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Fig. 1. We propose an interactive framework to author 3D scenes using “Specialized Generative Primitives”, a lightweight and controllable generative model.
Casual video inputs are turned into a high-quality 3D representation using 3D Gaussian splats. Within our editor and with guidance from semantic segments,
users extract regions they wish to build a primitive from (colored region in the “Primitive library” window). After only 10 minutes of training, each primitive is
used to author assets independently using voxelized coarse conditioning inputs (“Asset generation” window). Generation follows two steps: (a) sampling using
Generative Cellular Automata, (b) a patch consistency step. Generated results can be further composited into a complex scene within a fully interactive viewer
(right-most window). In this scene, every asset was generated using our primitives with the exception of the environment map. We detail this composition in
the supplemental video.

Generating high-quality 3D digital assets often requires expert knowledge
of complex design tools. We introduce Specialized Generative Primitives, a
generative framework that allows non-expert users to author high-quality
3D scenes in a seamless, lightweight, and controllable manner. Each primi-
tive is an efficient generative model that captures the distribution of a single
exemplar from the real world. With our framework, users capture a video of
an environment, which we turn into a high-quality and explicit appearance
model thanks to 3D Gaussian Splatting. Users then select regions of interest
guided by semantically-aware features. To create a generative primitive,
we adapt Generative Cellular Automata to single-exemplar training and
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controllable generation. We decouple the generative task from the appear-
ance model by operating on sparse voxels and we recover a high-quality
output with a subsequent sparse patch consistency step. Each primitive can
be trained within 10 minutes and used to author new scenes interactively
in a fully compositional manner. We showcase interactive sessions where
various primitives are extracted from real-world scenes and controlled to
create 3D assets and scenes in a fewminutes. We also demonstrate additional
capabilities of our primitives: handling various 3D representations to control
generation, transferring appearances, and editing geometries.

CCS Concepts: • Computing methodologies → Graphics systems and
interfaces; Artificial intelligence.

Additional Key Words and Phrases: Interactive Tool, Generative Cellular Au-
tomata, 3D Gaussian Splatting, Scene Authoring, Patch-based Optimization
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1 INTRODUCTION
Sophisticated tools for designing 3D content require expertise, which
hinders the general public from experiencing interactive and intu-
itive control for 3D creation. Neural Radiance Fields (NeRF) [Milden-
hall et al. 2021] have revolutionized the task of 3D scene recon-
struction and novel view synthesis. Thanks to significant advances
in terms of speed [Müller et al. 2022], improved sampling tech-
niques [Barron et al. 2023], and open frameworks [Tancik et al.
2023], they have given everyone the possibility to casually cap-
ture complex scenes within minutes and at unprecedented levels
of realism. However, interactive and creative authoring beyond sim-
ple modifications of static scenes is still challenging. On the other
hand, recent advancements in generative frameworks [Hong et al.
2023; Poole et al. 2022; Ren et al. 2023] trained from large-scale im-
ages or foundation text-to-image priors [Rombach et al. 2022] and
3D datasets [Deitke et al. 2023] have enabled impressive creations.
However, they are limited to high-level control and modeling dis-
tributions contained in their training dataset [Dong et al. 2024; Po
and Wetzstein 2023; Wang et al. 2024b], thus precluding fine-level
feedback from users. Additionally, they are relatively slow due to
the sampling paradigms they rely on (e.g., diffusion).
We instead propose to take a radically different route: “What if

we could directly turn any casually captured NeRF into a generative
primitive and gather a collection of such specialized primitives that
we could use individually and recompose at will?”. We build on
the observation that most content-authoring tools from raster and
vector graphics editors [Adobe Inc. 2024a,b] to 3D and VR modeling
tools [Adobe Inc. 2024c; Media Molecule 2020; Oculus VR 2016]
usually rely on a set of primitives and brushes that artists collect
and learn to master over time. We transport this idea in a literal way
to NeRF, or more precisely 3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) [Kerbl
et al. 2023], by turning casually-captured scenes into Specialized
Generative Primitives. These primitives can be extracted intuitively
from neural 3D representations, trained within a moderate amount
of time, and used in real-time in a controllable and compositional
manner to author realistic 3D scenes.
To propose high-quality real-time authoring sessions, we use

3DGS [Kerbl et al. 2023] as our appearance model. This enables
users to start freely from a video and turn it into an explicit 3D
representation that can be further manipulated and converted into
a specialized generative model. Without external priors, building
a generative model over a complex and unstructured field of 3D
Gaussians is an extremely complicated task. We thus decouple the
task of learning a generative prior from modeling the actual appear-
ance. To do so, the initial set of 3D Gaussians is mapped to a sparse
voxel hierarchy augmented by semantically-aware features that we
distill from foundation models, namely DINO features [Caron et al.
2021]. To recover high-quality outputs, inspired by patch-based syn-
thesis algorithms [Barnes et al. 2009; Barnes and Zhang 2017], we
introduce a sparse and thus efficient patch consistency step over the
sparse volume of voxels.
Previous works [Li et al. 2023; Wang et al. 2022b] rely on dense

hierarchical patch-based synthesis as a generative model over ra-
diance fields. This comes at the cost of efficiency, lack of explicit
control, and struggles to reconstruct highly semantic or relatively

structured objects because it only relies on multi-scale patch statis-
tics. We instead propose to leverage Generative Cellular Automata
(GCA) [Zhang et al. 2021, 2022], a lightweight generative model that
operates directly on sparse 3D voxels. As a contribution, we extend
it to fast single-exemplar training (less than 10 minutes), modeling
appearance, and controllable generation conditioned on a coarser
level of the above-mentioned voxel hierarchy. GCA allows for fast
generation (0.5 to 2 seconds) which, combined with real-time ren-
dering of 3D Gaussians, enables seamless and iterative authoring
sessions.
As we seek to demonstrate an end-to-end creative solution, we

embed every part of this pipeline into a self-contained and intuitive
editor, from the selection and preparation of primitives to compo-
sitional editing. To do so, we introduce a suggestive and refinable
selection system, where we reuse the previously mentioned DINO
features. As no external priors are used, our primitives only produce
consistent results close to the original structure of the exemplar. To
nudge users to do so, we propose “exemplar brushes” that can be
built directly from the exemplar and resampled during authoring.

We implement our method as a fully interactive authoring frame-
work that we will release with this paper. To showcase it, we provide
a dataset of “Specialized Generative Primitives” built from scenes
casually captured with smartphones or drones. All the scenes used
in this paper are real-world scenes without any exception. We show
how our primitives can be used in different combinations and for
various applications. More concretely, our approach can model dis-
tributions at any scale: individual objects (e.g., a single flower),
human-scale regions (e.g., a garden, a pond), and large-scale scenes
(e.g., “miniature” city blocks, an island). With appropriate guidance,
our primitives can be applied to unstructured and moderately struc-
tured 3D distributions. We also show that our method naturally
applies to appearance transfer across shapes and primitives. Thanks
to our lightweight and decoupled generative model, we show that
users can instantly generate many diverse variants. This provides a
seamless interface to author content iteratively. We invite readers
to check our supplementary video. Finally, due to the explicitness
of 3D Gaussians, our primitives can be composed into complex real
scenes and further exported and shared on edge devices, such as
browsers and smartphones.

2 RELATED WORKS
Our generative primitives adapt various 3D representations from
state-of-the-art works to provide easy-to-control, high-quality 3D
scene authoring with coarse, but intuitive and explicit user control.
We first discuss recent advances in neural scene reconstructions and
leveraging additional signals in 3D in Section 2.1. We then touch
upon various 3D generation pipelines that allow user control in
Section 2.2. Lastly, Section 2.3 covers related works on intuitive
content authoring and exemplar-based works that share a similar
goal to ours.

2.1 High-quality Appearance Models & Semantic Features
NeRF-like appearance models. Since their introduction, Neural

Radiance Fields (NeRFs) [Mildenhall et al. 2021] have greatly bene-
fited 3D content creation. This can be explained in many ways: they
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Fig. 2. Overview of the user workflow (first row) and the underlying technical components (second row). Preparation phase. A user captures a 3D scene that is
reconstructed as 3D Gaussians augmented with DINO features. With the guidance of these features, the user can extract the region of interest as well as
optional “exemplar brushes”. A hierarchy of sparse voxels is built from the former and used to train a “specialized primitive” using GCA at a target resolution
conditioned on a given coarse resolution. Authoring phase. The user can author content with this primitive through multiple modalities (“exemplar brush”,
mesh, or direct voxel editing) that are converted into coarse voxels. The output of each primitive can be freely composited with other primitives or static 3D
Gaussian regions. Under the hood, each primitive samples a featurized grid of voxels at the target resolution from the coarse conditioning voxels through GCA.
These voxels are then remapped to the set of 3D Gaussians in the exemplar with our sparse patch consistency step.

provide high-quality appearance models [Barron et al. 2023; Wang
et al. 2023], efficient training [Fridovich-Keil et al. 2022; Müller
et al. 2022], and direct deployment on edge devices at real-time
framerates [Chen et al. 2023c; Duckworth et al. 2023]. Most impor-
tantly, they come with great ease of capture: they can be trained
directly from casual videos captured with hand-held devices. More
recently, 3DGS [Kerbl et al. 2023] has strengthened these arguments
by switching the paradigm from volume rendering to differentiable
rasterization through alpha-compositing of 3D Gaussians.

