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Fig. 1: Decomposed segmentation and reconstruction. By leveraging self-supervised 2D features in the form of coarse-
and median-grained masks, our proposed method DORec achieves decomposed object reconstruction without 2D annotations
and enables downstream tasks.

Abstract— Recovering 3D geometry and textures of individ-
ual objects is crucial for many robotics applications, such as
manipulation, pose estimation, and autonomous driving. How-
ever, decomposing a target object from a complex background
is challenging. Most existing approaches rely on costly manual
labels to acquire object instance perception. Recent advance-
ments in 2D self-supervised learning offer new prospects for
identifying objects of interest, yet leveraging such noisy 2D
features for clean decomposition remains difficult. In this paper,
we propose a Decomposed Object Reconstruction (DORec)
network based on neural implicit representations. Our key idea
is to use 2D self-supervised features to create two levels of
masks for supervision: a binary mask for foreground regions
and a K-cluster mask for semantically similar regions. These
complementary masks result in robust decomposition. Experi-
mental results on different datasets show DORec’s superiority
in segmenting and reconstructing diverse foreground objects
from varied backgrounds enabling downstream tasks such as
pose estimation.

I. INTRODUCTION

Reconstructing a 3D object from multi-view images aims
to obtain accurate and compact geometry and photo-realistic
textures. Decomposing the 3D object from the background
is crucial for 3D scene understanding and can be applied
to various robotic applications, such as manipulation, pose
estimation, and autonomous driving (Fig. 1). For example,
a decomposed 3D reconstruction can replace known CAD
models in object pose estimation. Recently, neural implicit
representations [1], [2] greatly enhance reconstruction qual-
ity, but decomposing a target object from the background
without costly manual annotation remains challenging.

To address this, [3], [4] use 2D masks obtained from
pre-trained segmentation models to avoid expensive manual
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annotation. However, these coarse-grained masks are prone
to errors, affecting the precision of decomposed modeling
(see Fig. 1, SemanticNeRF). Other approaches exploit fine-
grained features from 2D self-supervised models for decom-
posed reconstruction, distilling these features into the 3D
space for post-processing decomposition [5], e.g., identifying
a specific 3D region based on the feature vector of a user
query. While promising, this makes them susceptible to noise
and false classifications (Fig. 1, DFF).

In this paper, we propose utilizing self-supervised 2D
features of varying granularity for decomposed object re-
construction. Our key idea is to transfer these features into
two types of masks: a coarse-grained mask for rough de-
composition and a median-grained mask for noise resistance.
Self-supervised features with median granularity, such as a
K-cluster segmentation mask, are less prone to erroneous
classification than binary masks (Fig. 1). Median-grained
clustering can be easily used during training to encourage
decomposed reconstruction, avoiding post-processing region
extraction. However, using only median-grained features
might lead to alternative solutions due to the lack of clear
foreground-background guidance. Therefore, we also use
coarse-grained masks to provide distinct boundary indica-
tions, ensuring reliable convergence during early training
stages. For reconstruction, we employ a compositional net-
work, with the foreground model as a neural surface rep-
resentation for high-quality geometries and the background
model as a neural radiance field for unbounded scenes.
The network is supervised by RGB reconstruction loss and
segmentation losses using both coarse-grained and median-
grained masks. Our proposed training strategy effectively
leverages both masks for decomposition. After training, our
model can render accurate foreground object masks and
extract the foreground object’s surface.
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Fig. 3: Method overview. The left part in blue shows our decomposed network consisting of a background model fθ
and a foreground model fϕ. The background predictions (cb, σb) and foreground predictions (cf , ρf ) are blended together
via point-wise max composition. The right part in pink illustrates how we leverage self-supervised 2D features of varying
granularity to enable decomposed reconstruction.

In summary, the major contributions of this work are: i)
To address the decomposed object reconstruction problem,
we propose a compositional neural implicit network that uses
2D self-supervised features for decomposition, sparing pixel-
wise annotations. ii) We propose to utilize self-supervised
features of varying granularity, with coarse-grained features
for early guidance and median-grained features for noise re-
silience. iii) Our method obtains high reconstruction quality
and neat segmentation results, as proved by experiments on
various object-centered and cluttered real datasets.

II. RELATED WORKS

A. Neural Implicit Representations

Traditional object reconstruction methods often use dis-
crete representations, including voxel-based [6], point-
based [7] and mesh-based [8]. Neural implicit representa-
tions [2], [1] consider the 3D space as a continuous function
by mapping each 3D point to a signed distance field (SDF) or
an occupancy value, enabling high reconstruction accuracy
and thus gain popularity [9], [10], [11]. However, these
methods require 3D supervision. Neural Radiance Fields
(NeRF) [12] proposes to map each 3D point to a density
value and a color taking viewing directions into considera-
tion, enabling high-fidelity novel view synthesis using multi-
view 2D supervision [13], [14]. However, extracting surfaces
from NeRF’s density field typically yields unsatisfactory
results. A line of works hence replaces the density field
with a signed distance or an occupancy field to improve
reconstruction quality [15], [16], [17]. These methods focus
on reconstructing the full scene and are not designed to
decompose an arbitrary target object.

