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Abstract—We present ANISE, a method that reconstructs a 3D shape from partial observations (images or sparse point clouds) using
a part-aware neural implicit shape representation. The shape is formulated as an assembly of neural implicit functions, each
representing a different part instance. In contrast to previous approaches, the prediction of this representation proceeds in a
coarse-to-fine manner. Our model first reconstructs a structural arrangement of the shape in the form of geometric transformations of
its part instances. Conditioned on them, the model predicts part latent codes encoding their surface geometry. Reconstructions can be
obtained in two ways: (i) by directly decoding the part latent codes to part implicit functions, then combining them into the final shape;
or (ii) by using part latents to retrieve similar part instances in a part database and assembling them in a single shape. We demonstrate
that, when performing reconstruction by decoding part representations into implicit functions, our method achieves state-of-the-art
part-aware reconstruction results from both images and sparse point clouds. When reconstructing shapes by assembling parts
retrieved from a dataset, our approach significantly outperforms traditional shape retrieval methods even when significantly restricting
the database size. We present our results in well-known sparse point cloud reconstruction and single-view reconstruction benchmarks.

Index Terms—3D shape representations, single-view reconstruction, neural networks, implicit functions, shape modeling.

1 INTRODUCTION

Neural implicit surface representations have gained increas-
ing popularity for 3D reconstruction due to their ability
to model shapes as continuous surfaces without topology
restrictions. Despite their advantages, they also have short-
comings. Most existing approaches are agnostic to part
structure. This contrasts the observation that most man-
made objects are compositional i.e., they are made out of
parts. As a result, they often end up producing surfaces with
implausible part arrangements. In addition, their outputs
are far from being controllable. For example, if users want
to edit parts in the output shape they need to perform post-
processing segmentation steps, which can further amplify
errors during editing.

We propose ANISE, a new part-aware shape reconstruc-
tion method based on neural implicits. Specifically, given a
partial shape observation (image or point cloud), it recon-
structs shapes as a combination of parts, each with its own
geometric representations. We propose shape reconstruction
in two different manners: as a union of part implicit func-
tions, or by retrieving parts in a reference database and as-
sembling them into a final shape. The former generates well-
connected shapes without gaps or self-intersections whereas
the later perfectly preserves the quality of the parts in the
reference set, providing more control over the reconstruction
process. Moreover, regardless of the way the parts can be
assembled, our method can be trained and tested on shapes
with varying number of parts i.e., we do not assume a fixed
number of parts, and impose only an upper bound on their
number.
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Another key feature of our approach is that it explicitly
disentangles geometry from structure. Instead of forcing the
network to learn how to predict the whole surface at once,
we decompose this task into these two simpler learning
problems representing a coarse-to-fine shape reconstruction.
More specifically, our model first reconstructs a structural
arrangement of the shape in the form of geometric trans-
formations of its parts. Conditioned on them, the model
predicts a latent code per part encoding its geometry. Our
experiments demonstrate more accurate surface reconstruc-
tions compared to previous neural implicit methods that
model the surface as a whole.

Another important property of ANISE is that it does not
impose any particular order over the shape parts, which
tends to be ambiguous in the case of 3D shapes. This
contrasts the recent part-aware approach of PQ-Net [1],
which assembles shapes using neural implicits for parts,
but relying on a recurrent network trained on a sequence
of parts in a particular order. When compared to PQ-Net in
a single-view reconstruction setting, our method increases
the F-Score by 16.8%.

Finally, our part retrieval and assembly approach es-
tablishes a new state-of-the-art for retrieval-based single-
view reconstruction. Compared to previous approaches,
our method requires shape databases an order of magnitude
smaller to achieve the same reconstruction quality. This is
due to the fact that previous state-of-the-art retrieval-based
approaches first retrieve full shapes and then deforming
them, thus cannot replace parts or adjust the structure of
the retrieved shapes. ANISE performs retrieval on the part
level, resulting in assemblies that capture the underlying
structure and parts of a shape much more effectively.

We summarize our contributions as the following:

e A coarse-to-fine method to assemble a set of neu-
ral implicits. Unlike other part-based neural assembly
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Fig. 1. We introduce a shape representation for 3D reconstruction through a set assembly of neural implicits (left). Our approach results in state-
of-the-art reconstruction quality. It can also perform reconstruction constrained on a database of reference parts or shapes (middle) — the model
here uses only shapes provided by the user. Finally, it allows part-level editing of outputs (right).

methods, our method first predicts part transformations
(cuboid approximations to parts), then predicts part
geometry. This leads to superior part reconstruction
quality compared to other part-aware reconstruction
methods.

o A network architecture for assembling neural implicits,
which can be fine-tuned end-to-end using supervision
from full shapes instead of individual parts. This net-
work significantly outperforms state-of-the-art meth-
ods for part-aware reconstruction (Tables [2|and .

o A simple yet surprisingly effective method for retriev-
ing parts and assembling them to create new shapes
matching a partial shape observation (image or point
cloud). This part retrieval and assembly approach
(PR&A) yields significant improvements over state-of-
the-art shape retrieval and deformation counterparts
(Table 2).