Feature fields & semantically-aware grouping. Volume rendering
and alpha-compositing can be extended to distill 2D feature maps
as feature fields [Kobayashi et al. 2022; Tschernezki et al. 2022]. This
has been used to leverage other modalities such as text [Radford
et al. 2021] through language embedded fields [Kerr et al. 2023]
or to perform advanced (hierarchical) grouping and scene under-
standing of 3D scenes [Bhalgat et al. 2024; Kim et al. 2024; Ye et al.
2023]. Inspired by these methods, we also train a feature field of
3D Gaussians with DINO features [Caron et al. 2021; Oquab et al.
2023]. In our work, these features serve a dual purpose: (a) when
quantized, they provide 3D semantic masks that we use as a sug-
gestive selection mechanism, (b) they provide additional semantic
information that we use to train our generative model from a single
exemplar. However, contrary to recent works that leverage these
features in their full dimensionality [Zhou et al. 2023], we seek
a solution amenable to interactive use, and we thus reduce their
dimension through PCA on a per-primitive basis.

2.2 Controllable Generation & Authoring
Controllable 3D generation. Controllable 3D generation methods

have recently greatly benefited from advances in 2D foundation

models [Rombach et al. 2022] and large-scale 3D datasets [Deitke
et al. 2023]. For instance, starting from text prompts, some works
leverage 2D diffusion priors through Score Distillation Sampling
(SDS) [Lin et al. 2023; Poole et al. 2022]. Major limitations of such
methods are the expensive optimization process, the limited control
and biases from text-to-image priors, and the focus on object-centric
representations. More recent methods have addressed some of these
limitations. Optimization has been amortized [Xie et al. 2024a], or
feed-forward architectures [Szymanowicz et al. 2023] have been pro-
posed. Additional control can be provided in the form of coarse shape
inputs [Dong et al. 2024], sketches [Chen et al. 2023d; Liu et al. 2024],
or 3D exemplars through fine-tuning [Wang et al. 2024b]. Scene
generation through layout control has also been proposed [Wu et al.
2024] but requires extensive procedural data generation and is thus
limited by the training distribution.

Editing of existing 3D object & scenes. Previous works have pro-
posed to edit NeRFs through explicit deformations of the radiance
volume [Jambon et al. 2023; Yuan et al. 2022] or following 3D
scene flows [Tang et al. 2024], using gradient propagation to stitch
parts [Gong et al. 2023], or editing color or style through image-
space losses [Wang et al. 2024a; Zhang et al. 2024]. More recently,
3DGS has made these edits even more straightforward. However,
such edits are heavily restricted to the initial structure of the scene
and often require cumbersome preparation stages. By combining
3DGS with an intuitive interface and the guidance of DINO fea-
tures, we propose a seamless authoring workflow. To extrapolate
beyond the distribution of the captured scene, controllable 3D gen-
eration techniques have been adapted to 3D scene editing [Chen
et al. 2023a; Zhuang et al. 2023] or mesh sculpting [Gao et al. 2023a].
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Image-to-image priors have been used to update NeRFs progres-
sively [Dihlmann et al. 2024; Haque et al. 2023]. Even when provid-
ing other forms of control (e.g., sketches [Mikaeili et al. 2023]), these
methods often rely strongly on text as a conditioning modality.

2.3 Intuitive Authoring & Exemplar-based Approaches
Progressive & intuitive authoring workflows. We seek a more

straightforward form of control building on the intuition that peo-
ple tend to “follow a coarse-to-fine drawing strategy, first outlining
the shape using longer strokes and then adding detail at the end
of the sketching process” [Eitz et al. 2012]. Progressive and guided
authoring strategies have been explored extensively in computer
graphics [Fernquist et al. 2011; Iarussi et al. 2013; Sarukkai et al.
2024b]. Often, the crucial point is the granularity of control pro-
vided to the user, as this implies a trade-off between expressivity
and ease of use. In 2D, this can be subsets of the original image [Mu
et al. 2024], sketches and masks [Zhang et al. 2023], or a collage of
exemplar layers [Sarukkai et al. 2024a]. For 3D tasks, this can be 2D
curves that are lifted in 3D [Dvorožňák et al. 2020; Zheng et al. 2024],
voxels [Hao et al. 2021], or even text through nested prompts [Cheng
et al. 2023]. We choose 3D voxels because, despite their simplicity,
they provide intuitive control that can lead to surprisingly com-
plex creations [Mojang Studios 2011]. More importantly, they are
adapted to efficiency, particularly for the generative model we in-
troduce in Section 5. Our work is also related to the task of shape
and appearance detailization [Chen et al. 2023b, 2021; Li et al. 2024].
However, we seek to stay close to an input scene to provide explicit
control on the distribution that is produced by our model.

Exemplar-based methods. This naturally leads to exemplar-based
methods [Diamanti et al. 2015]. To learn the generative prior and
amortize the cost of generating shapes, we draw inspiration from
recent works that operate over a single exemplar. These approaches,
both in 2D [Nikankin et al. 2022; Shaham et al. 2019; Wang et al.
2022a] and in 3D [Wu et al. 2023; Wu and Zheng 2022], rely on
random augmentations and limited receptive fields to yield relative
generalization. Contrary to concurrent works [Wu et al. 2023; Wu
and Zheng 2022], we do not learn a per-exemplar latent space (e.g.,
triplane) as we seek a solution that is fast enough for real-time ren-
dering and explicit enough for direct manipulation and control. We
achieve this with the guidance of additional features (i.e., DINO) and
using a probabilistic generative model operating directly on sparse
3D voxels, namely Generative Cellular Automata (GCA) [Zhang et al.
2021, 2022]. Another approach is also inspired by Cellular Automata,
namely Neural Cellular Automata (NCA) [Mordvintsev et al. 2020].
It has been used for generating 2D textures [Niklasson et al. 2021]
and UV-mapped textures on meshes [Pajouheshgar et al. 2023] in a
data-efficient manner. However, NCA is based on a different para-
digm inspired by biology.

Many exemplar-based methods rely on patch-based synthesis or
optimization [Barnes and Zhang 2017; Jung et al. 2024]. A seminal
work in this direction is the PatchMatch algorithm [Barnes et al.
2009]. Patch-based synthesis algorithms alternate repetitively be-
tween two stages: (a) an exact or approximate matching algorithm
pairs a patch of the target representation to a patch in the exem-
plar, (b) patches from the exemplar are aggregated to produce a

new target representation. This process is repeated multiple times,
usually until convergence is reached. Initially introduced in 2D,
this technique was recently repurposed as a 3D “generative model”
for natural scenes [Li et al. 2023]. This work uses a hierarchical
coarse-to-fine approach to synthesize a radiance volume. However,
relying on patch-based statistics in a unidirectional way (i.e., top-
down [Wang et al. 2022b]) fails to reproduce highly semantic or
structural information. Moreover, it operates densely over the ra-
diance volume. In our work, we instead introduce a patch-based
consistency step as the final stage of generation only. To do so, we
propose a sparse 3D formulation directly applicable to our sparse
voxelized representation.

3 OVERVIEW
Our pipeline is illustrated in Figure 2. The first row summarizes the
user workflow, highlighting the user-friendly interface of our 3D
authoring tool. We further present user creations in Section 6. The
second row in Figure 2 contains the technical components that our
system relies on. We provide detailed descriptions in Sections 4 and
5. We ablate the proposed components to analyze their effectiveness
and limitations in Section 7.

3.1 User Workflow
At a high level, the user first extracts primitives from casual inputs
(preparation phase) and uses them to author the scene (authoring
phase).

(1) Scene capture. Users start by capturing a video with a com-
modity device, for example, a smartphone. The scene should
contain the object or region from which the user wants to
build a generative primitive.

(2) Region selection. After only a few minutes, our system pro-
vides a 3D representation of the captured content. Then, users
can select the object or region within the scene guided by
suggestive segments from the interface. Users can adjust the
granularity of segments on the fly. This selection defines the
Specialized Generative Primitive.

(3) Brush creation. Additionally, users can further refine these
annotations and extract coarse subsets of the geometry using
the same mechanism. The latter will be used as exemplar
brushes to compose a novel scene.

(4) Primitive training & generation. After 10 minutes of training,
users can use the corresponding Specialized Generative Primi-
tive and their exemplar brushes to produce new variations of
the initial exemplar.

(5) Scene authoring. Users are now free to interactively compose
the primitives to build a scene with a high-quality appear-
ance, without requiring special expertise. Note that it is also
possible to mix and match, as we show in Section 6: one
can use brushes from other scenes, external meshes, or even
a manually designed set of voxels of a shape – any coarse
geometry can serve as a conditioning signal to the system.

