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Fig. 1. Autoregressive indoor scene synthesis systems perform scene synthesis by iteratively placing objects. Given a partial scene and an object to add, they
predict possible places that object can go. We visualize the placement options produced by our and previous systems for the inputs shown on the left. Note
how previous systems predict incomplete distributions while our system produces a variety of placement options.

Data driven and autoregressive indoor scene synthesis systems generate
indoor scenes automatically by suggesting and then placing objects one at
a time. Empirical observations show that current systems tend to produce
incomplete next object location distributions. We introduce a system which
addresses this problem. We design a Domain Specific Language (DSL) that
specifies functional constraints. Programs from our language take as input a
partial scene and object to place. Upon execution they predict possible object
placements. We design a generative model which writes these programs
automatically. Available 3D scene datasets do not contain programs to train
on, so we build upon previous work in unsupervised program induction
to introduce a new program bootstrapping algorithm. In order to quantify
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our empirical observations we introduce a new evaluation procedure which
captures how well a system models per-object location distributions. We
ask human annotators to label all the possible places an object can go in a
scene and show that our system produces per-object location distributions
more consistent with human annotators. Our system also generates indoor
scenes of comparable quality to previous systems andwhile previous systems
degrade in performance when training data is sparse, our system does not
degrade to the same degree.
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1 Introduction
Humans spend a majority of their time indoors, and our media and
technical applications reflect this lived experience. Augmented /
virtual reality (AR/VR), movies, and video games all rely on virtual
indoor spaces. Computer vision and robotics researchers working on
tasks such as scene understanding and robotic navigation also rely
on 3D scenes [9, 21]. Manually authoring indoor scenes however is
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laborious, time consuming, and often requires expert knowledge —
a process which does not scale.

Indoor scene synthesis systems which can automatically generate
indoor scenes have emerged as a solution to these demands. While
these methods take on a variety of formulations, we focus on data-
driven and autoregressive systems [20, 23]. Data-driven methods
learn to generate scenes similar to those in an example dataset. This
formulation is useful in instances where a user wants to generate
scenes that mimic design patterns present in a set of exemplars.
Autoregressive systems perform scene synthesis by either iteratively
placing objects in an empty scene until it is complete, or scene
completion from a given partial scene via the samemethodology. For
applications in interactive scene generation [1, 24], these systems
can suggest both the next object to place and where in the scene it
should be placed.
Empirical observations of next object location distributions pre-

dicted by data-driven autoregressive systems reveal their tendency
to become incomplete with respect to human-authored placement
rules. For example, a distribution which only places a bed in the
corner of an empty room is incomplete since one could place it
along any of the walls. This flaw both limits the diversity of possible
final scenes for scene synthesis and completion tasks, and limits
their overall usefulness in an interactive application. Data-driven
systems overfit to particular object placements seen during training.
When 3D scene data is sparse, this effect is amplified as there are
not enough examples to learn placement rules effectively.

Standard solutions to reducing overfitting in scene synthesis sys-
tems are unreliable and come at a cost. Scaling the amount of scene
data a system trains on can help an autoregressive system learn a
more complete distribution, but this solution is expensive. Neural
networks are also known to represent the most common inputs
over the rare [3] so these models might still miss placement modes.
Model regularization and stopping training early is another option,
but in practice it is hard to balance mode coverage and specificity.
Better mode coverage often comes at the cost of decreased final
scene quality.

Humans craft their indoor environments to reflect their needs, de-
sires, and tastes — a tv stand in front of a couch, a nightstand within
arms reach of a bed, a wardrobe against a wall. Object-to-object
and object-to-room relationships dictate the rules which guide ob-
ject arrangements. A neural-network based system encodes these
rules implicitly making them hard to control and align with our
intuitions. Symbolic constructs such as programs can succinctly
represent these rules. Their structured representation makes it eas-
ier to incorporate prior knowledge, edit the rules they represent,
and ensure desirable characteristics such as continuity and com-
pleteness upon execution. We hypothesize that learning a symbolic
representation, such as a Domain Specific Language (DSL) for spec-
ifying functional constraints can produce more complete per-object
location distributions.
We propose a new approach to indoor scene synthesis. Our sys-

tem is autoregressive, placing objects one at a time. Rather than
task a generative model with predicting possible object placements
however, we instead ask it to predict a DSL program. We design this
DSL with functional constraints that explicitly represent human
activity and inter-object relationships. Programs from this DSL are

relational layout programs which, given a partial scene and object to
place, produce a mask representing all the possible object locations.
We incorporate this language into a learning-based framework to
learn how to automatically infer programs from partial scenes and
query objects. Our system addresses the problem of incomplete next
object location distributions that previous systems suffer from.
We use a transformer-based generative model to generate pro-

grams automatically. Available 3D scene data contain no “ground
truth” programs which can supervise said model so we introduce
an iterative self-training scheme inspired by prior work in unsuper-
vised visual program inference [12] that improves the performance
of our system.

To quantify the empirical observations mentioned previously we
also introduce a new evaluation procedure which captures how well
a system models per-object location distributions. We ask human
annotators to label all the possible places an object can go in a
scene and compare this rule against one produced by the system in
question. We show how our system produces per-object location
distributions that aremore consistent with human annotators.While
other systems show consistent degradation in per-object location
modeling with less scene data, our system does not degrade in
performance to the same degree.

