e.g., SigLIP. These
semantic features attached to the point cloud C allow us to
query the point cloud in 3D space in an open-world fashion
– for any text s, we can get its SigLIP embedding T (s) and
compute its cosine similarity with fi, cos(T (s), fi).

To obtain such a model, FIND3D consists of a data en-
gine and a contrastive training recipe. The data engine
automatically annotates online 3D assets, leveraging 2D
foundation models. These annotations are used to train a
Transformer-based [24] model for 3D point clouds. We use
a contrastive learning objective to overcome the challenge
of label ambiguity (e.g. one point associated with “snow-
ball” and “body” from different views). Our data engine
and contrastive training recipe enable scalable training on
diverse objects and part labels.

3.1. Data Engine

Obtaining large-scale 3D annotations for generic object cat-
egories with human-in-the-loop pipelines is onerous. To
this end, we develop a scalable data engine that leverages
annotations from 2D foundation models and geometrically

unprojects them to 3D.
As illustrated in Fig. 2, Our data engine leverages

SAM [8] and Gemini [19] to annotate 3D assets from Obja-
verse [3]. Since Objaverse assets do not have a fixed orien-
tation, and Gemini provides higher-quality labels to objects
seen in familiar orientations, we first prompt Gemini to se-
lect the best orientation based on 10 renderings (from differ-
ent camera angles) of an object in each orientation. For the
chosen orientation, we pass all renderings to SAM with grid
point prompts. We discard masks that are too small (less
than 350 pixels out of a 500x500 image), too large (greater
than 20% of all pixels), or with low confidence from SAM.
We overlay each mask on the original image and ask Gem-
ini to name the shaded part. Prompts are detailed in the
appendix. Masks from the same camera view with the same
label are merged. This process generates labeled (mask,
text) pairs. We map each mask to a set of points in the point
cloud based on projection geometry. To make the point fea-
tures queryable by language, we align point features to the
language embedding space of a pretrained model, such as
SigLIP. We embed the label texts and use the text features
as supervision. Thus, our label (mask, text) pairs become
(points, text embedding) pairs.

The data engine processes 36044 high-quality objects of
Objaverse under LVIS categories selected by [12, 13]. Af-
ter filtering out objects with insufficient labels, we obtain
30K annotated objects from 761 categories with 1.5 million
part annotations. Each part is annotated differently from
different views, denoting various aspects of part, such as
location (e.g., “bottom”), material (e.g., “snowball”), and
function (e.g., “body”). Labels also have different levels
of granularity. For example, in Fig. 2, one granularity is
individual snowballs, and another granularity is the whole
snowman. The diversity of our labels helps the model han-
dle the inherent ambiguity in segmentation.

3.2. Open-World 3D Part Model

As shown in Fig. 3, FIND3D takes in a point cloud and re-
turns a pointwise semantic feature that can be queried with
any free-form text via cosine similarity. For any number of
user-specified text queries, FIND3D first embeds them via
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Figure 3. FIND3D: an open-world part segmentation model. FIND3D takes in a point cloud, voxelizes and serializes the points via space-
filling curves into a sequence. The sequence is passed through a transformer architecture which performs block attention, shuffling, pooling
and unpooling, returning a pointwise feature that is in the embedding space of a vision and language foundation model, denoted by T .
These features can be queried with any free-form text. FIND3D is trained with a contrastive objective. For each (points, text embedding)
label from the data engine, we use the averaged feature of these points as the predicted embedding, and pair it with the text embedding to
form a positive pair in the contrastive loss.

the SigLIP text encoder. FIND3D then computes a pairwise
cosine similarity of each point and the text queries. To pro-
duce 3D segmentations, FIND3D assigns each point to the
text query with the highest cosine similarity, and assigns
“no label” if all queries yield negative similarity scores.

3.2.1 Architecture

FIND3D adopts a point transformer architecture that treats
point clouds as sequences. We build upon the Point-
Transformer3 (PT3) model [26]. Our design is illustrated
in Fig. 3. First, the point clouds are converted into se-
quences. To this end, the normalized point clouds are sam-
pled with a voxel size of 0.02, so that there is at most one
point per voxel. The voxels can be serialized in different
methods, including Z-Ordering, Trans-Z-Ordering, Hilbert,
and Trans-Hilbert [4, 15, 26]. These different serialization
schemes are used in different layers in our architecture, fol-
lowing PT3. The serialized point cloud forms a sequence
of length N , where N is the number of points. Each point
carries its XYZ, RGB, and normal information. These val-
ues are embedded with a linear layer into point embedding,
and a conditional positional encoding [2] is added to the
embedding. The embedded sequence is then passed to the
transformer, which comprises an encoder and a decoder.