The user, therefore, has complete control of the pipeline, from
capturing the ingredients for primitives to scene composition. Our
GUI provides an intuitive interface to support exploration.
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(a) Interactive viewer and selection tool (b) Conditioning (c) Asset generation (d) Composition

3D Mesh Exemplar brush

Voxel editing

GCA

Consist.
step

Multiple generationCoarse
voxel

Generation: 0.5~2 sec

Fig. 3. Illustration of our user interface. (a) Our interactive viewer runs at real-time framerates (30-60fps) and comes with a selection tool using the quantized
DINO features. Additional adjustments can be made at any stage with a manual selection tool. (b) Conditioning can be performed using “exemplar brushes,”
voxelized 3D meshes, or direct voxel editing. (c) From this coarse conditioning signal, diverse assets can be generated using GCA and a subsequent patch
consistency step. (d) Multiple generated assets can be composited into a single scene within our editor.

3.2 Technical Overview
We adapt 3D Gaussian Splatting [Kerbl et al. 2023] to reconstruct a
scene from various casual user inputs as a high-quality appearance
model similar to NeRF [Mildenhall et al. 2021] (Section 4.1). 3D
Gaussians can be rendered at interactive rates with explicit enti-
ties, which naturally allows the manipulation and composition of
complex scenes. However, individual 3D Gaussians are scattered
within the scene and it is hard to manipulate them as they miss
structure, such as connectivity. As described in Section 4.2, we aug-
ment 3D Gaussians with semantically-aware features distilled from
foundation models, namely DINO [Caron et al. 2021; Oquab et al.
2023]. These features provide a means to aggregate semantically
similar clusters, which can suggest intuitive segments of objects
or regions of interest within the scene. More concretely, in Sec-
tion 4.3, we describe our selection mechanism in which the user can
interactively examine the space of suggested clusters with different
levels of grouping, exploiting features from foundational models.
Our proposed approach approximates the latent space in reduced
dimensions such that the clustering remains fast and tractable to
quickly cover multiple levels of clusters with reasonable coherency.

Then we seek to turn this selection into a controllable generative
model trained from a single exemplar. Compared to conventional
generative models that use extensive data, our primitives are ex-
tracted tabula rasa, requiring a radically different generative model.
We thus propose to train a low-dimensional generative model, de-
tached from the task of learning appearance, to impose appropriate
inductive bias despite using a single exemplar. Our generative model
focuses on low-resolution sparse voxel grids with coarse condition-
ing (Section 4.5). Individual grid cells contain multiple Gaussian
splats, augmented with semantically-aware features used in the
selection step. We employ Generative Cellular Automata (GCA) as a
fast and data-efficient generative model that operates on regularly-
structured sparse voxels, presented in Section 5.1. Our generative
tool adapts GCA for controllable generation and single-exemplar
training (Section 5.2).
Finally, we remap and refine the low-dimensional generation

of GCA to the appearance space of the exemplar for high-quality

rendering (Section 5.3). Given the initial generation from the GCA
composed of featured voxels, we introduce a sparse patch consis-
tency operation on these voxels and subsequently fill them with the
3D Gaussians from the initial exemplar. While concurrent works
use patch-based synthesis [Li et al. 2023] as a generative prior to
produce hierarchically the radiance volume of natural scenes in a
dense manner, we rely on patch-based synthesis as a final consis-
tency step with minor changes to the voxels generated by GCA (see
Figure 8).

4 PREPARATION

4.1 Background: 3D Gaussian Splatting
3D Gaussian Splatting [Kerbl et al. 2023] represents scenes as a set of
𝑁 3D anisotropic Gaussians with positions 𝝁 ∈ R3 and covariance
matrices 𝚺 ∈ R3×3 parameterized by a scaling vector s ∈ R3 and
a rotation quaternion r ∈ R4. Their appearance is described by an
opacity coefficient 𝜂 ∈ R and a view-dependent color c : R3 → R3
originally parameterized by spherical harmonics with coefficients
𝜸 ∈ R𝑚 (where𝑚 is typically 16 for spherical harmonics of degree 3).
3D Gaussians are rendered and optimized through a differentiable
alpha-compositing rasterization algorithm as follows:

𝐶 =
∑︁
𝑖

c(𝑖 )𝛼 (𝑖 )
𝑖−1∏
𝑗=1

(1 − 𝛼 ( 𝑗 ) ), where 𝛼 (𝑖 ) = 𝜂 (𝑖 )𝐺 (𝑖 )
2D (x) (1)

and 𝐺
(𝑖 )
2D (x) is the 2D linearized Gaussian density kernel of 3D

Gaussian 𝑖 after projecting it on the 2D viewplane. Please refer to
[Kerbl et al. 2023] for more details on the rendering algorithm.

4.2 3D Gaussians Augmented with Semantically-aware
Features

Given the unstructured mixture of independent Gaussians, we aug-
ment them with additional semantically-aware features f ∈ R𝑑 .
More precisely, we rely on DINO features [Caron et al. 2021; Oquab
et al. 2023], which have shown robust performance across vari-
ous tasks, including zero-shot segmentation. As these features are
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(a) Selected Scene (b) Exemplar Brushes

Voxel edit

Exemplar brush

(c) Interactive scene authoring with exemplar brushes and voxels

Fig. 4. From a selected scene, “exemplar brushes” representing regions of
the scene, such as the waterfall or rocks, can be extracted within our editor.
Authoring can then be performed coarsely by resampling these primitives
and/or directly editing the voxels.

defined as 2D feature maps, we distill them in 3D by simply sub-
stituting f (𝑖 ) to c(𝑖 ) in Equation 1. Contrary to colors, we assume
they are view-independent. Additional implementation details are
provided in Appendix C.1.
The features provide coarse semantic information to guide our

semi-automatic selection tool (Section 4.3) and our generative model
(Section 4.5). However, DINO features have high dimensions by de-
fault, typically 756, which would induce a significant memory and
computational cost with a large number of Gaussians and be a more
complicated signal to model in the generative task. Consequently,
we reduce their dimension by applying a joint PCA across all the
feature maps extracted from the training images. For simplicity
and efficiency, we choose 𝑑 = 8. We use DINOv1 features [Caron
et al. 2021] as we observed artifacts when extracting DINOv2 fea-
tures [Oquab et al. 2023] as reported in previous works [Yang et al.
2023].

4.3 Suggestive Selection Mechanism
Real-world scenes captured by users often contain diverse back-
grounds and surrounding objects without clear boundaries. This
thus calls for an intuitive selection mechanism. We interactively
provide a suggestive selection by aggregating regions with similar
features. More precisely, we quantize the feature field using standard
𝑘-means clustering, where the user can manually adjust the number
𝑘 of clusters. Due to its simplicity, this operation can be performed
interactively, forming an intuitive workflow as shown in Figure
19 (Appendix D). Furthermore, selected regions can be refined by
applying subsequent annotation steps or by selecting/pruning sets
of 3D Gaussians with an interactive tool we show in Figure 3.a
(bottom) and in the supplementary video.

Reference 643 323 163

Fig. 5. Starting from an arbitrary set of anisotropic 3D Gaussians (left), we
build a hierarchy of voxels, each bearing a unique feature. The finest level
is progressively downsampled to produce coarser levels. Ultimately, only
two levels will be used: a coarse conditioning resolution and a finer target
resolution for generating sparse voxels. Features are only retained for the
target resolution.

3D Gaussians Mean aggregation Max aggregation

Fig. 6. Averaging features of Gaussians within a given voxel tends to “wash
out” statistics (center). We thus prefer to pick the feature of a single rep-
resentative Gaussian (right), which we choose to be the highest opacity
one. In this figure, we show this at a coarse resolution and on RGB colors
directly for visualization purposes.

4.4 User Conditioning
This 3D annotation mechanism is directly used to produce coarse
"exemplar brushes" through which users can paint regions illustrated
in Figure 4.b. This system nudges users to stay close to the distribu-
tion captured by our generative model throughout authoring.
Pruning the initial set of 3D Gaussians is not only beneficial to

isolate the region of interest but it also provides the generative
model with a precise and well-behaved distribution. We highlight
this in Section 7.2 and Figure 14.

4.5 Preparing a Sparse Feature Grid
Given a region or an object selected by a user, we convert the
corresponding set of 3D Gaussians and their features into a low-
dimensional and regular spatial representation, facilitating the train-
ing of our 3D generative models conditioned on user inputs. We
maintain the process fast and memory-efficient by employing sparse
3D voxels.

Each Gaussian is associated with a grid cell based on its center 𝝁
position, and we instantiate a voxel only if there exists a Gaussian
whose opacity 𝜂 exceeds a given threshold 𝜂thres = 0.1. We call these
voxels “surface voxels”. We build a hierarchy of surface voxels V =

(𝑉𝑖 ) to enable generation and conditioning at different resolutions.
Each level is obtained by downsampling the previous one starting
from the finest resolution: 𝑉0 : 1283 → 𝑉1 : 643 → 𝑉2 : 323 → 𝑉3 :
163, as illustrated in Figure 5. Only two resolutions (“coarse” and
“target”) will be retained for the generative modeling task described
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Fig. 7. At each time step 𝑡 , GCA samples a new state 𝑠𝑡+1 composed of sparse
voxel occupancies equipped with features from 𝑝𝜃 (𝑠𝑡+1 |𝑠𝑡 , 𝑠0 ) . Recursively
applying the transition kernel 𝑝𝜃 to the initial state 𝑠0 yields the final
generated state 𝑠𝑇 . We adapt GCA to conditional generation by choosing
𝑠0 to be the upsampled coarse set of conditioning voxels and concatenating
it to 𝑠𝑡 each time 𝑝𝜃 is applied (gray arrows on the top).

in Section 5.2. We discuss the trade-offs between these resolutions
in Section 7.2.
Instead of learning a per-exemplar latent space with an auto-

encoder [Wu et al. 2023], we rely directly on our field of 3D Gaus-
sians and assign each voxel a feature. When assigning a voxel its
feature, the corresponding feature should uniquely represent an
arbitrarily large number of 3D Gaussians contained within the cell.
Figure 6 shows that naïve averaging would destroy information. To
mitigate this, we propose to select the Gaussian with the highest
opacity, which contains more distinctive evidence. To maximize
the amount of information from the scene and facilitate the low-
dimensional conditional generative modeling task presented in Sec-
tion 5, we choose this feature to be a mixture of appearance features
and semantic features. In our case, this means spherical harmonics
coefficients and the distilled DINO features presented in Section 4.2.
In practice, we use four dimensions for each of them, resulting in
an 8-dimensional feature per voxel. For consistency, each of them is
independently PCA-ed and subsequently re-normalized.