In summary our contributions are:

• A new approach to indoor scene synthesis where we predict
a relational layout program from a given partial scene and
object to place, and execute that program to predict possible
object placement locations

• A bootstrapped self-training algorithm that improves our
system’s performance

• A new evaluation procedure that evaluates a system’s ability
to model per object location distributions

2 Related Work
Indoor Scene Synthesis. Before the existence of large indoor scene

datasets [7] and 3D deep learning algorithms, researchers approached
indoor scene synthesis with explicit rules such as statistical re-
lationships between objects [39], programmatically-defined con-
straints [38], design principles [18], or heuristics for human activ-
ity [6, 8]. Similarly, our DSL also encodes object relationships and
human activity explicitly.
Deep learning methods enabled end-to-end and differentiable

systems to learn scene piors automatically from large scene datasets.
A scene graph is a popular representation with works using a graph
neural network [11, 31], recursive neural network [15] or diffusion
model [28] to learn these priors. Another line of work takes an image
based approach and operates over the top down view of the scene
with CNNs [23, 32]. Recent transformer based approaches [19, 20,
33] have also found success working directly with the 3D bounding
box information of objects in the scene. Our system leverages recent
advances in 3D deep learning, using the transformer architecture as
the backbone for scene generation. Instead of having the network
directly predict object placements however, our generative model
writes programs defined by our DSL.

Another line of work is zero-shot indoor scene synthesis. These
methods do not require training on 3D scene datasets and instead
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Fig. 2. Inference Pipeline: Our system is autoregressive, placing objects
one at a time. Given a (1) partial scene and query object we (2) sample a
DSL program from a generative model. (3) Upon execution, this produces a
binary mask of possible centroid locations for the query object in the scene.
(4) Sampling this mask produces valid object locations of the query object.

rely on latent scene knowledge embedded within Large Language
Models (LLMs) to generate scenes. Holodeck [37] generates 3D en-
vironments for embodied AI training by sampling spatial relational
constraints from an LLM and then optimizing the layout with a
physical solver. Another work designs a LLM-based program syn-
thesizer whose programs are specified by a DSL [2]. This DSL is
a scene description program that specifies the objects and their
spatial layout. We also generate DSL programs whose primitives
are relational constraints, but our programs specify possible object
placements rather than an entire scene. Our work also requires 3D
scene data to train on and aims to match the distribution of input
scenes rather than generate any indoor scene zero-shot.

Visual Program Inference. Visual Program Inference (VPI) aims
to automatically infer programs that explain visual data [22]. If the
visual data of interest comeswith ground truth programs, supervised
learning is an obvious option [34–36]. In most domains however,
programs for visual data are not readily accessible. Unsupervised
learning, and in particular bootstrapping [5, 16], is one option for
extracting and improving programs from visual data.
Bootstrapping methods search for “good” programs, retrain on

these programs, and then repeat. PLAD [12] groups different boot-
strapping methods under a single conceptual framework and applies
it to VPI on 3D and 2D shapes. The method sources programs from
both a recognition model that matches input shapes with programs
as “pseudo-labels” and pairs of synthetic shapes and their programs
for an approximation of the target distribution. Later works works
which built on the PLAD framework [10, 13] searched for new
programs by editing existing ones. SIRI [10] used domain specific
operations to edit a subset of programs at a time for distributional
stability. Our algorithm is an instance of PLAD and like SIRI we use
domain-specific editing operations.

3 Method Overview
The following steps constitute our full system. Figure 2 shows our
inference pipeline and Figure 3 shows how we train our system.
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Fig. 3. We develop a program bootstrapping algorithm which discovers
programs automatically from scene data. (1) We start by extracting pro-
grams with geometric heuristics and then training our (2) model on these
initial programs. (3)We propose new programs by deleting constraints from
both the inferred and original programs. (4) These candidate programs are
then filtered with a scene real fake classifier to remove "bad" programs. (5)
Domain specific operations combine "good" candidate programs together,
and insert them back into the training set.
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Fig. 4. Program Example: Given a partial scene and object to add, our DSL
program outputs a binary mask representing possible placements of that
object. Programs take on the structure of Constructive Solid Geometry
(CSG) trees where each leaf node is a functional constraint that describes
object function. Upon execution, these constraints produce binary masks
which are combined according to the structure of the tree.

Defining a DSL to describe object placement distributions. To rep-
resent object placement distributions in semantically meaningful
terms and align placement rules closer to ones a human might write,
we introduce a domain specific language (DSL). Section 4 describes
this language and its motivations in more depth.

Automatic scene synthesis with programs. To perform scene com-
pletion and scene synthesis we design a generative model which
generates programs automatically. Section 5 describes this model.

Program bootstrapping. Current indoor scene datasets do not con-
tain programs to train on, so we introduce a program bootstrapping
algorithm to discover these programs and boost system performance.
Section 6 describes this algorithm.
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4 Language Design
Our DSL programs take as input a partial scene and the next object
to place. They then output a binary mask representing possible cen-
troid locations of the query object. These programs take on the same
structure of a Constructive Solid Geometry (CSG) tree, but instead
of operating over a continuous 3D space, the programs operate over
2D masks. Leaf nodes of this tree are functional constraints that
explicitly represent human activity and inter-object relationships.
When executed these constraints produce binary masks.