Since the point sequence can be arbitrarily long and the
quadratic complexity of attention can grow prohibitively ex-
pensive, we chunk the sequence into 1024-size blocks as in
the PT3 architecture. Attention is only performed within
each block. To achieve the large receptive field of trans-
formers, shuffling is applied per layer. Each shuffling op-
eration maps the current serialization scheme to the (dif-
ferent) serialization scheme used by the next layer. In the
encoder, pooling is applied per layer. Although pooling is
dependent on the serialization scheme, the goal is to pool
points that are neighbors in the 3D space, since all our seri-
alization schemes preserve locality (to the extent possible).

As a result, the sequence becomes shorter, and the recep-
tive field becomes larger, even though block attention has a
fixed size. In the decoder, this process is reversed – unpool-
ing happens by back-tracing to pooled points in the encod-
ing stage. Block attention happens similarly to the encoder,
while shuffling is also back-traced. Eventually, we recover
a sequence of the same length as the input (i.e., number of
points), but of a different latent dimension. Since we want
to align the point feature into the latent embedding space
of SigLIP, we append a lightweight 4-layer MLP to the last
layer of the transformer. This returns a 768-dimension fea-
ture per point. Our model contains 46.2 million parameters.

During training, the contrastive loss is only applied to
points that are kept during voxel sampling. At inference
time, the model only predicts features for the points that are
kept during voxel sampling. For the points that are dropped,
we assign the feature of the nearest neighbor which is kept
during voxel sampling.

3.2.2 Training

The data engine provides diverse part labels. However, it
is difficult to define a direct pointwise loss because: 1)
The same point can have multiple labels that denote various
aspects of a part such as location, material, and function.
Some labels may also be incorrect. 2) Many points are un-
labeled - as shown in Fig. 3 (right), each mask only labels
points visible from one camera view.

Due to these challenges, we resort to a contrastive loss
that does not rely on per-point labeling. As illustrated on
the right side of Fig. 3, we define the pairing as follows:
for each label, the ground truth is the SigLIP embedding of
the text. The predicted value is taken as the average feature
of all points belonging to the label. This pooling can also
be regarded as a way to “denoise” the labels – while an in-
dividual point might be affected by conflicting or incorrect
labels, it is unlikely that all points are subjected to the same
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conflicting or incorrect labels.
Our data engine provides (points, text embedding) la-

bels, which we denote as (Ci, T (labeli)) where Ci is a sub-
set of the point cloud that this label applies to, and T (labeli)
is the label embedding. We denote the pooled feature from
the labeled points as f(Ci), where f is our model. We de-
fine the contrastive loss as follows:

li = − log
exp(f(Ci) · T (labeli))∑|B|
j=1 exp(f(Ci) · T (labelj))

(1)

where B is the indices of all labels of all objects in a batch.
Because each label is unprojected from a single view,

they only include points visible from that view and cover a
part only partially. Although this illustration only shows
one object, during training we include 64 objects in the
batch, corresponding to ∼ 3000 positive pairs per batch.

To achieve generalization, in addition to training on di-
verse data provided by the data engine, we also apply
data augmentations, including full random rotation (imple-
mented as sequential random rotation along all three axes),
scaling, flipping, jittering, chromatic auto contrast, chro-
matic translation, and chromatic jitter. These augmenta-
tions help avoid over-reliance on object poses and color,
and nudges the model to take up 3D geometric cues. We
perform a 90:10 train-validation split on the 27552 objects
provided by the data engine, and train with the Adam op-
timizer [7] with a cosine annealing learning rate schedule,
starting at 0.0003 and ending at 0.00005 over 80 epochs.