5 LEARNING SPECIALIZED GENERATIVE PRIMITIVES
To learn a generative prior on sparse voxels, we adapt Generative
Cellular Automata (GCA) [Zhang et al. 2021, 2022]. At a high level,
our generative model is only trained to predict occupied surface
voxels and their corresponding features as described in the previous
section.

5.1 Background: Generative Cellular Automata
GCA represents shapes as a set of sparse voxels, also denoted as cells,
equipped with features, 𝑠 = {(𝑐, 𝑜𝑐 , 𝑧𝑐 ) |𝑐 ∈ Z3, 𝑜𝑐 ∈ {0, 1}, 𝑧𝑐 ∈ R𝐾 },
where 𝑜𝑐 denotes the binary occupancy of a cell, 𝑐 its coordinates
and 𝑧𝑐 the feature attached to the cell 𝑐 . Given an initial state 𝑠0, GCA
generates a completed state 𝑠𝑇 by recursively sampling intermediate
states 𝑠1:𝑇 = {𝑠1 → . . . → 𝑠𝑇 }:

𝑠𝑡+1 ∼ 𝑝𝜃 (·|𝑠𝑡 ), (2)

where 𝑇 is a predefined number of transition steps and 𝑝𝜃 is a local
transition kernel with parameters 𝜃 . The process is illustrated in
Figure 7. The transition kernel is parameterized as a U-Net [Ron-
neberger et al. 2015] and uses sparse convolutions [Graham et al.
2018], which are crucial to process data efficiently in 3D. At a given

time step 𝑡 , only transitions in the direct neighborhood of occu-
pied cells are considered. The neighborhood of a state is defined as
N(𝑠𝑡 ) = {𝑐′ ∈ Z3 | 𝑑 (𝑐, 𝑐′) ≤ 𝑟, 𝑜𝑐 = 1, 𝑐 ∈ Z3} where 𝑑 is the L1
distance. To keep inference tractable, transition kernels are factor-
ized for each cell inN(𝑠𝑡 ) independently (Eq. 3) and the distribution
of a single cell 𝑝𝜃 (𝑜𝑐 , 𝑧𝑐 ) is further decoupled into occupancy 𝑜𝑐
followed by 𝑧𝑐 (Eq. 4):

𝑝 (𝑠𝑡+1 |𝑠𝑡 ) =
∏

𝑐∈N(𝑠𝑡 )
𝑝𝜃 (𝑜𝑐 , 𝑧𝑐 |𝑠𝑡 ) (3)

=
∏

𝑐∈N(𝑠𝑡 )
𝑝𝜃 (𝑜𝑐 |𝑠𝑡 )𝑝𝜃 (𝑧𝑐 |𝑠𝑡 , 𝑜𝑐 ). (4)

Binary occupancy transition kernels are parameterized as Bernoulli
distributions while feature kernels are parameterized as Gaussian
distributions

𝑝𝜃 (𝑜𝑐 |𝑠𝑡 ) = Ber(𝜆𝜃,𝑐 ), (5)

𝑝𝜃 (𝑧𝑐 |𝑠𝑡 , 𝑜𝑐 ) =
{
𝛿0 if 𝑜𝑐 = 0
𝑁 (𝜇𝜃,𝑐 , 𝜎𝑡 I) if 𝑜𝑐 = 1.

(6)

where 𝜆𝜃,𝑐 ∈ [0, 1] and 𝜇𝜃,𝑐 are directly predicted by the U-Net and
𝛿0 is a Dirac delta distribution indicating that 𝑧𝑐 = 0 when 𝑜𝑐 = 0.
For occupied voxels (𝑜𝑐 = 1), 𝑧𝑐 follows a normal distribution whose
standard deviation 𝜎𝑡 is progressively annealed during sampling.
GCA is trained through a process called Infusion [Bordes et al.

2017], which we describe and discuss further in Appendix A. In-
tuitively, starting from a state 𝑠0, Infusion supervises the learned
transition kernel 𝑝𝜃 (𝑠𝑡+1 |𝑠𝑡 ) to stay close to an “infused kernel”
biased towards a target shape 𝑥 .

5.2 Extending GCAs to Single-exemplar Training and
Controllable Generation

Training crop 
Receptive field 

A challenge in our setting arises from the
fact that we wish to learn a distribution from
a single exemplar. As we ablate in Section
7.1, using the original U-Net architecture of
GCA [Zhang et al. 2021, 2022] causes direct
overfitting on the input exemplar. To tackle
this issue, we build on the observations from
previous works that train generative models
from a single image or shape [Nikankin et al.
2022;Wang et al. 2022a] and propose to severely hinder the receptive
field of the U-Net by only performing one downsampling operation
and using very shallow ResNet blocks. Additionally, we show that
training on smaller, yet not too small, crops of the original shape [Wu
et al. 2023] helps the network learn local structure in a moderately
generalizable manner. Full implementation details are provided in
Appendix C.2.

Another key objective of our method is control. To make shape
generation conditional, we leverage the explicit nature of sparse
voxel generation in GCA. More concretely, from the voxel hierarchy
V introduced in Section 4.5, we select a target resolution 𝑟𝑡 (e.g.,
643) and a coarse conditioning resolution 𝑟𝑐 (e.g. 163). Given a coarse
geometric input shape at resolution 𝑟𝑐 , we upsample the correspond-
ing set of voxels to target resolution 𝑟𝑡 . We use the corresponding
cells as the initial state 𝑠0 and to provide an actual conditioning
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GCA Voxel-wise NN Patch-wise NN Consistency step

Fig. 8. GCA is only trained to predict occupancy and a feature for each voxel. Voxel-wise NN. Naively remapping each predicted voxel to its nearest feature in
the exemplar and filling in the corresponding 3D Gaussians fails to produce consistent results due to local consistency and the approximate predictions of
GCA. Patch-wise NN. Using the patch-wise distance defined in Equation 7 improves visual coherence but still fails to account for modeling errors. Consistency
Step. We thus propose an additional sparse patch consistency operation to refine missing local statistics.

signal to GCA, we also concatenate them as an additional input
to the network at every step 𝑡 . Note that features are initialized at
random following a standard normal distribution. In other words,
we only condition on coarse geometry. Our GCAs are then trained
to produce the reference shape and features at resolution 𝑟𝑡 by sam-
pling 𝑠1:𝑇 . Figures 1 and 3.c illustrate the practical conditioning and
sampling process. During training, the conditioning shape is the
reference shape (i.e., teacher-forcing) while at inference, this can
be any coarse voxelized shape derived from a mesh, a region from
another scene, a subset of voxels from the current scene, etc. As
we show in Section 7.2, the relative choice of 𝑟𝑡 and 𝑟𝑐 is crucial to
produce controllable and diverse outputs. If not mentioned, we use
𝑟𝑡 = 643 and 𝑟𝑐 = 163.