2 RELATED WORK
3D shape reconstruction either from point clouds [2], [3], [4],

[5], [6], [7] or single RGB images [8], [9], [10], [11], [12], [13],
is a well studied area in computer vision. Here we dis-
cuss the most related works for shape reconstruction either
with implicit functions or with part-aware approaches.

Implicit function learning for 3D reconstruction. In re-
cent years, several approaches have proposed employing
implicit functions (or coordinate-based architectures) to rep-
resent 3D shapes [15], [16], [17]. These methods represent
the surface of an object as the level-set of a function
parametrized by a neural network. This function can be
either seen as a binary classifier for occupied (or empty) re-
gions of space [15], [16] or a signed distance field (SDF) [17],
[18]]. Other techniques tried to improve the quality of the
shapes represented by those functions through localized
representations [18], [19], [20], [21], [22], [23], [24]. Similarly,
other methods generate parameters of a fixed, previously
defined implicit functions, either by predicting planes to
generate convex polyhedra [25], [26], directly estimating
the weights of a smaller MLP or a set of radial basis
functions . Despite their quality, none of these models
is designed to reason about meaningful shape parts; e.g., a
particular component will not always represent the full leg
of a chair, or the top of a table, or an engine of an airplane,
and so on. Our work aims to describe shapes as an assembly
of implicit functions parameterized by neural networks,

where every function is responsible for generating a mean-
ingful part. This allows users to perform part-aware shape
operations, like editing specific elements and reconstructing
shapes by assembling objects from pre-determined parts.

Assembly-based shape modeling. The seminal work by
Funkhouser et al. employed user input for interac-
tive segmentation and hand-crafted features for part explo-
ration and shape composition. This synthesis-by-examples
approach was later followed by techniques based on proba-
bilistic models [30], [31], [32], evolutionary techniques [33],
3D shape programs , among others.

Lately, several datasets with part annotations [35],
have allowed the development of less constrained and
more automatic approaches powered by deep neural ar-
chitectures. A number of them are focused on generating
structural information [37], [38], then rely on simplified
part geometry models like [37], [38].

Several deep learning methods have been proposed for
assembly-based modeling over the last years. Huang et al.
introduced a deep learning method to generate shapes as
an assembly of template parts modeled as sparse point sets
[40]. GRASS introduced a recursive neural network that
represents shapes as binary part hierarchies whose leaves
are decoded into low-resolution (323) volumetric part repre-
sentations [41]]. StructureNet proposes a similar hierarchical
model encoding structural part relationships, yet parts are
represented as sparse point clouds [39]. MRGAN in-
troduced a generative adversarial network for disentangled
generation of semantic parts through self-supervised point-
cloud generators. The coarse shape representations of the
above approaches simplify their tree-structured representa-
tion encoding and decoding, yet severely limits the quality
of reconstructed parts. Niu et al. introduced single view
reconstruction model through recovery of cuboid hierar-
chies. Dubrovina et al. proposed assembly-based neural
shape modeling by first predicting voxelized parts, then part
transformations through a spatial transformer. Li et al.
proposed another voxel-based method for generating parts,
then assembling them through regressed transformations.
Bokhovkin et al. [46] proposed part-based approach for
semantic part completion from RGB-D scene scans. Simi-
larly to GRASS, all these approaches rely on low-resolution
voxel grids. Their high memory consumption further limits
their ability to reconstruct high-quality shapes. Incorporat-
ing more fine-grained part representations, such as implicit
functions, in structure-aware models is not straightforward.
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Fig. 2. Network architecture. ANISE takes a point cloud or RGB image as an input and outputs a neural implicit function evaluated at query
point x in 3D space. Our architecture starts with an input encoder which produces a global shape code. Based on this code, the network produces
part transformation codes t,,. From them and the shape code, the network predicts a set of part codes r,,. These part codes are passed to an
implicit function decoder along with the query points x, which provides implicit functions for each part. Using the predicted transformations 6,
these functions are transformed and combined into a complete shape implicit function.

Challenges include mapping the input partial scans or single
views into compact part-based representations that effec-
tively encode the whole implicit assembly, then decoding
and combining these representations into a coherent shape
with fine-grained geometry. Another limitation applicable
to Dubrovina et al. [44] and Li et al. [45] is that they group
part instances of the same semantic label (e.g., all chair legs)
under the same transformation. ANISE, on the other hand,
builds on top of implicit function representations (leading to
more detailed shapes) and does not require semantic labels,
producing one transformation for each part instance; e.g.,
each chair leg instead of a group of legs.

Neural implicit assemblies. Instead of relying on voxel rep-
resentations or points clouds, a number of recent approaches
were introduced to model shapes as a collection of impicits.
Genova et al. [28] introduced a shape representation through
a large collection of localized axis-aligned anisotropic 3D
gaussians, called Structured Implicit Functions — SIFs. In a
follow-up work, Genova et al. [21] introduced local deep im-
plicit functions (LDIF) that were arranged and blended into
shapes similarly to SIF. Deng et al. [47] introduced CvxNet:
shape approximation through a set approximately convex
implicit functions. Paschalidou et al. [23] introduced Neural
Parts that models shapes as a set of template parts obtained
through homeomorphic deformations of spheres. Hertz et
al. [48] proposed SPAGHETTI that represents shapes as
Gaussian mixture of part codes processed through a trans-
former model and assembled with predicted part transfor-
mations. All these methods offer much higher-quality shape
generation compared to previous voxel- and point-based
variants. They also have the advantage of being trained
in an unsupervised or self-supervised manner. However,
their main limitation is that their implicit assemblies are not
directly interpretable i.e., it is hard for users to replace or
modidy SIFs, LDIFs, or convexes since they do not always
correspond to well-defined parts (e.g., semantic parts).