4. A General Open-World 3D Part Benchmark

3D part segmentation has largely been shaped by bench-
marks like ShapeNet-Part [29] and PartNet-E [14, 28],
which annotate CAD models from a small number of cat-
egories, such as chairs and tables, with a fixed set of parts.
Additionally, these benchmarks position objects in canon-
ical orientations (e.g., all chairs face right), biasing the
trained methods to handle only canonically oriented objects.
We introduce a new benchmark featuring a diverse range
of objects, shapes, parts, and poses to advance 3D object
part segmentation toward more general objects and parts,
without assumptions about object orientation. Our hope for
this benchmark is to advance real-world applicability of 3D
models in more variable, “in-the-wild” scenarios.

We source 3D objects from the large Objaverse
dataset [3] with a variety of object types and shapes. The
benchmark is divided into two sets described below.

Objaverse-General is a dataset of 100 objects from 100
diverse object categories, such as gondola, slide, lamppost,
easel, penguin. This set is labeled with a total of 350 parts,
annotated by humans to guarantee high quality annotations.
These objects are in random orientations.

Dataset # Objects # Categories # Parts
Objaverse-General 100 100 350
Objaverse-ShapeNetPart 32 16 90

Table 1. Statistics of the two benchmarks we propose for general,
open-world 3D part segmentation.

Objaverse-ShapeNetPart contains 32 objects from the
same 16 object types as in ShapeNet-Part [29]. Unlike
ShapeNet-Part, the objects come in random orientations.
This benchmark is used to evaluate robustness with regard
to distribution shift for models trained on ShapeNet-Part.

Tab. 1 provides statistics of our proposed benchmarks.
To comprehensively evaluate generalization of our model,
we randomly select 50 out of the 100 Objaverse-General
categories. We hold out all objects of these categories, as
well as visually similar categories during training. We eval-
uate our model both on the 50 held-out categories (Unseen-
Categories) and the other 50 categories (Seen-Categories).
All 100 instances in the benchmark are held out during
training to ensure no data leakage during evaluation.

5. Experiments
Our open-world 3D part segmentation experiments show:
• FIND3D obtains strong performance on generic object

categories both for seen and unseen categories, achiev-
ing more than 3x mIoU of the second best method.
FIND3D exhibits strong out-of-distribution generaliza-
tion, whereas baseline methods perform poorly on
datasets they are not trained on, as shown qualitatively
in Fig. 4 and quantitatively in Tab. 2.

• FIND3D is robust to variations such as query text prompt
rephrasing and object rotation, whereas baselines are sen-
sitive to these changes. This is shown qualitatively in
Fig. 5 and quantitatively in Fig. 6.

• FIND3D can segment single-image reconstructions from
in-the-wild images, such as iPhone photos and DALLE2
generations, as shown in Fig. 1 (panel c).

• FIND3D is the most efficient method – 6x to over 300x
faster than open-vocabulary baselines, as shown in Tab. 2.

5.1. Experimental Settings

Benchmarks. In addition to our proposed benchmark
(Sec. 4), we also evaluate on two commonly used datasets
for 3D part segmentation: ShapeNet-Part [29] and PartNet-
E [14]. ShapeNet-Part contains 16 object categories with
canonical poses. PartNet-E combines PartNet [14] and
PartNet-Mobility [28]. Its test set contains 45 household
object classes. For both datasets, we evaluate on their
test set both in the canonical pose and in a randomly ro-
tated (around all axes) pose, forming four additional bench-
marks: ShapeNetPart-Canonical, ShapeNetPart-Rotated,
PartNetE-Canonical, and PartNetE-Rotated.
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Seen Categories
Input Ground Truth PointCLIPV2 PartSLIP++ OpenMask3D Ours

lighting pole

wheel seat handle

Unseen Categories

beak foot belly arm head body

bonnet side cap barrel base

Input Ground TruthPointCLIPV2 PartSLIP++ OpenMask3D Ours

tentacles eye head

sleeve collar body

Figure 4. Qualitative results on the Objaverse-General benchmark. FIND3D demonstrates strong performance on diverse objects, both
for seen and unseen categories. PointCLIPV2, trained on ShapeNet-Part, generalizes poorly to novel object categories. PartSLIP++, a
detection-based method, predicts sparsely because many parts are not successfully detected. OpenMask3D cannot go below the object-
level granularity, and usually assigns the whole object to one part.