5.3 Sparse Patch Consistency Step
Since the above-mentioned generative model only predicts voxel
occupancies and features, we must remap this low-dimensional
output to the pre-existing (selected) set of Gaussians of the exemplar
scene. As a first naive approach, we can easily map each generated
voxel to its nearest neighbor in the exemplar with respect to the
predicted feature, we denote this as “Voxel-wise NN”. As shown in
Figure 8, this approach fails to produce consistent results as each
voxel is considered independently from its neighbors. Using a patch-
wise distance to find nearest neighbors, denoted as “Patch-wise NN”,
brings partial consistency but the result remains unsatisfactory as it
ignores shared local coherence between voxels and does not account
for voxels that GCA might have failed to generate.
To tackle this problem, we draw inspiration from the image-

processing literature with an additional patch consistency opera-
tion. Patch-based synthesis was originally introduced on images
for which the domain is dense and simple per-pixel metrics can be
directly applied. However, in 3D, we need to account for the notion

of occupancy. To side-step the problem, Sin3DGen [Li et al. 2023]
converts the radiance volume into a dense bounded signed distance
field by flood filling unoccupied cells. Approximate matching with
PatchMatch [Barnes et al. 2009] (i.e., using a Nearest Neighbor Field)
is then applied at multiple resolutions based on a weighted L2 dis-
tance between geometric and appearance features. On the other
hand, we wish to retain sparsity throughout the whole process. To
do so, we introduce a distance that operates directly on sparse vox-
els. We further discuss the differences between our approach and
Sin3DGen in Appendix B.
Let 𝑃𝑖 = (O𝑖 , F𝑖 ) be an arbitrary patch where O𝑖 ∈ {0, 1}𝑝 is the

occupancy within the patch, F𝑖 ∈ {0, 1}𝑝×𝑑 the features within the
patch and 𝑝 = 𝑙3 the patch size. At each iteration, we consider only
patches centered at surface voxels. Given a patch 𝑃𝑒 (resp. 𝑃𝑔) in the
exemplar (resp. in the generated shape), our distance is given by:

d(𝑃𝑒 , 𝑃𝑔) = (1 −𝑤) docc (𝑃𝑒 , 𝑃𝑔) +𝑤 dfeat (𝑃𝑒 , 𝑃𝑔), (7)

where

docc (𝑃𝑒 , 𝑃𝑔) = 1 −
O𝑒 · O𝑔

𝑝
, (8)

dfeat (𝑃𝑒 , 𝑃𝑔) = 1 −
F𝑒 · F𝑔
O𝑒 · O𝑔

. (9)

The dot product F𝑒 · F𝑔 in Equation 9 can be directly interpreted as a
“masked” cosine similarity between the corresponding features. This
holds because these features are normalized as presented in Sec-
tion 4.5 (i.e., with values in [−1, 1]) and because we give unoccupied
voxels within a patch a zero feature. In practice, we independently
normalize each component of our mixture of features introduced in
Section 4.5, i.e., appearance and semantic features. Consequently,
we implement dfeat as two independent distances that we simply av-
erage. The re-normalization term in Equation 9 guarantees that we
don’t prioritize patches with fewer intersecting voxels but consistent
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Exemplar

Fig. 9. Starting from the exemplar on the left, we demonstrate various results generated by each corresponding primitive given different conditioning shapes.
All examples are derived from real scenes. The first row is based on a drone video found on Youtube.

matching features. As we proceed sparsely, we can even perform an
exhaustive matching operation. After matching, we blend features
by averaging them weighted by occupancy to consider only the con-
tribution of overlapping features. Moreover, at each step, we update
occupancy based on a voting strategy where a voxel is considered
occupied if the proportion of occupied voxels in all overlapping
patches reaches a threshold 𝛽 (chosen to be 0.5 in our experiments).
In addition to matching features locally with the exemplar, this also
enables us to grow and ungrow voxels. As this should only yield
small refinements, we limit additional voxels from being added far-
ther than a distance 𝜆patch from the initial shape generated by GCA.
In practice, we use a patch size of 𝑙 = 5, 7 iterations and 𝜆patch = 2.

6 SCENE AUTHORING RESULTS

6.1 User Interface
We embed the previously described technical components into an
intuitive user interface depicted in Figure 3. This interface builds
on the real-time capabilities of 3D Gaussian Splatting and comes
with an interactive 3D viewer that allows one to navigate scenes
and select objects with the guidance of the mechanism described in
Section 4.3. Additional refinement can be performed using a manual
selection tool. Note that it is also possible to select regions directly
from this tool. Control is achieved through coarse geometry from
any input that can be turned into a coarse voxel grid. In practice,

we provide 3 input types shown in Figure 3.b: 3D meshes, “exem-
plar brushes” and direct voxel editing. All of them can be used
interchangeably and in a fully composable manner.
The generation process is illustrated in Figure 3.c. Given the

coarse conditioning voxels, GCA generates a finer featurized voxel
grid that is subsequently remapped to 3D Gaussians through our
patch consistency step. For visual feedback during generation, we
visualize the growing process using “Voxel-wise NN” matching as
introduced in Section 5.3 and shown in Figure 8. The complete sam-
pling including the consistency step process takes 0.5 to 2 seconds,
thus allowing multiple samples to be drawn until satisfaction. Each
generated shape from a given specialized primitive is denoted as a
“layer”, similar to existing 2D tools [Adobe Inc. 2024b]. At any time,
users can choose to resample primitives. Layers can be composed,
duplicated, displaced, rotated, etc. We also provide an additional
tone-mapping tool to adjust the color of 3D Gaussians and support
for environment maps as can be seen in Figure 1.

6.2 Creations
To showcase our method, we manually created a variety of primi-
tives entirely within our user interface. To illustrate the practical fea-
sibility of our method, these primitives were extracted and trained
from videos we captured directly from our smartphones, except
for the two aisles in Figure 18, which were taken from the LeRF
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Fig. 10. Our primitives can be used to transfer appearances to a mesh
(columns 1-2) or another primitive (column 3). More precisely, given an
input exemplar (row 1), and a target geometry (row 2), the target geometry
is converted to conditioning voxels (row 3), and the exemplar primitive
is used to generate a new result (row 4). In the right-most example, we
show that with additional manual intervention, this idea can be pushed
to perform more complex edits between scenes. Here, the sculptures were
directly generated using the conditioning shown on the third row and the
original cactuses were removed manually with our selection tool.

dataset [Kerr et al. 2023] and two Youtube videos 1. In other words,
all the scenes we used are real and not synthetic. Figure 9 shows
generated results given various conditional inputs. Figure 18 in Ap-
pendix D shows that the same conditioning input leads to diverse
generated results. In Figure 10, we show that our method can also
be used to transfer the appearance of a given exemplar to other ge-
ometries or to compose multiple scenes. Finally, in the supplemental
video, we provide an example of a full authoring session during
which multiple primitives are used and composed interactively.

7 TECHNICAL ANALYSIS
We implement our framework in Python using a custom version of
Polyscope [Sharp et al. 2019] as our front-end viewer. Providing a
high-level and accessible codebase to benefit scientific and creative
communities was a key design choice. Our 3D Gaussian Splatting
renderer is built on top of gsplat v0.1.11 [Ye et al. 2024] and a few

1The island in Figure 9 was captured by @travelpixified: https://tinyurl.com/ckjrufz8.
The village in Figures 1 and 18 was captured by @4kdronefootage: https://tinyurl.com/
h5b99mbp
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Fig. 11. Online timings for training (left) and generation (right). We report
training times for 40 manually designed primitives across various objects
and regions (left). Even for a large number of voxels in the input exemplar,
training time is almost always below 10 minutes. Conditioned on each
manual input, we generate 10 samples and report the average generation
time for GCA (red, right) and the subsequent patch consistency operation
(green, right). Generation in sum takes less than 2 seconds in most cases.

Table 1. Using more lightweight U-Nets also implies smaller model sizes
and faster training and generation times (without the consistency step). All
values were obtained on the primitive shown in Figure 12. Inference timings
were averaged over 10 generated samples.

Model size Training Generation

U-Net Light (depth=1) 0.95MB 4.54min 198.89ms
U-Net Light (depth=2) 4.21MB 6.25min 199.98ms
U-Net Light (depth=3) 17.12MB 7.61min 215.78ms
cGCA [Zhang et al. 2022] 468.19MB 23.40min 328.74ms

additional routines from nerfstudio [Tancik et al. 2023]. Our imple-
mentation of GCA is based on Zhang et al. [2021, 2022] and uses
MinkowskiEngine [Choy et al. 2019] for sparse tensor computations.
Additional implementation details are provided in Appendix C.

The experiments throughout this section were performed on a
desktop with an AMD Ryzen 7 7700 CPU (8 cores), 32 GiB of RAM,
and an NVIDIA GeForce RTX 4090 (24 GiB of VRAM). We use Linux
kernel 6.5.0, Python 3.11.8, CUDA 11.8, and NVIDIA driver 550 on
the software side.

7.1 Model Architecture & Random Augmentations
A crucial design choice to train GCA on a single exemplar comes
from the architecture of the network. As shown in Figure 12, naively
using the deep U-Net architecture proposed by Zhang et al. [2022],
denoted as cGCA, results in plain overfitting on the input shape and
appearance. This can be explained by both the large receptive field
and the model capacity of the original backbone. To mitigate this
effect, we propose a lighter model composed of a single ResNet block
per resolution with 16 base channels and channels multiplied by 2
for each resolution. In Figure 12 and Table 1, we use “U-Net Light
(depth=𝑛)” to designate this architecture with 𝑛 − 1 contractions.
“U-Net Light (depth=2)” strikes a good balance between diversity
and structure. We thus choose it as our base architecture. Addi-
tionally, as shown in Table 1, using a dramatically smaller network
significantly boosts training and inference speed. This is key to a
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Exemplar

Conditioning

U-Net Light 

(depth=1)
U-Net Light 

(depth=3)
cGCA 

[Zhang et al. 2022] 
U-Net Light 

(depth=2)
U-Net Light 

(depth=2)
w/o augmentations 

Fig. 12. Given the input exemplar on the left, we train GCA with various architectures with different receptive fields. We then generate multiple samples with
a larger input conditioning signal. Even with a small number of parameters, a too-large receptive field (i.e., U-Net Light (depth=3)) yields samples with low
diversity and large redundant blocks. Conversely, a too-small receptive field (i.e., U-Net Light (depth=1)) causes the network to produce too unstructured
samples, often partially satisfying the conditioning signal. Even with a smaller receptive field, models trained without random augmentations produce samples
with low diversity and discontinuities matching the limits of the input exemplar (right-most column).