More closely related to our work is the assembly-based
neural implicit method by Wu et al. (PQ-Net). Like our
method, PQ-Net generates well-defined parts through neu-
ral implicits. In contrast to ANISE, their part generation
is performed sequentially. Our approach treats parts as
sets instead of sequences, which simplifies the generation
procedure — generating shapes with several parts accounts
a single forward pass in our model. More importantly, we
are able to obtain supervision from fully assembled shapes
to fine-tune our model, leading to further qualitative and
quantitative improvements. In contrast to PQ-Net, we also

employ a coarse-to-fine generative procedure, which we
demonstrate to be highly beneficial (Section [5.2). When
combined, all these characteristics lead to a significant im-
provement over PQ-Net in shape reconstruction from point
clouds and single RGB images (Tables 2] and [3).

Shape retrieval. Another line of work related to ours con-
sists of reconstructing shapes by retrieving similar ones
from a database. The similarity measure is usually per-
formed in some embedding space that encodes data of
multiple modalities (e.g., point clouds, images, meshes), al-
lowing the retrieval to be performed conditioned on various
sources of data [49], [50]. When compared to reconstruction
approaches, retrieval counterparts offer the advantage of
yielding high-quality shapes — stock models from shape
repositories. A characteristic example of such approaches
is ComplementMe [51], a part suggestion approach for
incomplete point shapes based on probabilistic part retrieval
operating on point cloud embeddings. Its limitation is that
the retrieved result might not be a good match for the data
queried by the user. Previous works address this issue by
exhaustively deforming the retrieved shape until it matches
the target data [52] or by retrieving parametric models that
can be better adjusted to the user query [53]. More recently,
Uy et al. proposed a joint retrieval and deformation model
that is capable of deforming specific shape parts to enhance
its similarity to the target data [54]. However, despite be-
ing able to deform parts independently, the model is still
constrained to the retrieved shape. We derive a simple yet
surprisingly effective part retrieval and assembly (PR&A)
approach — use part latents and part transformations pre-
dicted by our model to retrieve similar parts in a database
and correctly position assemble them. In other words, given
a database of shapes and a partial shape observation (image
or point cloud) our model is able to create a new shape by
combining parts from different shapes in the database which
closely match the partial observation. We show that our
method significantly outperforms state-of-the-art retrieval
and deformation approaches and is even able to do so by
using shape databases with a fraction of the original size

(Figure[9).

3 METHOD

An overview of our approach is depicted in Figure 2| It
consists of three modules. The first module predicts a coarse
part arrangement in the form of part transformations (“part
transformation” module, Section . Then, conditioned on
these part transformations, the next module predicts an
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implicit function representing the actual geometry (“part
geometry module”, Section[3.2). The last module transforms
each part implicit functions according to the predicted
transformations and combines them into a single output
implicit function f(x) (“shape assembly module”, Section
[.3). This process can be thought as a coarse-to-fine surface
prediction procedure, where shape is first predicted coarsely
in the form of part transformations (e.g., placement, size,
deformations, etc) to be later refined into fine geometry.

The network is trained with objectives that encourage
both correct structure prediction and part geometry predic-
tion based on a repository of segmented shapes (Section
[). Part labels are not required i.e., the segmentation does
not need to be “semantic” but should be consistent across
shapes. The whole architecture is trained to produce output
implicit functions close to the ground-truth.

3.1 Part transformation module

This module takes as input observation O, in the form of
a single RGB image or sparse point cloud, and encodes it
into a 256-dimensional shape code s. This shape represen-
tation is then decoded by a MLP that produces M trans-
formation codes. More specifically, the MLP implements a
function g(s) = {t,,}}_,, where t,, is a 128-dimensional
feature representation of the m'" part transformation. Each
representation is then decoded into actual transformation
parameters 6,,. In our experiments, we show that very sim-
ple transformations (just positioning and scale) are enough
to produce shapes competitive to current state of the art
approaches. From this aspect, these transformations can be
thought of as predicting a cuboid — a coarse representation
of each part.

It is important to note that the number M represents
an upper bound of parts for the output shape (M = 10 in
our experiments for all shape categories). During training,
only a subset of the predicted tranformations is matched
with ground-truth ones, as discussed in Section E} We note
that we tried predicting an extra binary output representing
the existence of a part, but it did not improve results. In
practice, the network learns not to make use of extra parts
i.e., they are decoded to implicits without zero crossings, or
in other words, they are not filled with surface geometry,
which counter-effects the need for such output parameter.
We also note that the order of the predicted transformations
does not matter since the subsequent modules of our ar-
chitecture are invariant to part order. During training, the
matching between predicted and training transformations
is also order-insensitive.