Binary masks are discretized along 3 dimensions. The three di-
mensions represent the width of the room, the height of the room,
and the possible orientations of the object to place respectively. This
third dimension of the mask is necessary because the validity of
an object’s centroid position is dependent on its orientation. The
orientation of an object dictates the centroid locations the program
executor predicts. We represent the orientation of an object as its
rotation about the up axis of the room and snap it to one of the car-
dinal directions (N, E, S, W). Most objects in 3DFRONT [7] are axis
aligned, so our language can model most object placements. Incor-
porating additional degrees of freedom for more complex scenarios
is an avenue for future work.
Figure 4 shows an example program, its inputs, and its outputs.

4.1 Design Goals
We hypothesize that forcing our system to explain object placements
with logical rules and semantically meaningful terms will produce
placement rules more consistent with human intuition. Humans
would likely describe object placement rules in terms of higher order
concepts such as alignment, attachment, or reachability. They might
also then use boolean statements to specify how those concepts
should interact with each other. For example, one might describe a
nightstand as both being attached to the side of a bed and aligned
in its forward facing direction. A wardrobe could be attached to the
left wall or the right wall. Programs excel at representing higher-
order concepts and CSG is a straightforward choice for translating
boolean statements to the visual domain. We are also inspired by
previous work [4, 25] in inferring and editing CSG programs from
input geometry as we want a representation conducive to visual
program induction.

4.2 Constraint Specification
Functional constraints fall under two categories. Location constraints
(attach and reachable_by_arm) assume nothing about an object’s
orientation and predict an object’s possible centroid locations. Ori-
entation constraints (align and face) constrain the possible orienta-
tions of the object within a scene in addition to the location.
5 total directions are specified in the language (Up, Down, Left,

Right, Null) and all directions are specified within the local coordi-
nate frame of the reference object. The Null direction exists because
orientation constraints do not need a direction specification.
Visualizations of each constraint alongside further implementa-

tion details are shown in the supplemental materials.

• attach(query object, reference object, direction): Con-
strain the possible centroid locations of the query object to be

Object Encoder

∩

∪

Program

Structure Encoder

Program

Constraint Encoder

1
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…

…

… Transformer Encoder

Predict Structure
2

Transformer Decoder ……

…
Transformer Encoder

Predict Constraints
3

Transformer Decoder

…

… …

Fig. 5. Our generative model takes as input a partial scene and object
and predicts a program written in our DSL. We formulate this modeling
task as a seq-2-seq problem. (1) We first vectorize and then embed both
the input objects and program. The structure of the program tree and the
constraint attributes are embedded as seperate sequences. (2) Our first
transformer encoder decoder pair predicts the structure of the program
from the input objects. (3) Our second transformer encoder decoder pair
predicts the constraint attributes from the object and structure embeddings.

within 15 centimeters of the reference object in the direction
specified

• reachable_by_arm(query object reference object, direc-
tion): Constrain the possible centroid locations of the query
object to be between 15-60 centimeters of the reference object
in the direction specified. The reference object must also hold
humans (i.e. bed, chair).

• align(query object, reference object): Constrain the possi-
ble orientation of the query object such that it points in the
same direction as the reference object.

• face(query object, reference object): Constrain the possi-
ble locations of the query object such that it points toward the
reference object. Evaluate this for every possible orientation.

Executing a program will execute each constraint in the tree and
then combine the masks accordingly. We apply a post-processing
step that removes placements of the query object which intersect
with other objects in the scene beyond a specified threshold.

5 Generating programs
The design of our generative model takes inspiration from previous
work which use partial program intermediates to aid in program
synthesis [5, 26]. These works use a partial programs to express
the high-level structure, but leaves holes for low level implementa-
tion details. In similar fashion, we predict the high level topological
structure of our program first with one network, and then ask a
second network to fill in the low level instantiation details. This
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approach helps reduce overfitting to particular structure and param-
eter combinations.

5.1 Overview
We treat program synthesis as a sequence to sequence (seq-2-seq)
translation task. The input sequence are the objects in the room and
an object to place. The output or target sequence is the program.
We train two transformer [29] encoder-decoder pairs in a two-pass
approach. The first encoder-decoder pair takes in object encodings
and outputs the structure or topology of the target program. The
second encoder-decoder pair takes as input the source and target
sequences of the first pass concatenated together and outputs the
attributes of all the program’s constraints as a flattened list. Figure
5 shows the network architecture.