Exemplar Generated

Scale

Fig. 13. From a given input exemplar on the left, we generate a shape given
the same input mesh at different scales. Note that the mesh is always
voxelized to condition generation. Far from the structural distribution of
the input exemplar, the primitive fails to produce consistent outputs.

tractable workflow where users can interact with primitives they
prepared without long training times. We report the training and
generation performance of our method in Figure 11.

Incorporating random crops of the original set of voxels enhances
the diversity of generated results despite training primitives with
a limited set of inputs. The results in the right-most column of
Figure 12 exhibit discontinuities with limited diversity without such
random augmentations.

7.2 Voxels for Generative Primitives
In Section 4.5, we introduced a voxel hierarchy with multiple res-
olutions. In Figure 21 (Appendix D), we highlight the trade-offs
between each resolution for conditioning and generation. The rel-
ative scales between the conditioning and the target are crucial
to balance fidelity and diversity. Building on these observations,
we choose 𝑟𝑡 = 643 and 𝑟𝑐 = 163 as a compromise. This implies a
generation-to-conditioning ratio of 4.
Being trained on a single exemplar without external priors, our

generative model cannot extrapolate to inputs that are structurally
too far from its initial distribution. We illustrate this phenomenon
in Figure 13. For the same reason, it is also essential to carefully
select the target distribution of the primitive. As shown in Figure 14,
properly isolating flowers from their pot allows us to use the brush

Selection 1 Selection 2

Fig. 14. With two different selections of the same scene, generalization can
be severely hindered by structural artifacts that lie beyond the invariances
that can be captured by GCA as it operates on axis-aligned voxel grids.

without artifacts in a more general context. As each primitive is
only conditioned through coarse voxels, ambiguities appear for com-
plicated scenes where the same coarse geometry may be partially
repeated throughout the scene. Since our GCA cannot observe the
full generation, this results in “out of place” generated results as
illustrated in Figure 15.

Another issue arises from the limits of a given selection. Both GCA
and our patch consistency step attribute a specific geometric feature
to irregular boundaries that they try to reproduce during generation.
We illustrate this phenomenon in Figure 20 (Appendix D).

7.3 Sparse Patch Consistency Step
In Figure 22 (Appendix D), we show the impact of each parameter of
our sparse patch consistency operation. In the first row, we illustrate
the impact of patch size 𝑝 = 𝑙3. A small patch size length (i.e., 𝑙 = 3)
matches local statistics and ignores structure. A large patch size leads
to more intensive computations (especially for a large number of
voxels) without significant improvements. Our patch consistency is
evaluated by combining the occupancy 𝑑occ and the feature distance
𝑑feat as presented in Equation 7. Biasing the total distance towards
the occupancy term 𝑑occ causes the algorithm to match dominant
geometric statistics, which results in local flattening and repetitions.
On the other hand, biasing it towards the feature term 𝑑feat leads to
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Exemplar

Conditioning

Fig. 15. Due to its limited receptive field and capacity, ourmodel can confuse
some regions with others during generation. This is particularly noticeable
when the distribution of the exemplar is too diverse (i.e., scene-level) and
different regions with different semantics share the same coarse geometry.

Exemplar

Conditioning Generated voxels

Exemplar Remapped
Gaussians

Remapped
Gaussians

Fig. 16. Our method operates on fixed-size voxels that can only be retrieved
from the set of voxels in the exemplar. For axis-aligned structured primitives
(left) and large-scale primitives (right), this comes with noticeable artifacts,
namely misalignment (left) and cracks (right).

severe artifacts. The expansion distance 𝜆patch defines the possible
deviation range from the original generated voxels. The last row
shows that a small 𝜆patch may severely confine the patch consistency
step to the possibly erroneous output of GCA and lead to incomplete
objects. On the other hand, a large value leads to spurious and
uncontrolled expanded regions. Note that by default, we always use
a patch size of length 𝑙 = 5, 7 iterations, 𝑤 = 0.5 for the weight
between the occupancy distance 𝑑occ and the feature distance 𝑑feat,
and a maximum expansion distance 𝜆patch = 2.0.
Treating appearance and geometry as fixed-size voxels that are

only resampled from the exemplar naturally introduces discontinu-
ities, as shown in Figure 16. This can occur because the selection
bounding box is not perfectly aligned with the structure of interest,
the practical size of a voxel does not match the local structure of
the exemplar, or because there is simply no way to bind two such
regions of the scene. This phenomenon becomes particularly no-
ticeable when training primitives on very large distributions (e.g.,
entire scene), as shown on the right of Figure 16.

8 CONCLUSION & DISCUSSION
We propose “Specialized Generative Primitives”, a lightweight and
compositional generative framework to author high-quality 3D
scenes from casual user inputs through coarse conditioning. Key
to our method is the ability to perform every step of our pipeline,
from preparation to composition, within an interactive viewer. Each
specialized primitive is obtained from a single real-world exemplar
captured within a video. We use 3D Gaussian Splatting as a fast and
detailed appearance model. We adapt Generative Cellular Automata
as an efficient and controllable generative model. Our choice of a
voxelized representation suggests an approximate geometric layout
and allows explicit user edits. We achieve single-exemplar train-
ing of GCA by using a low-dimensional representation detached
from the complexity of 3D Gaussians, injecting semantically-aware
features, and employing a small network trained with random aug-
mentations. Training our primitives takes less than 10 minutes.
Finally, we propose a sparse patch consistency step to efficiently
transform the coarse-generated voxels into 3D Gaussians with a
high-quality appearance. Complete generation takes 0.5 to 2 seconds
for each primitive, enabling truly interactive authoring sessions.
Through various examples, we show that our primitives can be used
to model and author various distributions and enable diverse appli-
cations: scene composition, appearance transfer, mixing primitives
and scenes and more.

Limitations & future work. Being trained from a single exemplar
without additional external priors, our generative model naturally
exhibits limited generalization capabilities. However, by relying
directly on the input exemplar 3D representation, our appearance
model directly reflects what is captured and selected by the user, thus
providing a different aspect of controllability. A promising avenue
could be to explore bridges with 3D generative models that employ
large-scale priors. Conversely, distilling general priors into special-
ized representations like ours could offer compact, “resamplable”,
and controllable alternatives to the currently frozen outputs of large
models. Even if inference has been dramatically reduced, large-scale
models remain multiple orders of magnitude bigger than ours and
come with intensive computational requirements, precluding their
use on edge devices.
Our appearance model uses the original form of 3D Gaussian

Splatting [Kerbl et al. 2023] andmay benefit from recent variations to
overcome its inherent limitations. For example, splats reconstructed
from casual user inputs may vary significantly in quality, especially
when captured by non-experts. For these, solutions have recently
been explored [Bulò et al. 2024; Kheradmand et al. 2024]. We may
also integrate formulation to allow relighting of 3D Gaussians [Gao
et al. 2023b]. While our generative backbone has low memory usage
(Section 7.2), 3D Gaussians can exceed 1GB for some primitives. By
the same argument, we could leverage recent advances to compress
3D Gaussians [Lee et al. 2024; Papantonakis et al. 2024].
Since we seek a real-time and interactive solution, many com-

ponents sacrifice precision and fine-grained control for efficiency.
For example, our intuitive selection mechanism may explore more
precise segmentation techniques, e.g., hierarchical grouping [Kim
et al. 2024]. Furthermore, we could expand our axis-aligned random
augmentations to allow other forms of invariances, such as rotation
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or scaling, and incorporate more general patch consistency infor-
mation at the expense of additional parameters [Barnes et al. 2010].
In Section 7.2, we showed that the choice of resolution is crucial for
both generative modeling and defining the granularity at which a
primitive can be controlled. Exploring automatic ways of defining
such a resolution and scale could be an exciting direction for future
works. A more complex solution would jointly train multiple nested
models and use the one with a target level of granularity at which a
user wishes to author content as suggested by recent multi-scale
approaches [Rao et al. 2022; Ren et al. 2023].
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A TRAINING GENERATIVE CELLULAR AUTOMATA

A.1 Infusion Training and Loss
GCA is trained through a process called Infusion [Bordes et al. 2017].
Intuitively, starting from a state 𝑠0, Infusion supervises the learned
transition kernel 𝑝𝜃 (𝑠𝑡+1 |𝑠𝑡 ) to stay close to an “infused kernel”
biased towards a target shape 𝑥 :
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𝑡 , 𝑜𝑐 , 𝑥), (11)

which is factorized similar to the transition kernel in Equations 3
and 4. The conditional distributions of 𝑜𝑐 and 𝑧𝑐 are gradually biased
towards the ground truth final shape 𝑥 according to an infusion rate
𝛼𝑡 which increases linearly with time step 𝑡 , i.e., 𝛼𝑡 = min(𝛼1𝑡 +
𝛼0, 1), where 𝛼1 > 0:

𝑞𝑡
𝜃
(𝑜𝑐 |𝑠𝑡 , 𝑥) = 𝐵𝑒𝑟 ((1 − 𝛼𝑡 )𝜆𝜃,𝑐 + 𝛼𝑡1[𝑐 ∈ 𝑥]), (12)