3.2 Part geometry module

This module first takes as input the shape representation s
and each transformation representation t,, and predicts a
per-part geometric feature representation r,,. This is done
through M shared MLPs, each implementing the function
Ty = h(tm,s). Then, an implicit surface decoder decodes
each part’s feature representation r,, to its implicit function
fm(x,Tp,). The zero level set of the function represents the
surface of the part m. The module is trained to produce
parts that are centered at the origin and scaled to have unit
scale across axis with largest scale. This helps the decoder to

4

focus on the geometry of parts, since their location and size
are already captured in the part transformation module.

As discussed in Section ] we found useful to decompose
the prediction of the part implicit function into two stages
(part feature representation prediction, then part implicit
prediction) because this enables the ability to pre-train the
implicit surface decoder that results in better performance.
We also note that we tried other variants, such as predicting
the part implicit functions without conditioning on part
transformations, or skipping the part feature prediction
part, yet these resulted in worse performance, as discussed
in our experiments (see Table 5).

3.3 Shape assembly module

This module combines the part implicit functions into a
single shape. We present two different approaches for ac-
complishing this task: part retrieval and assmebly (PR&A),
and implicit function assembly. The former retrieves parts
from a database and assembles them using the predicted
transformations, prefectly preserving the quality of the as-
sets on the database. The later allows the creation of more
plausible connections between parts — since the process is
fully differentiable we are able to fine-tune the assembly
on complete shapes and improve part connections with the
drawback of losing the exact correspondence to parts on a
database.

Part retrieval & assembly (PR&A). For this approach,
instead of using the implicit functions to generate geometry
directly, we use the part latents (r € I') to query similar
parts in a part database (also referred to as reference set).
Let Q = {qx}X_, be our part database, where K is their
total number parts and qj, is the geometric representation
of the k-th part. Let ¢(qy) be a function that projects the
geometric part representation into I'. Then, we can use the
predicted part presentations r,, to query a part q,, such
that q,, = argming cq [|#(q;) — rmll2- The final shape
can be assembled by transforming each part ¢, according
to its predicted transformation 6,,. This approach has a
couple of advantages. First, it is agnostic to the geometric
representation — it can be applied as long as there is a
way of computing a latent representation from its geometric
one. This means that the final shape will keep the details
and quality of the retrieved parts. Second, this can be used
to provide the user of the system more control over the
assembled shape by simply curating which parts will be
present in the reference set (see Figure[7). A very important
drawback of this approach comes from its first advantage.
Since parts exactly correspond to the ones in the database,
the connection between them might not be plausible. We
propose to tradeoff the quality of the individual parts with
the plausibility of the whole shape by also developing and
alternative implicit function assembly, described in the next
paragraph.

Implicit function assembly. We can also assemble complete
shapes by combining the implicit function representation
of the individual parts in a differentiable manner. For SDF,
the geometric union of implicit functions can be expressed
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Fig. 3. Preprocessing examples. Characteristic results of our preprocessing pipeline. Overall, our approach is often able to convert non-watertight,
segmented parts into watertight ones. For example, it effectively closes holes at part connection regions, and turns shell-like parts into solid box-like
parts. However, it sometimes introduces preprocessing artifacts like ghost surfaces in part connection areas; or additional volume for parts with

complex geometry. Best viewed zoomed in on-screen.

using a minimum operation [55], after transforming the part
according to the decoded transformation parameters 6,,

Jx) = minT(f; ) (X) )

where T is a functional that transforms the implicit function
fm according to 6,,. The operation can be thought of as
min pooling over M part implicit functions modified with
predicted transformations. Backpropagation through this
operation enables learning part implicits such that their
combination produces a coherent shape as a whole. For
example, in case of a transformation 6,, consisting of part
translation c,, and uniform scaling o, implemented in our
experiments, this formula can be written as [55], [56]:

F(x) = min g, frn () @)
m am

where query point x is transformed from shape centered
space to a part centered and scaled space, thus allowing the
evaluation of the part implicit function. In practice, we show
that even this simple part transformation model is enough to
achieve high reconstruction quality, surpassing state-of-the-
art part-aware reconstruction approaches in various metrics.
The scaling factor o, in front of the implicit function is
important to ensure that the scale of implicit functions hold
after the union (e.g., in the case of scaling signed distance
functions, distances should also be scaled [55], [56]).

4 TRAINING

We now describe the training procedure for ANISE. One
possibility to train our architecture is to just provide a
single supervisory signal in the form of target implicit
function values obtained from ground-truth shapes. More
specifically, given point samples {xgp )} from R3, where i
is a point sample index and p is a training shape index,

a common procedure in neural implicit fitting approaches
, , is to measure the signed distance sl(.p ) of
each point to the training shape’s surface, then minimize a
loss between predicted implicit function values and signed
distances: Lanape = >, £(f ( Ep )) (p )) where £ is set to
L1 loss or clamped L1 loss Our architecture is fully
differentiable, thus, this approach is entirely possible in our
method. Unfortunately, it fails to deliver successful results:
we observed that a single part is produced enclosing the
whole training shape, while the rest collapse to negligible
surfaces. As a result, no structure is captured from the
network, and the performance of the method ends up being
similar to structure-agnostic neural implicit methods (see
supplementary material).