5.2 Object Encoding
Objects are represented by their bounding box with attributes cat-
egory, size, position, orientation, and whether it holds humans
𝑜𝑖 = {𝑡𝑖 , 𝑠𝑖 , 𝑝𝑖 , 𝑜𝑖 , ℎ𝑖 }. The category 𝑡𝑖 is an integer id. 𝑠𝑖 , 𝑝𝑖 ∈ R2
(height of objects are not considered and all objects are considered
grounded). The orientation 𝑜𝑖 ∈ R of the object is the rotation of
the object about the up vector. Holds_humans ℎ𝑖 ∈ [0, 1] is a binary
flag of whether the object’s purpose is to hold a human.
The object encoder encodes object bounding boxes into an em-

bedding vector ∈ R𝑑 . A learned embedding of the object category
is concatenated to the raw values of the other attributes and passed
through an MLP. Instead of encoding the floor plan, and implicitly
the walls, as a single object, we encode each wall segment as its
own object. This is due to the difficulty of encoding all the pertinent
information about a floor plan into a single feature vector, and giv-
ing the model access to that information in a salient manner. The
model struggles to infer algebraic quantities such as object to wall
distances, especially for floor plans with non-convex geometry.

5.3 Program Encoding and Decoding
We represent programs as two separate sequences. One sequence
represents the topology or structure of the program tree, and the
other represents the attributes of each constraint in the program.
We flatten out the program’s tree structure with prefix notation. We
embed this “structure” sequence with per token learnable embed-
dings.

Each constraint takes the form (constraint type, query object in-
dex, reference object index, direction) or (𝑐 𝑗 , 𝑞 𝑗 , 𝑟 𝑗 , 𝑑 𝑗 ). Constraint
attributes are concatenated into a sequence following inorder tra-
versal (left subtree to root to right subtree). The constraint type and
direction receive per token learnable embeddings. Tokens which
represent the query or reference object index use their respective
object embeddings generated by the object encoder.

For tokens of fixed vocabulary length such as program structure,
constraint type, and direction, an MLP head is enough to decode
their tokens, but when choosing the reference object index the
vocabulary is variable length as the number of objects in a scene is
variable. To address this, we pass each reference object head through
an MLP to form a pointer embedding 𝑣 𝑗 ∈ R𝑑 [30]. For a matrix of

object embeddings 𝑋 ∈ R𝑡𝑥𝑑 where 𝑡 is the number of objects in
the scene, we compute the reference object index 𝑟 𝑗 as

𝑟 𝑗 = arg max(Softmax(𝑋𝑣 𝑗 )) (1)

The dot product of the pointer embedding with the object embed-
dings forms a probability distribution over the objects. The reference
object is the object with the highest probability mass. S

6 Program Self Training
In this section we describe our program self training algorithm
which discovers DSL programs from 3D scene data. It also helps
improve next-object distribution locations predicted by our system.
An overview of our algorithm is shown in Figure 3.

Our algorithm falls under the PLAD [12] family, a conceptual
framework for unsupervised program bootstrapping. Thesemethods
iteratively improve a dataset of programs by searching for new and
better programs, retraining on them, and then repeating the process.
Our algorithm also takes inspiration from Talton et al. [27], a work
which uses probabilistic context free grammars (PCFGs) to learn a
procedural model from a set of examples. The optimization begins
with the “most-specific” grammars and converges to a grammar
which is not too specific and not too general.

Our optimization begins with programs that represent a subset
of all possible valid placements. For each object in a scene, we
use geometric heuristics to apply every possible constraint to the
object so that the extracted program will only place the object
where it was originally found. Further details are described in the
supplemental material. We add additional placement modes to these
“most restrictive” programs through a search and filtering process.
Similar to Ganeshan et al. [10] we use domain specific operations to
edit a subset of programs per iteration of self training. This is both
for computational feasibility and distributional stability between
iterations.

6.1 Candidate Program Generation
For a given partial scene and object to add we search for new pro-
grams by sampling the generative model described in Section 5 and
then relaxing both the inferred and original program. Program relax-
ation for our representation entails randomly removing constraints
from the program tree to produce a new program. This can help
generalize the overly restrictive programs produced by our initial
naive approach. For example, an object found in the corner of a room
might initially be constrained to rest against both walls. Removing
one of these constraints would allow the program to predict more
general placements along one of the walls.
We employ simple filtering techniques on candidate programs.

Severely unconstrained programs that elect to place the object any-
where in the scene and programs which do not predict any place-
ments are removed from consideration. We also ensure that each
candidate program predicts only one valid orientation. Programs
which predict placements for multiple orientations are split into sub-
trees that each predict only one. This constraint reduces the number
of repeated subtrees present in the final programs and improves
quantitative performance of this algorithm. It is worth noting that
this constraint does not restrict the possible orientations the final
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program can represent. Our later program combination step pro-
duces final programs which predict valid placements for multiple
different object orientations.

6.2 Scene Classifier
While it might seem unintuitive to use a scene classifier to classify
programs, we choose this route because both hard positives and
negatives for programs are hard to generate. We train a real fake
scene classifier to predict how in or out of distribution a particular
object placement is. Positive examples are generated by randomly
subsampling scenes. Negative examples come from randomly per-
turbing the rotation and location of a single object. Even though
this process can generate negative examples that should be labeled
positive, we find it sufficient for learning a useful decision boundary.
We sample a program’s predicted mask multiple times, insert the
object in question at those sampled locations, and then compute the
scene classifier’s real probability for each insertion. The program’s
final score is the average of these probabilities.