𝑞𝑡
𝜃
(𝑧𝑐 |𝑠𝑡 , 𝑜𝑐 , 𝑥) =

{
𝛿0 if 𝑜𝑐 = 0
𝑁 ((1 − 𝛼𝑡 )𝜇𝜃,𝑐 + 𝛼𝑡𝑧𝑥𝑐 , 𝜎

𝑡 I) if 𝑜𝑐 = 1.
(13)

where 1 designates the indicator function and I the identity matrix.
To learn to generate 𝑥 ∼ 𝑠𝑇 from an initial state 𝑠0, interme-

diate states 𝑠1:𝑇 are recursively sampled from the infused kernel
𝑞𝜃 (𝑠𝑡+1 |𝑠𝑡 , 𝑥). For each sampled state 𝑠𝑡 , GCA is trained by minimiz-
ing the loss L𝑡 defined as the KL divergence between the infused
kernel and the transition kernel [Zhang et al. 2022], which following
the factorization defined in Equation 11 can be decomposed into:

L𝑡 = 𝐷𝐾𝐿 (𝑞𝜃 (𝑜𝑐 , 𝑧𝑐 ) | |𝑝𝜃 (𝑜𝑐 , 𝑧𝑐 ))

=
∑︁

𝑐∈N(𝑠𝑡 )
𝐷𝐾𝐿 (𝑞𝜃 (𝑜𝑐 |𝑠𝑡 , 𝑥)∥𝑝𝜃 (𝑜𝑐 |𝑠𝑡 ))︸                                ︷︷                                ︸

L𝑜

+ 𝑞𝜃 (𝑜𝑐 = 1|𝑠𝑡 , 𝑥) 𝐷𝐾𝐿 (𝑞𝜃 (𝑧𝑐 |𝑠𝑡 , 𝑥, 𝑜𝑐 = 1)∥𝑝𝜃 (𝑧𝑐 |𝑠𝑡 , 𝑜𝑐 = 1))︸                                                   ︷︷                                                   ︸
L𝑧

.

(14)

Since L𝑜 and L𝑧 are the KL divergence between Bernoulli and
normal distributions, respectively, L𝑡 can be derived in closed-form.
In practice, the scale of L𝑧 is much larger than that of L𝑜 and L𝑧
is down-weighted by a factor 𝜆𝑧 . We follow Zhang et al. [2022] and
use 𝜆𝑧 = 0.01.

A.2 Discussion on GCA Training
While experimenting with GCA for single-exemplar training, we
realized two main caveats of the loss defined by Equation 14.

Invalid variation lower bound. In Zhang et al. [2022],L𝑡 is derived
through the evidence lower bound. In what follows, we show that
this holds but the corresponding proposal distribution is intractable
and not the one used during training. Let 𝑥 be the target exemplar
shape, we can bound the log-likelihood as follows:

log𝑝𝜃 (𝑥) (15)

≥ E𝑞𝜃 (𝑠0:𝑇 −1 |𝑥 )

[
log

𝑝𝜃 (𝑠0:𝑇−1, 𝑥)
𝑞𝜃 (𝑠0:𝑇−1 |𝑥)

]
(16)

= E𝑞𝜃 (𝑠0:𝑇 −1 |𝑥 )

[
log

𝑝 (𝑠0)
𝑞(𝑠0)

]
+ E𝑞𝜃 (𝑠0:𝑇 −1 |𝑥 )

[
𝑇−2∑︁
𝑡=0

log
𝑝𝜃 (𝑠𝑡+1 |𝑠𝑡 )
𝑞𝜃 (𝑠𝑡+1 |𝑠𝑡 , 𝑥)

]
+ E𝑞𝜃 (𝑠0:𝑇 −1 |𝑥 )

[
log 𝑝 (𝑥 |𝑠𝑇−1)

]
(17)

= E𝑞𝜃 (𝑠0 |𝑥 )

[
log

𝑝 (𝑠0)
𝑞(𝑠0)

]
︸                      ︷︷                      ︸

(a)

+
𝑇−2∑︁
𝑡=0
E𝑞𝜃 (𝑠𝑡 ,𝑠𝑡+1 |𝑥 )

[
log

𝑝𝜃 (𝑠𝑡+1 |𝑠𝑡 )
𝑞𝜃 (𝑠𝑡+1 |𝑠𝑡 , 𝑥)

]
︸                                      ︷︷                                      ︸

(b)

+ E𝑞𝜃 (𝑠𝑇 −1 |𝑥 )
[
log 𝑝 (𝑥 |𝑠𝑇−1)

]
︸                              ︷︷                              ︸

(c)

(18)

where Equation 16 is obtained with Jensen’s inequality, Equation 17
from the factorized state transitions and Equation 18 by the assump-
tion of independence between states.
In Equation 18, (a) is constant with the definition of 𝑞𝜃 and we

ignore (c) in the discussion that follows. If we focus on (b) for an
arbitrary 𝑡 , we see that it can be rewritten according to Equation 20.

(b) = E𝑞𝜃 (𝑠𝑡 |𝑥 )

[ ∑︁
𝑠𝑡+1∈S

𝑞𝜃 (𝑠𝑡+1 |𝑠𝑡 , 𝑥) log
𝑝𝜃 (𝑠𝑡+1 |𝑠𝑡 )
𝑞𝜃 (𝑠𝑡+1 |𝑠𝑡 , 𝑥)

]
(19)

= −E𝑞𝜃 (𝑠𝑡 |𝑥 )
[
𝐷KL

(
𝑞𝜃 (𝑠𝑡+1 |𝑠𝑡 , 𝑥) | | 𝑝𝜃 (𝑠𝑡+1 |𝑠𝑡 )

)]
(20)

This is consistent with the loss term in Equation 14. However, con-
trary to the proof given by Zhang et al. [2022], our expectation is
rigorously derived. The problem with this expectation lies in the
fact that 𝑞𝜃 (𝑠𝑡 |𝑥) is intractable. In the formalism of diffusion models,
an analogous derivation would be solved by using the reversal of
the diffusion process. Unfortunately, in the case of infusion, there
is no closed-form forward process from the complete shape 𝑥 to
𝑠𝑡 . Furthermore, the way samples are drawn when applying loss
L𝑡 does not follow the distribution over which the conditional ex-
pectation is taken, namely 𝑞𝜃 (𝑠𝑡 |𝑥). Nevertheless, this loss remains
intuitively consistent as it guides the optimized distribution to a
target distribution, a scheme that has been proposed in previous
works [Ritchie et al. 2016].

Degeneracy of the loss. As training progresses the distribution
modeled by 𝑝𝜃 (𝑜𝑐 , 𝑧𝑐 ) gets closer to 𝑞𝜃 (𝑜𝑐 , 𝑧𝑐 ). However, 𝑞𝜃 (𝑜𝑐 , 𝑧𝑐 )
depends directly on 𝜃 as it is a mixture of the latter and the exemplar
as defined in Equation 12 and Equation 13. When training with a
single exemplar, this distribution is very narrow and thus causes
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Fig. 17. In this figure, we generate voxels hierarchically using our sparse
patch-based optimization strategy. The coarsest resolution 𝑟𝑐 = 163 is
initialized with the conditioning voxels (row 1) and random features. For
each resolution, we apply the same parameters as introduced in Section 5.3
and we upsample each resolution by a factor of 2. This approach leads to
repetitive patterns, lacks spatial and semantic consistency (columns 1-2),
and inflates geometry beyond the conditioning input. To highlight the latter
point, we voluntarily overlayed the generated result on the conditioning
input at scale.

the loss to be unstable as training converges. This phenomenon
is exacerbated considering that GCA uses a single network 𝑝𝜃 ag-
nostic of the value of 𝑡 to model state transitions. This is in stark
contrast to diffusion models for which 𝑡 is given as an additional
parameter to the denoising network [Ho et al. 2020; Sohl-Dickstein
et al. 2015]. In the case of GCA, this is however not conceivable as
there is no fixed “forward process”. In other words, the proposal
distribution 𝑞𝜃 is both data-dependent and changes during training
because it depends directly on the transition kernel 𝑝𝜃 that is being
optimized. It is also worth noting that, for the same reason, there is
no way to control variance in a principled manner in contrast to dif-
fusion models for which the forward process is fixed. Furthermore,
using Bernoulli transition kernels to model occupancy precludes
simultaneous control over both mean and variance at the same time.
To mitigate these issues, we observed that it is crucial to train

GCA with as few steps as necessary to reach the target distribution.
As suggested by the original Infusion work [Bordes et al. 2017],
it is possible to sample more steps at inference than used during
training. For our conditional generation task analogous to a form
of completion, we thus choose 𝑇 = 5 during training and 𝑇 = 7 for
generation.

B KEY DIFFERENCES WITH SIN3DGEN
In what follows we highlight the key differences between our patch
consistency step introduced in Section 5.3 and the patch-based syn-
thesis algorithm proposed by Sin3DGen [Li et al. 2023].