mIoU (%) Objaverse-General ShapeNet-Part PartNet-E

Time Seen
Categories

Unseen
Categories Overall Canonical Rotated Objaverse-

ShapeNetPart Canonical Rotated

O
pe

n-
W

FIND3D (ours) 0.9s 33.78 26.21 29.99 28.39 29.64 42.15 16.86 17.62
PointCLIPV2 5.4s 9.81 10.27 10.04 16.91 16.88 15.14 11.28 10.32
PartSLIP++ 174.3s 2.69 0.57 1.63 1.43 0.93 1.54 5.12 3.87
OpenMask3D 296.5s 11.81 7.01 9.41 8.94 6.75 15.87 12.54 11.93

C
lo

se
d-

W

PointNext – – – – 80.44 32.18 28.70 – –
PartDistill – – – – 63.9 ** – – 39.9 ** –

Table 2. Performance comparison on Objaverse-General, ShapeNet-Part, and PartNet-E. FIND3D is trained on Objaverse, PointCLIPV2
and PointNext are trained on ShapeNet-Part, and PartSLIP++ is trained on PartNet-E (shaded). Besides PartDistill which is category-
specific, all methods are evaluated zero-shot on other datasets. Among the open-world methods, FIND3D performs best on all datasets,
achieving up to 3x higher mIoU and 6-300x faster inference time. “-” denotes that closed-world methods cannot be evaluated on datasets
containing unseen categories. We report class-average mIoU evaluated with a fixed prompt (“{part} of a {object}”). Additional
evaluations with varying query prompts can be found in the appendix. ** means metric not reproducible and directly taken from papers.

Metric. We report class-average intersection-over-union
(mIoU) as our metric, which is the mean IoU for all labeled
parts per object, averaged across all object categories.

Competing Methods. We compare to state-of-the-art open-
and closed-world methods for 3D segmentation.

Open-world Baselines: We compare to three open-world
methods. PointCLIPV2 [35] is an open-world 2D-to-
3D pipeline involving multiple invocations of CLIP [18]
using top-k (k ≥ 1400) prompts selected on the test
set. The pipeline is tuned on ShapeNet-Part. Part-
SLIP++ [34] is detection-based pipeline involving invoca-
tions of GLIP [9] and an algorithm for finding superpoints
to improve segmentation. PartSLIP++ is trained on PartNet-
E. We evaluate its zero-shot checkpoint for fairness of com-
parison. OpenMask3D [22] is an open-vocabulary, 2D-to-

3D pipeline trained on holistic scenes. PointCLIPV2 and
OpenMask3D are dense methods that assign a label to ev-
ery point. On benchmarks that contain unlabeled points, we
provide the text query “other” as a option for no label.

Closed-world Baselines: We compare to two closed-world
methods: PointNeXt [17] is a state-of-the-art closed-world
point cloud segmentation model trained on ShapeNet-Part.
Due to its closed vocabulary, it cannot be evaluated on all
datasets. PartDistill [23] is a category-specific 2D-to-3D
distillation method, which is open-world in the 2D stage
but closed-world in the 3D stage. It cannot be evaluated on
unseen object categories due to the category-specific nature
of distillation. The code and data for this method are not
fully released (only two categories are released). Since we
cannot reproduce the approach, we show numbers claimed
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in the paper.
Because PartSLIP++ and OpenMask3D are slow (up to 5
minutes per object), they are infeasible to evaluate on the
full test sets. For example, evaluating OpenMask3D on
PartNet-E test set would take 628 hours. To facilitate com-
plete and fair evaluations of all methods, we create smaller
subsets of 160 objects (10 objects/category × 16 categories)
for ShapeNet-Part and 225 objects (5 objects/category × 45
categories) for PartNet-E. For methods that are efficient to
evaluate, we additionally report performance on the full test
sets. We observe similar results and rankings of methods
as on the subsets and full sets (when applicable). Complete
results and the subset indices are provided in the appendix.