We perform experiments on two architectures of scene classifiers.
We test a CNN based classifier that uses the input representation
of Ritchie et al. [23] with an additional input channel denoting the
query object in the scene. We also test a transformer based classifier
that uses the object encoder described in section 5 with an addi-
tional learned vector embedding added to the query object vector
encoding. While our CNN based classifier reports higher precision
(accepts less invalid programs), and results in better downstream
quantitative metrics we report results using the transformer clas-
sifier due to constraints on computation. The transformer model
is computationally cheaper than the CNN because it does not re-
quire rasterization of the top down view of the scene. More details
on the scene classifiers and their evaluation are included in the
supplemental material.

6.3 Combining Programs
By this stage in the pipeline we have, for a partial scene and object
to place, multiple programs whose placement distributions have
been scored by a scene classifier. Each program is also guaranteed to
predict a placement distribution with only one possible orientation.
We combine programs whose score is above a preset threshold to
produce a new final program on which our generative model will
be retrained.

Recall that our programs takes on the structure of a CSG tree. If
two candidate programs predict two different placement modes in
a scene, we can combine them into a single program that predicts
both modes concurrently. We do this by creating a new tree with an
or node as its root. The two programs are its children. This process
is repeatable for any number of candidate programs as the newly
combined program is now considered a single entity which we can
combine with another program. For every possible orientation our
language can represent we choose the candidate program with the
largest mask. These programs are combined together to produce
the final program. Figure 6 shows an example of this process.
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Fig. 6. Given two programs that produce different placement modes, we
combine them into a new program with domain specific operations. We
create a new tree with an “or” node as its root. The two programs are set as
its children.
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Fig. 7. Our system maintains performance in both scene synthesis and
location distribution modeling with as little as 5% of the original training
examples present. Other systems degrade in both final scene quality and
the consistency of their per object location distribution.

7 Evaluation
We demonstrate how our system produces per object location dis-
tributions that are both more complete and more accurate than
than previous data-driven autoregressive methods. Our system can
model these distributions without sacrificing final scene quality. We
also show our system’s superior performance in both modeling this
location distribution and scene synthesis when data is sparse.
To demonstrate these claims we evaluate our system against

Fastsynth [23] and ATISS [20] – two data-driven autoregressive
scene synthesis systems – on the 3DFRONT [7] dataset. We train
individual models for four scene types: bedrooms, libraries, living
rooms, and dining rooms. We evaluate two versions of the baseline
methods. One version uses the recommended training time and the
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Table 1. We report FID, Category KL Divergence, and Scene Classifier Accuracy of generated scenes. Methods denoted with “best F1” use the training epoch
with the highest F1 score on the location distribution metrics. Methods denoted "recommended" use the recommended training time. Empty rows mean that
the recommended training settings also produce the best F1 scores. Our method generates scenes of comparable quality to previous systems. Although our
edge attention and self training algorithm improves our system’s ability to model per object location distributions, they do not significantly hurt or improve its
scene synthesis capabilities. ATISS performance degrades when using the epochs with the highest F1 scores because they are often early epochs that have not
yet memorized object placements. Fastsynth does not suffer from the same phenomenon.

All Bedroom Dining room Living room Library

FID ↓ CKL ↓ SCA % FID ↓ CKL ↓ SCA % FID ↓ CKL ↓ SCA % FID ↓ CKL ↓ SCA % FID ↓ CKL ↓ SCA %

ATISS (recommended) 55.245 0.0265 76.62 20.148 0.0067 60.89 96.063 0.0279 83.65 68.269 0.0356 80.60 36.499 0.0359 81.34
ATISS (best F1) 67.534 0.0214 82.87 20.748 0.0068 65.44 103.062 0.0216 89.95 75.369 0.0408 86.89 104.178 0.0252 92.71
Fastsynth (recommended) 60.517 0.20434 89.80 29.617 0.220 86.38 100.976 0.1923 90.798 68.845 0.1870 91.865 42.631 0.2180 90.163
Fastsynth (best F1) 61.02 0.2043 90.671 - - - 102.311 0.199 93.00 - - - 43.308 0.2112 91.44
Ours (no edge attention) 52.847 0.0223 78.23 22.712 0.0109 73.01 90.375 0.0325 81.30 62.733 0.0231 77.16 35.567 0.0227 81.46
Ours (no self training) 54.456 0.02482 77.69 24.170 0.0217 71.32 91.579 0.0251 80.38 64.623 0.0321 77.67 37.453 0.0204 81.38
Ours 53.823 0.0243 78.31 22.670 0.01133 72.52 90.665 0.0251 83.36 64.040 0.0229 75.76 37.916 0.0378 81.59

other uses the training epoch which maximizes performance on our
proposed location distribution metric.
We justify our self training algorithm by evaluating our system

without it. We also designed a variant of our method’s generative
model which uses an augmented version of the regular self attention
mechanism. This was motivated by empirical evidence that the
model could not correctly attend to spatial relationships of objects
in a scene. See the supplemental material for more details.

7.1 Location Distribution
We evaluate a scene synthesis system’s ability to model per object
location distributions by measuring the Precision, Recall, and F1
Score between a location mask of possible centroid locations ex-
tracted from the method in question and a ground truth mask that
comes from human annotators. We gave human annotators a partial
scene and object and asked them to mark all the possible places
that object can go. More details on this user study are shown in the
supplemental material.