Consistency step & controllable generation. We target a different
application than Sin3DGen, namely enforcing consistency on the
prediction of GCA as shown in Figure 8. As a consequence, we use

patch-based optimization at a single resolution (i.e., target resolu-
tion 𝑟𝑡 ) while the latter generates patches in a hierarchical manner
thus focusing on reproducing multi-scale patch statistics. By of-
floading the controllable generation task to GCA, we ensure explicit
control over generated objects, even for semantically structured
objects. To perform editing, Sin3DGen [Li et al. 2023] initializes
coarser levels with a geometric proxy, analogous to our coarse con-
ditioning voxels, and subsequently synthesizes finer levels from this
initialization. In Figure 17, using the same exemplars as Figure 9, we
show that adapting this hierarchical patch-based synthesis strategy
to our sparse formulation fails to respect the initial conditioning
constraints, cannot handle semantically complex distributions and
leads to repetitive patterns.

Sparse formulation. Even though Sin3DGen starts from Plenox-
els [Fridovich-Keil et al. 2022], a sparse representation of a radiance
field, it still synthesizes patches in a dense manner. This is key to
being able to propagate geometric changes during generation. As it
is prohibitively expensive, the process is made tractable by using
approximate matching with a Nearest-Neighbor Field (NNF) intro-
duced in PatchMatch [Barnes et al. 2009]. On the other hand, we
assume that geometry is already solved by the GCA and we are only
interested in minor refinements. Furthermore, we seek a formula-
tion that can map directly to (a) the output of GCA, namely sparse
voxels with features, and (b) the explicit nature of the 3D Gaussians
we use to model appearance (we do not model a radiance field that
can easily be converted to signed distance function values). Note
also that by keeping a sparse representation, we can natch patches
exhaustively without approximations. This choice entails designing
a proper distance function and a way to update geometry locally
(voting mechanism).

Distance choice & voting mechanism. In essence, our matching
distance is inspired by Sin3DGen as it balances geometry and fea-
ture consistency. However, we represent occupancy explicitly as a
binary variable O𝑖 and not a signed distance value, and we compare
features using cosine similarity instead of L2 norm. As our features
are renormalized (i.e., unit norm) and empty voxels in a patch are
given zero features, this allows us only to compare only features
for which occupancy is matched. Similarly to Sin3DGen, our fea-
tures are based on PCA-ed spherical harmonics but we additionally
introduce guidance from semantic features, namely PCA-ed DINO
features. As we rely on a sparse representation, we cannot update
and propagate geometry through a continuous signed distance field.
To this extent, our voting mechanism allows us to refine geometry
locally.

C ADDITIONAL IMPLEMENTATION DETAILS

C.1 3D Gaussian Splatting
Our implementation of 3D Gaussian Splatting is based on a stan-
dalone re-implementation of the splatfacto model in nerfstudio [Tan-
cik et al. 2023]. It uses gsplat v.0.1.11 for differentiable rendering
routines. We use the default parameters of the splatfacto model with
a few exceptions. To avoid large 3D Gaussians, we use the scale
regularization of PhysGaussian [Xie et al. 2024b] with a maximum
Poisson ratio of 10.0. When pre-processing primitives, we clip the
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scale of 3D Gaussians so that their scale does not exceed twice the
size of a voxel at the target voxel resolution 𝑟𝑡 .
Our datasets were processed with COLMAP through nerfstudio.

For challenging datasets, we used Superpoint descriptors [DeTone
et al. 2018] and SuperGlue [Sarlin et al. 2020] for matching. To extract
DINO features, we relied on the implementation of EmerNeRF [Yang
et al. 2023].
When applying affine transformation to 3D Gaussians during

editing, we properly transform their mean, scale, and rotation com-
ponents. Additionally, we rotate spherical harmonics as Gaussians
often “bake” appearance into view-dependent effects.

C.2 Generative Cellular Automata
Our implementation of Generative Cellular Automata is based on
the original codebase of Zhang et al. [2021, 2022]. However, we
introduce a number of key modifications that we describe in this
section.
We use the standard neighborhood over the generalized one

𝐺𝑥 (𝑠𝑡 ) introduced in cGCA [Zhang et al. 2022]. The reason is that
our task can be seen as an inpainting task, where connectivity is
ensured due to our choice of initialization: 𝑠0 is obtained by down-
sampling the coarse conditioning voxels from resolution 𝑟𝑐 to 𝑟𝑡 . In
practice, we use a neighborhood of size 2 w.r.t. L1 distance for our
transition kernel. Our infusion schedule follows Zhang et al. [2021,
2022] and grows linearly from 𝛼0 = 0.1 to 𝛼𝑇 = 0.25. Similarly, 𝜎𝑡
follows 𝜎𝑡 = 𝑒−1−0.01𝑡 .
To mitigate the degeneracy of the KL loss described in Appen-

dix A.2 and considering that we can see the task of the GCA as
an infilling task starting from the upsampled coarse conditioning
voxels, we use a low value for 𝑇 . In practice, we choose 𝑇 = 5 dur-
ing training. At inference, we use 𝑇 = 7 as it allows the GCA to
self-correct itself for a couple of additional steps. We additionally
perform one mode-seeking step as proposed by Zhang et al. [2022].

Our shallow “U-Net Light” is based on the template of Dhariwal
and Nichol [2021] where the number of residual blocks is set to
1 and initial channels to 16. Note that as we discussed previously,
we don’t condition the network on 𝑡 . We use batch normalization
instead of group normalization and ReLU activation instead of SiLU.
We noticed that the implementation of Zhang et al. [2022] does not
input 𝑜𝑐 to 𝑝𝜃 . We restored it as it breaks the formulation introduced
in Section 5.1. We use AdamW [Loshchilov and Hutter 2017] with
a learning rate of 5 × 10−4 and weight decay of 1 × 10−6. We train
for only 10000 iterations as convergence is reached quickly and
longer training leads to overfitting due to the limited capacity of our
model and data scarcity. We removed most implementation-level
performance bottlenecks by batching every possible operation. Note
that training and inference speed could certainly be improved with
more advanced sparse tensor libraries and support for half-precision.
We leave this for future works.

D ADDITIONAL FIGURES
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Exemplar Conditioning Generated results

Fig. 18. From a single exemplar, our primitives can generate diverse results given a coarse conditioning signal. Generation can be performed and visualized
within 0.5-2 seconds in the editor allowing the user to refine the conditioning input to generate a target asset iteratively.
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Reference k=4 k=7 k=10 Raw selection Interactive refinement

Fig. 19. In addition to view-dependent color, we distill low-dimensional view-independent features f , namely PCA-ed DINO features. When clustered and
rendered, these features provide semantic segments that can be used to select regions within the scene. In columns 2 to 4, we show the segments that are
instantly exposed to the user for different values of 𝑘 . Upon selection, the corresponding 3D Gaussians can be isolated (column 5). In column 6, we show that
additional refinements can be performed using an interactive 3D selection tool shown at the bottom of Figure 3.a and in the supplemental video.

Exemplar Conditioning Generated voxels Remapped Gaussians

Fig. 20. In this figure, we start from one scene and perform two different selections (left-most column). The first row shows a well-defined crop of the wall with
a square shape, whereas the second row shows a more irregular selection. The irregular selection results in severe missing parts for both the GCA-generated
voxels and the corresponding remapped Gaussians after the patch consistency step, as the primitives try to reproduce spurious corners included at the
selection boundaries.
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rc = 323

rt = 1283

rc = 163

rt = 1283

rc = 163

rt = 643

rc = 323

rt = 643

rc = 83

rt = 643

rc = 83

rt = 323

Sample 1 Sample 2 Sample 3

rc = 83 rc = 163 rc = 323

Fig. 21. Illustration of the impact of the target resolution 𝑟𝑡 and conditioning resolution 𝑟𝑐 . The first row shows that generating at a very fine resolution (i.e.,
𝑟𝑡 = 1283) causes the GCA to focus on higher-frequency details and miss structure. Conversely, a coarse target resolution (i.e., 𝑟𝑡 = 323) results in "blocky"
outputs. The relative scales between the conditioning and the target are crucial to balance fidelity and diversity. If the difference is too high, GCA fails
to recover the shape. This is due to our choice of neighborhood and the conditioning mechanism introduced in Section 5.2. Conversely, conditioning at a
resolution too close to the target one (middle row) results in complete overfitting on the exemplar.

, Vol. 1, No. 1, Article . Publication date: December 2024.



Interactive Scene Authoring with Specialized Generative Primitives • 21

l = 3 l = 5 l = 7 l = 9

Exemplar Patch-wise NN

w = 0.1 w = 0.25 w = 0.5 w = 0.75

𝜆patch = 0.0 𝜆patch = 5.0𝜆patch = 2.0 𝜆patch = 10.0

Pa
tc

h 
si

ze
D

is
ta

nc
e 

w
ei

gh
t

Ex
pa

ns
io

n 
th

re
sh

ol
d

Fig. 22. Impact of the different parameters of our sparse patch consistency algorithm. For each parameter, we start from our default configuration, namely
𝑙 = 5, 𝑤 = 0.5, and 𝜆patch = 2, and vary the parameter of interest. Patch size side-length 𝑙 trades local statistics off for larger ones at the cost of increased
computations. Distance weight 𝑤 balances occupancy matching with patch-wise feature matching. Maximum expansion distance 𝜆patch enables geometric
corrections but leads to artifacts when set too high.
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