5.2. Experimental Results

We present strong results both on the benchmarking
datasets and for in-the-wild settings. Tab. 2 shows the
mIoU of FIND3D and baselines across all benchmarks. Our
method outperforms all baselines consistently. The advan-
tage is strongest on generic object categories of the Ob-
javerse benchmark, with 3× mIoU of the best baseline,
PointCLIPV2. Our model performs significantly better not
only on seen categories, but also on unseen categories,
which demonstrates strong out-of-distribution generaliza-
tion capabilities. On the existing datasets ShapeNet-Part
and PartNet-E, our model outperforms models trained on
these datasets without having seen these datasets at train-
ing time. We note that these numbers are evaluated on the
zero-shot checkpoints of baselines, whereas some prior pa-
pers report higher numbers based on evaluation of category-
specific checkpoints. For fairness of comparison, we pass
the same text prompt “{part} of a {object}” to all
models in our evaluation. Some methods perform exten-
sive top-k prompt search on the test set. In the appendix,
we provide more comprehensive results with varying query
prompts. Furthermore, our method only takes 0.9 seconds
for inference, which is 6× faster than the fastest baseline,
PointCLIPV2, and over 300× faster than OpenMask3D. In-
ference time is the average per-object inference time on the
PartNet-E subset evaluated on an A100.

Fig. 4 provides a qualitative comparison on Objaverse-
General. Our method consistently outputs reasonable seg-
mentations, while other methods struggle. PartSLIP++ is
detection-based, and predicts “no label” if nothing is de-
tected. It is trained on PartNet-E with sparse part anno-
tations, and thus tends to predict sparsely. OpenMask3D
struggles with the part-level granularity, and it usually only
picks one part, or at most two parts, to represent the whole
object. We do note that our method tends to generate dense
predictions, and only rarely predicts “no label”.
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Figure 5. Robustness comparison of PointCLIPV2 and FIND3D.
We evaluate both methods on a ShapeNet-Part earphone with
canonical and rotated orientations, and a visually similar earphone
from Objaverse-ShapeNetPart. Top-k prompt reproduces evalua-
tion in the PointCLIPV2 paper. PointCLIPV2’s performance drops
up to 68% with variations in evaluation configurations, whereas
our method stays consistent.

5.2.1 Quantifying and Comparing Robustness

We evaluate the robustness of our method by varying the
query text prompt, the object orientation, as well as the data
domain, i.e. the data source of similarly-looking objects.
Fig. 5 provides qualitative examples.

Robustness to query prompt. PointCLIPV2’s reported
metric comes from an extensive top-k prompt search on the
test set: for each object part, they try 700 LLM-generated
prompts. They iterate 2 times over all parts on the test set
to determine the best prompt. For fairness of comparison,
we also perform this top-k search for our method. Addi-
tionally, we evaluate on two prompts that are more likely to
be used in a real application: the “part of a object” prompt
(such as “leg of a chair”), or the “part name” prompt (“leg”).
As shown in Fig. 6, with a change of prompt from top-k to
“part of a object”, PointCLIPV2’s performance drops from
48.472 to 17.417, i.e., a 64% drop of performance, whereas
our method only drops 31%, staying much more robust.

Robustness to object orientation. To evaluate robustness
to object orientation, we apply a random rotation by sam-
pling three angles from −π to π and applying rotations
along each of the X, Y, Z axis sequentially. As shown in
Fig. 6, PointCLIPV2’s performance drops 46% whereas our
method does not drop but even increases 3%.

Robustness to domain. We constructed Objaverse-
ShapeNetPart, a benchmark with objects from the same cat-
egories as ShapeNet-Part, but sourced from Objaverse as-
sets. With this domain shift, PointCLIPV2’s performance
drops from 48.472 to 21.177 by 56%, whereas our method
stays robust with a 20% increase. We provide more com-
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Figure 6. Robustness evaluation of PointCLIPV2 and FIND3D on all ShapeNet-Part categories. We vary the query prompt, object orienta-
tion and data source (same object categories from ShapeNet-Part vs. Objaverse-ShapeNetPart). PointCLIPV2’s performance drops up to
64%, while our method remains robust.

prehensive evaluations with varying configurations on the
other datasets in the appendix, which show similar trends.

5.2.2 In-the-Wild Results

While varying evaluation settings on benchmark datasets al-
lows for a systematic study of robustness, the ultimate test
of robustness is whether a method can work in-the-wild.
To this end, we demonstrate segmentation results on 3D re-
constructions from iPhone photos or DALLE-2 generations.
We also show the capability to handle flexible text queries
in terms of granularity and description style.