We instead found that the best performance is achieved
when we make use of shapes segmented into parts and then
provide supervision in the form of part implicit functions,
part transformations, and part feature representations. Thus,
we follow a multi-stage training procedure described in
the following paragraphs. First, we pre-train the part im-
plicit decoder used in the part geometry module (Sec. B.2).
Second, we train the part arrangement and part geometry
module together using supervision from part transforma-
tions and its feature representations. Finally, we fine-tune
the whole network end-to-end using supervision from the
implicit functions obtained from the complete shapes. The
input to our training procedure is a set of shapes segmented
into parts. We assume that the input shapes are consistently
oriented. In our experiments, we make use of PartNet ,
a popular repository of 3D meshes with part segmentations.
Even though we make use of the shape segmentations, our
training does not use their semantic labels.
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Fig. 4. ANISE vs part-unaware single view reconstruction methods. We compare with with D2IM and DISN on ShapeNet. Our model is able to
reconstruct fine details of the input like chair armrests or office chair swivel legs.

4.1 Pre-training stage

Our first stage involves pre-training the part implicit sur-
face decoder f,,. The decoder is conditioned on the part
geometric feature representation, thus, we need to generate
those first for our training shapes. To achieve this, we train
an encoder-decoder network that takes as input individual
parts from the segmented training shapes, encodes them to a
256-dimensional descriptor in the bottleneck, then decodes
them to part implicit functions. More specifically, given each
training part, we center it to the origin and scale it uniformly
such that the largest dimension of bounding box is one. In
addition, since the mesh of the part often has holes at the
part boundaries after excluding the rest of the shape, we
reconstruct its mesh to a watertight version so that valid
signed distance functions can be computed (more details in
the supplementary material). Then we sample 10° points
inside of bounding box of each part.

The encoder has the form of a PointNet with skip
connections that processes each part’s points. The output
of the encoder is the feature representation of each part,
denoted as #7), where n is a training part index for a shape
p. The decoder has the same architecture with our implicit
surface decoder f,, in the part geometry module (Section
3.2). During training we add noise noise to part codes to
make sure that representation space is smooth, so latent
codes can be smoothly interpolated and the distance in this

space corresponds to geometric similarity of parts.
The network is trained to minimize the L1 loss

Lypart = Y_ || (fu(x") — s

i,p

(P)”
i 1,

where s; ) is the tar get signed distance function value of
the sample point x;” ) € R3 to the mesh part surface
(details about samphng are provided in the supplementary
material). The result of this stage is both a trained part
implicit surface decoder f,,, and geometry-encoding part
features #) used in the subsequent stages.

4.2 Main training stage

We proceed with training our network using supervision
from training part transformations and part feature repre-
sentations. Specifically, for each training shape and part,
we first extract an axis-aligned transformation with center
position and scale parameters é;p) = [é%p ) d% )]. We use
isotropic scaling because it is compatible with SDF-based
part assembly (see [3.3).

We use two losses to train our network. The first
loss penalizes discrepancies between predicted transforma-
tion parameters and ground-truth ones. Specifically, given
each predicted transformation m with parameters 0,5) =
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Fig. 5. ANISE vs part-aware single view reconstruction methods. We compare with JLRD and PQ-Net on PartNet. Compared to JLRD our
model better models shape topology. Compared to PQ-Net our model better reconstructs small geometric details.

[cﬁ,’;), d,(ﬁ)] for each training shape p, our loss is expressed as

follows:

1 ®) 1 ®)
'CFVZH}}P”BHP _9%)||2+M2m73n||0np — 0P,

P n=1

©)
where IV, is the number of training parts for shape p. The
first term finds the most similar predicted transformation to
each ground truth one and penalizes their differences. It can
be thought of as maximizing recall in the matching and en-
sures that model covers all of ground truth transformations.
The second term builds the opposite association and ensures
precision of predictions. This bidirectional distance offers
the best performance. We note that the above matching is
invariant to the order of predicted parts thus allowing for
non-sequential set prediction.

The second loss penalizes discrepancies between pre-
dicted part feature representations r® and training
ones #"). In this manner the part geometry module is
encouraged to predict part representations that are close
to the ones produced during pre-training and that can
be decoded to implicit functions according to our pre-
trained implicit surface decoder. Specifically, given each
predicted transformation, we find its most similar training
one in terms of their transformation parameters: n’ =

argmin,, ||95Lp) — 6?) ||5. Then we penalize differences in

their part feature representations:

M
_1 S D) - r®)
£2_ M = ||rn’ rm ||2 (4)

In this manner, the network is encouraged to predict part
feature representations that are consistent with the ones
produced during pretraining. The network is trained using
a weighted sum of the losses £; + ALy, where X is a
hyperparameter that manages a trade-off between global
part structure encoded in t,, and part geometries encoded
in r. We set it to 0.02 in all our experiments.

In the final stage of our training (fine-tuning), the net-
work is further fine-tuned to predict implicit functions that
are as close as possible to the training ones for whole shapes.
Here we minimize Lgpqpe Sip ||(fm(x§p)) — 5P|,

where sl(-p ) is the target signed distance function values
of sample point xgp ) € R3 to the surface of the training

shape p.