We generated 100 partial scenes and objects for each scene type.
These partial scenes and objects follow the placement order used
during scene generation. Our system outputs 4 masks that each rep-
resent a different orientation of the object, so before comparison it
is collapsed into a single mask. For methods that output continuous
values such as ATISS and FastSynth we generate masks by binariz-
ing the output values with the threshold value that maximizes the
F1 score on the eval set. Masks are dilated before comparison to
eliminate sensitivity to small discrepancies.

We show performance of our system over the course of self train-
ing as well as performance of the baseline methods in figure 9. Our
method adds placements modes increasing recall over the course of
self training without sacrificing precision. Baseline methods give the
highest F1 scores with low thresholds and early training epochs re-
sulting in fuzzy masks that can cover manymodes, but are imprecise.
Recall drops when using the recommended settings because longer
training time results in overfitting to particular object placements.
Qualitative examples of masks extracted from our methods are

shown in Figure 8.

7.2 Scene Synthesis
We evaluate our system’s ability to perform scene generation from a
given floor plan. Our programs do not automatically determine the
category and size of the next object to place. We use the category
prediction module from Ritchie et al. [23] to predict the object
category of the next object to place and randomly sample category
dimensions from the dataset of objects.

In accordance with previous work we report the FID scores of top
down orthographic renderings of final scenes, the object category KL
divergence between a set of generated scenes and an eval set from
3DFRONT, alongside the real fake scene classifier accuracy on the
two scenes. Object models closest to the bounding box dimensions
of each object are chosen from 3D-FRONT [7]. Images for FID come
from orthographic renderings of generated scenes where each object
model receives per-class coloring.
We finetune a pre-trained AlexNet [14] to classify these ortho-

graphic renderings and report its classification accuracy on a held
out test set. Closer to 50% is better since the classifier struggles to
differentiate between real generated scenes. Our quantitative results
are shown in Table 1 and qualitative shown in Figure 10.

Our method generates scenes of comparable quality to previous
systems. Although our edge attention and self training algorithm
improves our system’s ability to model per object location distribu-
tions, they do not significantly hurt or improve its scene synthesis
capabilities. ATISS performance degrades when using the epochs
with the highest F1 scores because they are often early epochs that
have not yet memorized object placements. Fastsynth does not suffer
from the same phenomenon.

7.3 Data sparsity
One advantage our system has is that its performance does not
degrade to the same degree when there are less data samples to
train on. Previous systems require many example placements to
learn complete distributions. They also rely on overfitting to object
arrangements to produce high quality final scenes. Our system’s
program bootstrapping algorithm can generalize sparse samples
to more general placement rules. These rules allow our system to
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maintain consistent performance even when training data is sparse.
Even if our generative model overfits to particular programs, our
program executor guarantees continuity of the location distribution
and validity of placement.
We show in Figure 7 the effect that less training examples have

on the predicted location distribution and show how our method
does not show the same degree of degradation as other methods.
We also report the FID score to measure final scene quality with
respect to number of samples trained on.

8 Conclusion
In this work, we study how autoregressive indoor scene synthesis
systems overfit to object placements seen during training, producing
incomplete location distributions. We introduce a new approach to
indoor scene synthesis which uses programs as an intermediate rep-
resentation to address this issue. Our evaluation demonstrates how
final scene quality and completeness of the intermediate location
distributions used to produce those scenes are often independent.
Current scene quality metrics do not accurately reflect this loss in
placement diversity. We hope this work brings greater attention to
this phenomenon, as well as neurosymbolic methods as a whole.

9 Ethics Statement
Scenes used to train and evaluate our method come from a primarily
western design canon and represent only a subsection of the indoor
spaces people inhabit. We also design our language with the assump-
tions that the inhabitants are able bodied. Indoor scenes generated
by our method are thus potentially biased against underrepresented
groups.
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Fig. 8. Visualization of annotated masks alongside the location distributions predicted by our method, ATISS, and Fastsynth. Masks from our method come
from the last iteration of self training. Masks for baseline methods come from the training epochs with the recommended training time. Our method predicts
location distributions that are more consistent with human annotators. Previous methods overfit to particular placements seen during training.
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Fig. 9. We show the F1 score, precision, and recall of per object location distributions compared against human annotated masks. The x axis is each iteration of
our program bootstrapping algorithm. Our method adds placements modes without sacrificing precision. Baseline methods that produce continuous values are
binarized with the threshold value the maximizes F1 score. We choose the best performing training epoch and report it. Methods denoted with "recommended"
show performance using the originally proposed training settings. Recall drops when using the recommended settings because the recommended training time
results in overfitting to particular object placements.

be
dr

oo
m

Ours ATISS ATISS (best F1) Fastsynth

lib
ra

ry
liv

in
gr

oo
m

di
ni

ng
ro

om

Fig. 10. Examples of scenes generated by ATISS, Fastsynth, and our method. Our method is capable of generating scenes of comparable quality to previous
methods. Note the degradation in final scene quality when ATISS uses the training settings which produce the highest F1 score.
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A Further Details on Constraints
We assume the input objects to each constraints have the follow-
ing assumed properties. Objects in each category are aligned in
a canonical coordinate frame. They must also come labeled with
whether they are meant for holding humans (i.e. beds and chairs).
Objects and their original scenes must also come with come with
semantically meaningful sizes, scales, and distances since geomet-
ric heuristics described for each constraint are based on physically
meaningful quantities such as the average reaching distance. Ob-
jects and scenes which satisfy this criteria come from preprocessing
the 3DFRONT [7] dataset.
Shown in Figure 11 are examples of executed constraints.