Segmenting 3D reconstructions of in-the-wild images.
Point clouds are relatively easy to obtain in the wild – for
example, with single-image reconstruction techniques like
MCC [25]. FIND3D can work on noisy point clouds re-
constructed from iPhone photos or AI-generated images. In
Fig. 1, FIND3D successfully segments a push car recon-
structed from an iPhone photo, and a reconstructed point
cloud from the DALLE2-generated image of “a capybara
wearing a hat”. These results demonstrate that FIND3D has
great potential in real applications – it works with everyday
objects that are very different from the synthetic training
data, and works with 3D reconstructions that are noisy.

Flexibility of text queries. FIND3D supports various query
types that might occur in-the-wild. As shown in Fig. 7,
FIND3D can locate hands via different query types – either
by the body part “hand” or by the clothing “gloves”. The
teddy bear example demonstrates flexibility in query granu-
larity – one can query with “limbs”, a combination of arms
and legs, or with “arms” and “legs” separately. For ease of
visualization, the scores are min-clipped at 0.

5.2.3 Failure Modes

We observe some limitations of FIND3D: 1) Our model
voxel-samples point clouds at the 0.02 resolution (after nor-
malization). Fine-grained parts that are not geometrically
prominent, such as bottons on a surface, are difficult for a
point-cloud-only model like ours. 2) Because the model is
trained to be rotational-equivariant, it tends to make sym-
metric predictions where all symmetric parts have the same

handarm gloves

legs limbs arms

0

1

Figure 7. Our method can support flexible text queries. For
Mickey, one can either query by a body part such as “hand” or
by clothing such as “gloves”. For the teddy bear, one can ei-
ther query the coarser-granularity concept “limbs” or the finer-
granularity “arms” and “legs”.

rendered seen by the model ground truth predicted

Figure 8. A failure example. The leftmost image is a rendering of a
microwave. The second image shows the point cloud at FIND3D’s
sampled granularity, which loses most features.

label. Fig. 8 demonstrates an example from the PartNet-
E dataset. These limitations point to the complementary
nature of the 2D and 3D modalities. While lacking in 3D
geometry, the 2D modalities can better convey detailed ap-
pearance, which allows us to recognize entities such as but-
tons or inscriptions on a surface. Combining the image and
the point cloud modality is a future direction.

6. Discussions and Conclusions

FIND3D is a zero-shot, open-world, direct-prediction
model for 3D part segmentation on any object. It is enabled
by a scalable data engine and a contrastive objective that
allows for training on large-scale, diverse 3D assets from
the internet. FIND3D is performant, robust, and efficient. It
can work on in-the-wild 3D constructions from iPhone pho-
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tos or AI-generated images.
We propose some future directions to further improve open-
world 3D segmentation. One approach is to combine 2D
and 3D modalities to better capture parts without promi-
nent color or geometry characteristics, which are more eas-
ily perceived in 2D. Another direction is to investigate the
scaling laws of open-world 3D segmentation. FIND3D, at
a scale of 30K annotated objects and 46.2M parameters, al-
ready demonstrates the power of scaling up beyond exist-
ing part segmentation datasets. Although its current scale is
constrained by budget, we are optimistic that further upscal-
ing of training, and an investigation into the scaling laws,
would be beneficial to the community.
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[4] David Hilbert. Über die stetige abbildung einer linie auf
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Find Any Part in 3D

Supplementary Material

A. Data Engine
Fig. 9 shows the prompt we use to obtain object orientations
from Gemini. For a given orientation, we render the object
in 10 different views, and pass the prompt along with 10
renderings to Gemini. We calculate the percentage of “yes”
answers and choose the orientation with the highest “yes”
percentage. Fig. 9 also provides some example objects with
answers from Gemini.

Yes NoYes

Prompt: For each image, is the object in 
an orientation that is usually seen?
Please answer yes or no for each image.

Gemini: No

Figure 9. The prompt used to query Gemini for object orientation.
The car and the Christmas tree are in common orientations (and
thus will yield higher-quality annotations), whereas the camel and
the parasol are not.

Fig. 10 shows the prompt we use to obtain part names
from Gemini, along with some examples.

flower pot flower lens temple

Prompt: What is the name of the part of the 
object that is masked out as purple?
If you cannot find the part or are unsure, 
say unknown. Please only output the part 
name as one word or phrase.