5 EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS

We experimented with our method in two different op-
erational setups — part retrieval & assembly (PR&A) and
implicit function assembly. The former allows constraining
the parts of the estimated shape to be exactly like one in
a shape database. The later leads to shapes whose parts
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are better connected to each other while also benefiting
from additional training by fine-tuning the model on com-
plete shapes. Both modes of operation are quantitatively
evaluated in benchmarks where shapes are reconstructed
from single RGB images or point clouds. Below we discuss
datasets, evaluation metrics, comparisons of our method
with state-of-the-art models and its applications.

Datasets. We use the PartNet dataset [58] for our experi-
ments, a large-scale 3D mesh dataset with semantic seg-
mentation labels on three levels of hierarchy. For our experi-
ments we use the three large shape categories, Tables, Chairs
and Lamps (8218, 6326 and 2203 meshes respectively).
For point cloud reconstruction, we train and evaluate our
method and competing ones according to the PartNet pro-
vided splits, except for the comparison case of our method
with JLRD [54]: in this case, we use the splits provided
by authors. For comparison with part-unaware single-view
reconstruction methods we also use ShapeNetCore [35] with
same categories as PartNet. The renderings used as input
on the single-view reconstruction experiments are obtained
from JLRD [54] for the part-aware comparison and from
DISN [18] for the part-agnostic comparison.

Part extraction and preprocessing. We use part Signed
Distance Fields (SDF) as supervision in our experiments.
Computing those requires watertight meshes and we com-
pute those using code provided by Mescheder et al. [15]
which is a modification of the code by Stutz et al. . [59].

The PartNet dataset provides part meshes on three hi-
erarchical levels of granularity: coarse-, middle- and fine-
grained. For our experiments, we use the coarse level. The
parts themselves are not watertight (like the full shapes). In
addition, there are two additional complications: (a) there
are holes in locations of part connections (e.g. holes in the
chair seat where legs connect to it) and (b) there are shell-like
parts which do not form a closed surface (e.g., flat sheets).
To produce a watertight version of each part, we compute
the convex hull of the part and intersect it with water-
tight version of the full shape. Since watertight meshes are
slightly different from original ones (e.g. thin parts become
slightly thicker), we align the mesh constructed from parts
with its watertight version using rigid registration with
Coherent Point Drift [60]. Our preprocessing procedure fails
in approximately 10% of cases resulting in missing parts. We
still use shapes with missing parts for training. After prepro-
cessing, average numbers of parts per shape are 5.6/2.8/2.9
for Chair, Table and Lamp categories respectively. Following
[15] we scale and center all shapes and their parts to a unit
cube with 0.1 padding. We save transformation parameters
(isotropic scale and translation vector) as a supervision for
part positions. For ShapeNetCore experiments we match
its shapes with our preprocessed PartNet shapes matching
provided by PartNet authors. We provide more details on
preprocessing in supplementary.

Characteristic results from our pre-processing pipeline
are shown in Figure 3| We can make the following obser-
vations. First, our approach is able to close holes in places
where parts connect to each other. Second, our approach
deals with shell-like parts transforming them into box-like
shapes. Third, due to small alignment issues, our approach
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sometimes creates thin-shell surfaces in places where parts
connect. Fourth, if parts with the same semantic label are
connected, they become the same part. Finally, if parts have
complex geometry (like office chair handles in Figure[3), our
approach adds a additional (small) volume to parts.

Model training and evaluation. To obtain part code su-
pervision, we train the part encoder-decoder on normalized
parts using SDF supervision. For point cloud reconstruction,
we use the PointNet implementation with residual skip con-
nections provided by Mescheder et al. [15] and point cloud
size is 2048. For single-view reconstruction we use ResNet18
as encoder for ANISE and PQ-Net; and pretrained JLRD [54]
model provided by the authors. For PQ-Net, we train single
view and point cloud reconstruction models as a regression
of shape codes produced by pretrained models provided by
the authors. For all experiments, we train our models with
M = 10 part predictions to ensure fair comparison with
PQ-Net.

We reconstruct meshes from from implicit representa-
tions using marching cubes [61]. For surface reconstruction
evaluation, we use shape IoU, Chamfer distance and F-
score. To ensure fair comparison, we normalize outputs of
all models to match unit cube across largest dimension. We
will release preprocessed data, training and evaluation code
for reproducibility.

5.1 Single view reconstruction

ANISE vs part-agnostic methods. We compare ANISE to
part-agnostic single view reconstruction methods: DISN [[18]
and D2IM-Net [24] in Table [I} Quantitatively, our model
outperforms DISN by a large margin and performs similarly
to D2IM-Net. Qualitative results (Figure[#) show that ANISE
is better at small part accentuation but sometimes slightly
incorrectly estimates proportions of the shape. Notice that
the type of supervision for the methods compared here
are very different. Unlike ANISE, DISN and D2IM use the
whole ShapeNet dataset and have access to object pose
annotations. On the other hand, our method is only trained
on PartNet categories while using their part segmentations.
We believe that combining DISN and D2IM representations
with ANISE might yield further performance gains for
single view reconstruction.