B Edge Attention mechanism
We describe the edge attention mechanism that augments our base
transformer model.
Consider the setting in Figure 12. The partial scene contains a

single bed and nightstand to the right of it. The query object is also
a nightstand. Given this setting our generative model should predict
a program that places the nightstand on the left of the bed 100 % of
the time. Instead, the logits corresponding to which side of the bed
the program will place the nightstand is split 50-50 left and right.
This is likely due to nightstands appearing on either side of the
bed with equal frequency. We find this is empirically true on both a
model trained on real scene data and a toy setting containing just
beds and nightstands. More details of this toy setting are shown in
the appendix.
This experiment demonstrates that ordinary attention does not

correctly account for spatial relationships between objects in our
model. One interpretation of a transformer is that it is an edgeless
graph neural network. Edge values denoting which side an object
is on in relation to another object should provide the necessary
information the network needs to correctly reason over the spatial
relationships of objects in the room. As such, we augment the atten-
tion mechanism in our transformer model to introduce inter object
relationships to the input signal.

In ordinary attention key, query, and value vectors are computed
from linear projections of the input. The key and query vectors
compute the attention weights used for a final weighted sum of the
Value vectors. The output of regular self-attention 𝑍 is defined as

𝑍 = Softmax(
𝑊𝑞𝑋 (𝑊𝑘𝑋 )𝑇√︁

𝑑𝑘

)𝑊𝑣𝑋 (2)

Our edge attention mechanism adds inter object information to
this computation. We extract directional relationships between ob-
jects and encode them into a matrix of edge values 𝐸 ∈ R𝑡𝑥𝑡𝑥𝑑 .
Encoding directional relationships means that each object must
receive its own matrix of edge values. We allow the original em-
bedding vector inform which edges should receive more weight.
The category, size, and location information encoded in the original
embedding vector of an object should inform which other objects it
pays attention to. For example, a bed should pay more attention to
its spatial relationship with a nightstand than with a chair.
For each object, denoted by its index 𝑖 , we compute key and

value vectors 𝐾 ′ and𝑉 ′ with respect to it. The attention weights are

computed as𝑄𝐾𝑇 +𝑄𝐾 ′𝑇 , where the𝑄𝐾 ′𝑇 term acts as a correction
weight to the original 𝑄𝐾𝑇 attention weights. The weighted sum
of 𝑉 ′ using these attention weights is added to the normal output
of attention for the object. Given edge values 𝐸𝑖 ∈ R𝑡𝑥𝑑 , our edge
attention mechanism adds inter object information to each output
of the original attention mechanism 𝑍𝑖 .

𝑍𝑖 = 𝑍𝑖 + Softmax(
𝑊𝑞𝑋 (𝑊𝑘𝑋 )𝑇 +𝑊𝑞𝑋 (𝑊𝑒𝑘𝐸𝑖 )𝑇√︁

𝑑𝑘

)𝑊𝑒𝑣𝐸𝑖 (3)

C Initial Program Extraction Implementation
Here, we describe in greater detail how programs are initially ex-
tracted from scene data. As a pre-processing step, scenes with major
inter-object bounding box collisions are removed from the dataset.
These scenes can produce errors in the scene extraction process.

For every query object we first consider all the objects within at-
tachment distance (15 cm). If a reference object is within attachment
distance and also faces the same direction as the query object, an
alignment constraint is also applied. Otherwise, if the two objects
face each other, a face constraint is applied. If the query object is
meant to hold humans such as a bed or a chair, the same process is
applied for all objects within reaching distance (15 - 60 cm).

This process is very sensitive to hyper parameters and can often
fail to produce valid programs. In the case where a null program is
extracted (a program that produces no object placements), we search
through its children and if a subtree produces a program which
contains the original placement, it is accepted. It is also often the
case that toomany constraints are applied and there are "extraneous"
constraints, or constraints which when applied do not change the
final output. These constraints are also removed.

D Scene Classifier Evaluation
We wrote a simple procedural grammar for bedrooms that can gen-
erate a dataset of scenes that comes with the ground truth location
distributions used to place objects. We evaluate our scene classi-
fier in this toy setting. Every object in a scene comes with a mask
representing its "ground truth" location distribution. We use the
initial program extraction to generate a program which places this
object. We add this "ground truth" mask as a positive example to the
evaluation set and negative examples are generated by randomly
removing constraints from the extracted program.
We found that the scene classifier can overfit to particular lo-

cations seen during training, so we employ various techniques to
reduce overfitting. We employ focal loss [17] with different 𝜆 pa-
rameters, weight examples based on the level of perturbation of the
object, and employ random translation during training.