Gemini: 

spout handle gemstone ring

Figure 10. The prompt used to query Gemini for object part
names. We show 2 example masks from different views for a pot-
ted plant, a pair of glasses, a teapot, and a ring.

B. Experiments
B.1. Full Results

In Table 2 of the main paper, in order to evaluate all meth-
ods on the exact same data, we had to report results on sub-
sets of ShapeNet-Part and PartNet-E because methods like
PartSLIP++ and OpenMask3D are slow and infeasible to
evaluate on the full test sets (e.g., OpenMask3D would take
628 hours on PartNet-E). Here we provide full-set results
for methods that are feasible for full-set evaluation in Tab. 5
and Tab. 6. The ranking of methods on the full sets and
the subsets are the same. Additionally, in Table 2 of the
main paper we evaluate all methods with the “part of a
object” prompt. We report results evaluated with various
prompts on all datasets in Tab. 3, Tab. 4, Tab. 5, and Tab. 6.

The subset indices for ShapeNet-Part can be found at
code/Find3D/model/evaluation/benchmark/
benchmark_reproducibility/shapenetpart/
subset _ idxs . json in the supplementary code
folder, and indices for PartNet-E can be found at
code/Find3D/model/evaluation/benchmark/
benchmark_reproducibility/shapenetpart/
subsetidxs.json in the supplementary code folder.
The random rotations used for evaluation are saved at the
same folders. Below we detail results on each dataset.

Objaverse-General. Tab. 3 shows full results on the Ob-
javerse benchmark. FIND3D shows significant advantage in
all configurations, up to 3x mIoU of the second best method.

ShapeNet-Part. Tab. 4 and Tab. 5 show full results on
the ShapeNetPart categories. Tab. 4 compares all meth-
ods with various prompts, orientations, and data sources
(ShapeNet-Part vs. Objaverse-ShapeNetPart, a benchmark
of the same object classes as ShapeNet-Part but sourced
from Objaverse that we constructed). We evaluate “{part}
of a {object}”, “{part}”, and top-k prompt. The
top-k prompt reproduces PointCLIPV2’s evaluation setup.
For each object class, PointCLIPV2 runs an iterative search
over 1400×nparts prompts per object category on the test set
to choose the best query text prompts. This hours-long test-
time search is unrealistic to perform in real applications.
Although our method is not designed with prompt search-
ing in mind, we follow the same procedure for our method
for fairness of evaluation. PointCLIPV2 is trained on this
dataset, and other methods are evaluated zero-shot. Tab. 4
shows that our method performs the best in 8 out of 9 con-
figurations. While Tab. 4 reports metrics on the subset of
ShapeNet-Part so that all methods can be evaluated strictly
on the same dataset, for methods that are fast enough to
evaluate on the full test set (FIND3D and PointCLIPV2),
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Seen Categories Unseen Categories

{part} of a
{object}

{part} {part} of a
{object}

{part}

PointCLIPV2 9.811 11.267 10.270 11.092
PartSLIP++ 2.690 15.031 0.572 10.427
OpenMask3D 11.810 11.934 7.013 10.307
FIND3D (ours) 33.775 34.095 26.205 27.409

Table 3. Detailed results on Objaverse. Two query prompts are evaluated: “{part} of a {object}”, and “{part}”. Our method
has a significant advantage in all evaluation configurations.

mIoU(%) Canonical Orientation Rotated Objaverse-ShapeNetPart

top-k {part} of
a {object}

{part} top-k {part} of
a {object}

{part} top-k {part} of
a {object}

{part}

PointCLIPV2 48.666 16.912 20.215 26.111 16.878 18.193 21.177 15.136 17.110
PartSLIP++ – 1.432 6.460 – 0.937 6.034 – 1.542 11.622
OpenMask3D – 8.938 10.373 – 6.748 14.556 – 15.870 13.768
Ours 43.613 28.386 24.085 43.781 29.637 23.712 50.002 42.151 30.018