ANISE vs. part-aware methods. We evaluate our method
versus part-aware reconstruction methods: PQ-Net-regr (re-
gression of PQ-Net embeddings from image encodings)
[1] and JLRD [54] in Table ANISE outperforms both
approaches in terms of volumetric (IoU) and surface-based
(Chamfer) measures for Chair and Table categories. Poor
performance of PQ-Net for Table category is due to the
fact that it predicts extra legs that are badly positioned
thus significantly increasing Chamfer distance. Qualitative
analysis (Figure [ ) shows that even though PQ-Net-regr
and ANISE exhibit similar priors, our model is significantly
better in recovering fine shape details.

ANISE PR&A vs. retrieval-based reconstruction. We com-
pare our PR&A approach to a deformation and retrieval-
based approach (JLRD). Our approach outperforms it by
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Fig. 6. Point cloud reconstruction. Note that our model is able to reconstruct important object regions: thin stripes on chair back, curved armchair
handles, swivel chair legs, etc. PQ-Net reconstructions are shown for PQ-Net-voxel version (Section[5.2).
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Reference Shapes

Fig. 7. Part-constrained shape assembly. Our model is capable of reconstructing sparse point clouds by assembling parts from a user-provided
reference database of shapes or parts. In this example, the user selects 5 shapes (left) pre-segmented into their parts. Our model reconstructs
shapes that closely approximate the input point clouds while only using parts from the reference shapes. Differently from traditional shape retrieval-
based methods [49], [50], our approach can mix parts from different shapes to better approximate the target. Best viewed in color.
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Fig. 8. Part editing. Given a query shape, users can replace or inter-
polate a particular part to produce a full shape with modified parts. Left
shapes: original reconstruction. Right shapes: edited reconstruction.

a significant margin (see Table 2). We demonstrate this in
additional experiment where we limit size of the retrieval
database to a certain size K (see Figure [0). PR&A based re-
construction achieves the same performance as JLRD with a
reference dataset of only 5 shapes. The gap in performance is
due to fact that JLRD retrieves a full shape, then deforms its
parts. Since it cannot adjust the shape structure, it is limited
to the retrieved shape structure and topology. ANISE does
not suffer from this limitation: it does part-based retrieval

instead and can utilize all possible combinations of parts
provided in the database.

5.2 Point cloud reconstruction

ANISE vs part-aware methods. We compare our approach
with part-aware PQ-Net that utilizes sequential part
assembly. Since original model was trained on voxel grids
of size 64, we train a separate model that regresses PQ-
Net representations from point clouds (PQ-Net-regr). This
regression model follows the same point cloud network
architecture employed by ANISE. Our approach clearly out-
performs PQ-Net-regr even when compared to their original
voxel encoding approach (PQ-Net-voxel in Table [3), both
quantitatively (Table B) and qualitatively (Figure [6).

Part editing and constrained shape assembly. Using trans-
formations and part codes predicted by our model, we can
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TABLE 1
Comparison with part-agnostic single view reconstruction. Our
model achieves similar performance to state-of-the-art part unaware
methods. loU is computed using 642 resolution and multiplied by 103.
Chamfer distance (CD) is multiplied by 103.

Chair Table Lamp
Method oU() CD{) ToU() CD@U) IoU(}) CD()
DISN ' 46.6 421 41.0 6.58 19.54 16.29
D2IM-Net 54.3 2.81 474 3.96 319 6.66
Ours (no f-tuning) 56.3 3.04 48.9 3.59 38.5 8.09

TABLE 2
Part-aware single-view reconstruction. Our method significantly
outperforms both part-based (PQ-Net) and retrieval and deformation
based (JLRD) approaches. loU is computed using 643 resolution and
multiplied by 102. Chamfer distance (CD) is multiplied by 102.

Chair Table
Method IoU(M) CD) FI(t) IoU() CDW) F1 (D
JLRD \ 31.1 5.09 48.1 294 492 58.0
Ours (PR&A) 50.6 3.55 60.5 443 5.35 64.2
PQ-Net-regr 47.0 4.27 50.2 29.7 18.41 32.1
Ours 56.7 2.99 67.0 57.4 2.54 77.8
TABLE 3

Part-aware point cloud reconstruction results. loU is computed
using 643 resolution and multiplied by 102. Chamfer distance (CD) is
multiplied by 103.

Chair Table
Method IoU() CD@{) IoU@{) CD()
PQ-Net-voxel 67.3 3.38 474 5.49
PQ-Net-regr 46.0 421 29.8 27.26
Ours 69.8 1.76 72.7 2.35
TABLE 4

Structural consistency comparison for point cloud reconstruction.

Part precision (PP) and part recall (PR) are multiplied by 102. Chamfer
distance (CD) is multiplied by 103.

Chair Table
Method PR PP(H) CDE PR() PP CDW)
StructureNet PC-AE [39] 943 953 531 922  9L6 128
Ours 9%5 925 149 920 89 331
TABLE 5

Ablation. Results are based on Chair category experiments for point
cloud reconstruction. loU and F-score are multiplied by 102, Chamfer
distance is multiplied by 103.