Table 2 shows the performance of different experimental choices
of the scene classifier with a acceptance threshold of 0.6. The metrics
p-cons and n-cons measures for a positive and negative example,
how consistently the classifier correctly labels a mask. We seek to
minimize the false positive rate which is in this settings corresponds
to incorrectly predicting an object as in distribution.
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Fig. 11. Constraint Examples: Shown are examples of constraints, their input scene and object, and their executed masks. Objects are colored by how they
appear in the scene visualization. The original scene shows where the query object was originally placed. There are four masks for each constraint. Each mask
represents a possible orientation of the query object. For example the align constraint contains placement options for only one orientation (the orientation of
the reference wall object). The other constraints contain placement options for all possible orientations, but those locations are constrained based on the input
arguments.

Table 2. We measure the quantitative performance of different design choices for the scene classifier. We wrote a procedural grammar that can generate
a dataset of scenes that comes with "ground truth" location distributions, and use those masks to create an evaluation set. We seek to minimize the false
positive rate which corresponds to incorrectly predicting an object as in distribution.

method accuracy tn fp fn tp p-cons n-cons

resnet34 0.9386 0.5400 0.0131 0.0483 0.3986 0.9440 0.9160
resnet34-focal-loss-2 0.9724 0.5359 0.0172 0.0103 0.4366 0.9920 0.8960
resnet34-focal-loss-5 0.9669 0.5303 0.0228 0.0103 0.4366 0.9960 0.8760
resnet34-weighted 0.9538 0.5124 0.0407 0.0055 0.4414 0.9960 0.7720
resnet34-weighted-focal-loss-2 0.8890 0.5372 0.0159 0.0952 0.3517 0.8720 0.9080
transformer 0.9324 0.5097 0.0434 0.0241 0.4228 0.9480 0.7520
transformer-focal-loss-2 0.9538 0.5131 0.0400 0.0062 0.4407 0.9840 0.7760
transformer-focal-loss-5 0.9441 0.5221 0.0310 0.0248 0.4221 0.9680 0.8240
transformer-no-pe 0.9393 0.5290 0.0241 0.0366 0.4103 0.9760 0.8760
transformer-shift-scene-around 0.9456 0.5120 0.0435 0.0109 0.4336 0.9840 0.7560
transformer-weighted 0.9469 0.5117 0.0414 0.0117 0.4352 0.9920 0.7640
transformer-weighted-focal-loss-2 0.9634 0.5186 0.0345 0.0021 0.4448 1.0000 0.8120

E Scene annotation software
We built a browser based scene annotation software to facilitate the
annotation of partial scenes, objects, and where they could go. This

was built as a web app in react. The software allows users to draw
rectangles denoting possible centroid locations of the object for a
given orientation. Users can visualize what these proposed place-
ments look like in the scene before confirming these placements. We
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Fig. 12. In this example, we want to place a nightstand in a room that
already contains a bed and a nightstand on the left side of it. The program
which specifies this placement should always predict placement on the
right side of the bed. Without edge attention the program will incorrectly
place the nightstand on the left side 50% of the time. With edge attention
attention our model correctly attends to the spatial relationships between
objects in the scene and predicts placement on the right side every time.

Fig. 13. A screen shot of our annotation software. On the left shows a partial
scene and the object hovers on the mouse pointer. Users can draw rectangles
to visualize possible placements, and then confirm them once confident in
their drawing.

recruited 15 university students and young working professionals
to participate in the annotation. No time limit was enforced, but
users on average spent on 18 seconds on each partial scene and
object, or 30 minutes in total for 100 scenes. A screenshot of this
software are shown in Figure 13

F Baselines Details
The retraining of both baseline methods [20, 23] on 3D-FRONT [7]
differ slightly from their original training setting. Both baselines are
trained on the same scenes our method trains on and both without
object ordering.
ATISS’s [20] data preprocessing parses living rooms and dining

rooms with a maximum side length of 13.2 meters, and bedrooms
and libraries with a maximum side length of 6.2. Our data processing
only parses scenes with maximum side of 6.2 for all room types.
During our data preprocessing, scenes with significant inter-object
penetration are removed from the dataset as they introduce errors
to the initial program extraction process. This also reduces the total
number of scenes. in our data split.
Fastsynth [23] was not originally trained on 3D-FRONT. It was

also trained with object ordering. We retrained Fastsynth on the

same data splits of 3D-FRONT as our method, and also without
object ordering for a fair comparison with ATISS.

G More mask examples
We show more examples of masks produced by our and baseline
methods. These are shown in Figures 14, 15, 16, 17, and 18.

H More scene examples
We show more examples of scenes generated by our method and
baseline methods. These are shown in Figures 19 and 20.

Received 20 February 2007; revised 12 March 2009; accepted 5 June 2009
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Fig. 14. Additional Mask Examples
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Fig. 15. Additional Mask Examples
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Fig. 16. Additional Mask Examples
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Fig. 17. Additional Mask Examples
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Fig. 18. Additional Mask Examples
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Fig. 19. More examples of scenes generated by our and baseline methods
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Fig. 20. More examples of scenes generated by our and baseline methods
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