Table 4. Detailed results on ShapeNet-Part subset. PointCLIPV2 is trained on this dataset, whereas other methods are evaluated zero-shot.
We evaluate different orientations, query prompts, and data domains (ShapeNet-Part vs. Objaverse-ShapeNetPart). We evaluate on 3
types of prompts: “{part} of a {object}”, “{part}”, and top-k. Top-k prompt reproduces the PointCLIPV2 paper, which runs
an iterative search over 1400 × nparts prompts per object category to choose the best query text prompts. For fairness of comparison, we
follow the same procedure to get top-k prompt metrics, although our method is not designed with prompt searching in mind, and it is not
realistic to conduct this hours-long searching process at inference time. Our method, despite being zero-shot on this dataset, has the best
performance in 8 out of 9 configurations—all configurations except for the canonical orientation with top-k prompt searching.

mIoU(%) Canonical Orientation Rotated

top-k {part} of
a {object}

{part} top-k {part} of
a {object}

{part}

PointCLIPV2 48.472 17.471 20.157 26.337 17.034 18.021
Ours 41.517 28.532 23.569 42.734 29.966 23.794

Table 5. Detailed results on ShapeNet-Part full test set. PartSLIP2 and OpenMask3D are too slow and thus infeasible to evaluate on the full
test set. The metrics are very close to the subset results in the previous table. Our method, despite being zero-shot on this dataset, has the
best performance in 5 out of 6 configurations—all configurations except for the canonical orientation with top-k prompt searching. This
searching process takes over an hour on an A100 and our method is not designed for test-time prompt searching.

we also report the full-set evaluation results in Tab. 5. We
note the full-set metrics are very close to the subset metrics.
On the full set, we also see our method to perform better in
5 out of 6 settings.

On both the full set and the subset, FIND3D, despite
being zero-shot on this dataset, is the best-performing
method in all configurations except for one—the canonical
orientation with test-time top-k prompt searching. In this
setting, PointCLIPV2, a method trained on this dataset
and designed with test-time prompt searching in mind,
performs slightly better. We note that this searching takes

over an hour on an A100, which is unrealistic to perform in
real applications. Our method is not designed for test-time
prompt searching.

PartNet-E. Tab. 6 provides comprehensive evaluations
on PartNet-E, both on the subset (for all methods) and on
the full set (for methods that are fast enough to evaluate on
the full set). PartSLIP++, trained on this dataset, achieves
the highest performance with the “{part}” prompts, yet
is very sensitive to prompt variation. We note that Part-
SLIP++ also releases category-specific checkpoints, but we
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mIoU(%) Canonical Orientation Rotated

Full Subset Full Subset

{part} of a
{object}

{part} {part} of a
{object}

{part} {part} of a
{object}

{part} {part} of a
{object}

{part}

PointCLIPV2 11.619 9.647 11.275 9.700 10.943 10.261 10.317 10.216
PartSLIP++ – – 5.123 32.705 – – 3.866 23.033
OpenMask3D – – 12.538 11.242 – – 11.933 11.673
Ours 17.143 16.211 16.861 16.384 17.703 16.819 17.620 17.164

Table 6. Detailed results on PartNet-E test set. We evaluate different orientations and query prompts. PartSLIP++ is trained on this dataset,
and other methods are evaluated zero-shot. Cells with “-” denote that the method is too slow to be evaluated on the full test set. We
evaluate with 2 types of prompts: “{part} of a {object}” and “{part}”. PartSLIP++ achieves the highest performance with the
“{part}” prompts, yet the performance drops 84% when we vary the query prompt. This dataset is more challenging for our method due
to the sparsity of labels and the presence of small parts that are not geometrically or colorfully prominent (e.g., buttons on a surface with
the same color). Nevertheless, our method is more robust to rotation and prompt variation, and clearly outperforms the other baselines not
trained on this dataset.

use the cross-category checkpoint for fairness of compari-
son. This dataset is more challenging for our method be-
cause 1) many objects contain small parts that are not ge-
ometrically or colorfully prominent, such as buttons on a
surface with the same color. 2) Some objects have very
sparse labels, such as a bottle with only less than 10% of
points labeled as “lid”. Our method has a tendency to pre-
dict densely (i.e. less likely to predict “no label”), and thus
performs less well on this dataset. Nevertheless, we see
our method to be more robust to rotation and prompt varia-
tion, and clearly outperforms the other baselines that are not
trained on this dataset. Furthermore, PartSLIP++ is a slow
2D-3D aggregation method, taking up to 3 minutes per ob-
ject. Our method is over 30× faster.
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