Cond. pred.  Finetuning | IOU (1) Chamfer (})  F-score(1)
- - 64.4 2.81 574
v - 61.4 2.44 62.0
v v 70.9 1.69 73.9
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Fig. 9. Retrieval-based SVR quality vs. size of the reference
dataset. We compare part retrieval-based (ANISE PR&A) model to
shape retrieval and deformation (JLRD) approach depending on the size
of retrieval dataset (K = 5,10, 25, 50, 100). For each K, we perform 5
experiments and depict the mean value and standard deviation. Results
are reported for Chair category.
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Fig. 10. Implicit function fine-tuning stage: The supervision from
the full shape implicit function helps our model to better capture part
proportions and fine details of geometry.
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also constrain the shape assembly to parts from a small
database. This is done by replacing the predicted part codes
with closest one in the database. In Figure [/} we illustrate
this application with an example where only the parts
from 5 reference shapes are used to perform point cloud
reconstruction. Model correctly guesses the shape structure
and selects the appropriate parts from reference shapes. In
Figure[§ we also demonstrate part editing capabilities of our
model through modification of the part codes.

ANISE vs hierarchical methods. As an alternative eval-
uation, we compare with the StructureNet method [39].
StructureNet encodes the shape structure as a hierarchical
graph where nodes represent parts, and edges represent
adjacency, symmetry, and hierarchical relationships between
parts, thus, it encodes wealthier structural information com-
pared to ANISE. One question is how structurally consistent
ANISE is compared to such method. For structural consis-
tency evaluation, we compare how well the reconstructed
part set matches with the ground-truth one. To this end, we
compute part precision (PP) and part recall (PR) as follows:

| P _ |Pul
|PprED|’ |Per|
where Py is set of matching parts between ground truth
and predicted parts; Pprrp and Pgr are sets of predicted
and ground truth parts respectively. For part matching,

we follow StructureNet [39]'s pipeline and compute it via
Hungarian matching using the Chamfer distance between

PP =
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Fig. 11. Multi-stage training vs training from scratch. Training from scratch results in shapes with significant artifacts. In addition, the whole
shape is represented by a single output part. Visual artifacts in some ground truth shapes colorings are due to fact that some ground truth parts
overlap after preprocessing. When overlapping regions are perfectly aligned it causes rendering issues. We still decided to include such shapes in
examples since most of them have interesting geometry. Best viewed in color and zoomed in on-screen.

parts as similarity metric. The Chamfer distance is com-
puted using point clouds of size 1000 points that are sam-
pled from Pprgp and Pgr. For fair comparisons, we use
StructureNet’s test split which is downsampled from
the PartNet split due to the fact the StructureNet cannot
process shapes that have more than 10 children in any node
of part hierarchy. We use the pre-trained models provided
by the authors in point cloud auto-encoding setting.

Table [| reports the comparison with StructureNet.
ANISE shows significantly better surface reconstruction
quality in terms of Chamfer distance for both chairs and ta-
bles. For chairs, the precision is better, yet the recall is lower.
For tables, its precision is comparable to StructureNet, yet
its recall is lower. The results indicate that ANISE benefits
from the its use of implicit functions to capture surface
geometry compared to StructureNet. Both methods have
comparable precision i.e., they tend not to generate spurious
parts that are unmatched with the ground-truth. Yet, com-
pared to StructureNet, ANISE may miss more ground-truth
parts during reconstruction. We suspect that this is due to
the issue that parts with significantly overlapping volumes
might end up being merged. A more hierarchical approach,
as used in StructureNet, could alleviate this problem.

Ablation study. Justifications for the design choices in
ANISE are summarized in Table 5} Part geometry predic-
tion conditioned on part transformations used by ANISE
(“Cond. pred.” column) is compared to its unconditional
counterpart that predicts parts and transformation in par-
allel, similar to PQ-Net. Our results indicate that this small
changes provides a significant boost to reconstruction qual-

ity. Furthermore, supervision from SDF of fully assembled
shapes gives significant boost to reconstruction quality ac-
cording to all evaluated metrics (“Fine-tuning” column).

We provide qualitative evaluation of fine-tuning stage
importance in Figure |10, Even though model without SDF
fine-tuning produces reasonable looking shapes, their pro-
portions are usually way off which especially hurts recon-
struction of smaller parts. It is also interesting that our
model is able to generalize over preprocessing artifacts (row
3 in Figure[10).

We also compare our multi-stage training described in
Section [ to end-to-end ANISE training from “scratch”
without relying on the intermediate stages. When training
from scratch, ANISE “collapses” to predicting only one part
representing the whole shape while the rest of the parts
result in either tiny or no surfaces. Figure [I1| demonstrates
this effect.

6 CONCLUSION

We presented a novel shape reconstruction model formu-
lated as an assembly of a set of neural implicits. Our
network first predicts part-specific transformations which
are then associated with part codes that encode geometry.
After that, parts have their geometry decoded and trans-
formed to assemble the final shape. We show that our
model outperforms part-agnostic and sequential assembly
models. We demonstrate its useful applications: single-view
and point cloud reconstruction, selective editing of parts
of reconstructed shapes, and reconstruction based on part
retrieval.
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Some aspects worth investigating are described as
follows. Currently, our model requires pre-training of
category-specific part representations which might be un-
practical in many scenarios. Exploring how to learn generic
part codes, suitable to multiple shape categories, is left as
future work. Our part transformations are currently limited:
we only explore part positioning and uniform scaling. While
we achieve state-of-art-results compared to other part-aware
approaches, we believe adding other transformations (e.g.
free-form deformations) or representing the implicit assem-
bly as a hierarchical set are interesting topics for further
investigation.
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