B. Decomposed Neural Implicit Representations

Decomposing neural implicit representations into distinct
parts is useful for scene editing [18] and object-level re-
construction [4] Most methods depend on 2D annotations
to guide the decomposition. SemanticNeRF [3] introduces
predicting a semantic logit at every 3D point, enabling
scene classification while reconstruction. This idea is further
explored for semantic segmentation [19], [20], panoptic
segmentation [21], [22], and decomposed reconstruction [4],

[23]. These methods perform well with dense and accurate
2D annotations as supervision but require extensive human
labeling, limiting their broader application. Other approaches
use category-level knowledge [19], [24] or object motion
[25], [26] to help decomposition. In contrast, we focus on
reconstructing a prominent foreground object of arbitrary
category in a cluttered scene without assuming it is dynamic.

C. Self-supervised Learning in 3D Representations

Recently, transformer architectures [27], [28] and self-
supervised learning methods have improved the general-
ization of image vision models [29], [30]. Some methods
decompose the neural implicit representations without 2D
annotations or prior knowledge by utilizing 2D features from
pre-trained networks [31], [5], [32]. NeRF-SOS [32] uses
unsupervised 2D features from the visual transformer net-
work DINO [29] to constraint segmentation and geometrical
similarities between patches. DFF [33] exploits features from
the visual transformer network DINO to supervise a proposed
feature field with DINO feature maps. While we share the
idea of using the 2D features from pre-trained methods
as foreground-sensitive guidance, we argue that combining
different types of DINO features yields a more stable result.
We compare with DFF on varied datasets to validate our
method. AutoRecon [34] aggregates DINO features to point
clouds for coarse foreground segmentation but assumes a
planar background for decomposition, making it difficult to
handle complex environments.

III. METHODS

Given a set of N images {I1, ..., IN} and the camera
poses {ξ1, ..., ξN}, our goal is to learn decomposed object
reconstruction that separates the background from the target
object and vice versa.

A. Decomposed Neural Networks

Pipeline. As shown in Fig. 3, our method takes a 3D
point position x and a viewing direction d as input, and then
processes them with a background model and a foreground
model, respectively. We follow [13] to build the background
model, utilizing MLPs to obtain a density value σb and a
color vector cb: fθ : (x,d) 7→ (cb, σb).



Fig. 4: Point-wise max composition. Unlike [35], we model
points inside the unit sphere using both the foreground
and background models. The values are combined via max
composition, meaning the lower density is ignored.

To reconstruct the surface of the foreground object, we
follow [35] to predict an SDF value and a color vector cf ,
where the SDF value is transferred to a point opaque density
ρf : fϕ : (x,d) 7→ (cf , ρf ).

A point-wise composition mechanism is then designed to
blend the outputs of two models to get unified outputs c
and σ. Last, we use volume rendering [12] to obtain pixel-
wise colors C and accumulated weight W . Thanks to the
independent branch design, we can obtain the rendering
results for the target object by rendering with the outputs
of the foreground model. Also, object surfaces could be
extracted by applying marching cubes to the outputs of the
foreground model.

Point-wise max composition. Following [13], we adopt
inverted sphere parameterization to partition the scene into
an inner unit sphere and an outer volume. As illustrated
in Fig. 4, the inner sphere is jointly modeled with the
foreground model fθ and the background model fϕ, whereas
the rest is represented using the background model alone.
This allows us to decompose the background region in the
unit sphere from the foreground model.

For each point within the inner sphere, we adopt a point-
wise composition to fuse the foreground and the background
models. In our preliminary experiments, we experimentally
observe that a simple max composition leads to better
decomposition:

σ = max(σb, ρf ) (1)
c = cb1σb>ρf

+ cf1σb<ρf
(2)

where 1⋆ → {0, 1} refers to an indicator function.

B. Leveraging 2D Self-Supervised Features

Decomposing the foreground and the background without
manually labeling is difficult. Existing methods often use
pre-trained segmentation models or self-supervised models
to aid in this process, employing either binary masks or
fine-grained features. Similarly, we advocate for using self-
supervised 2D features for decomposition. However, to the
best of our knowledge, we are the first to transfer self-
supervised 2D features into masks of varying granularities
for supervision, including median-grained and coarse-grained
masks.

Median-grained mask supervision. We extract median-
grained masks from self-supervised 2D features to facilitate
decomposed reconstruction. Fig. 5 shows the feature genera-
tion process following [30]. Each input image is paired with

Fig. 5: Median-grained and coarse-grained masks ob-
tained from self-supervised networks.

Fig. 6: Coarse- and median-grained features of the same
scene in two different views.
the reference image. Their key descriptors and attention maps
of the [CLS] token of the last transformer layer are extracted
by DINO [29]. K-Means is then applied to cluster features
of the key descriptors from both images, representing the
common feature clusters appearing in both views. Our key
observation is that median-grained masks are less prone
to error, i.e., the same cluster often belongs to the same
foreground or background class. Thus, we design a cluster
mask loss to ensure that the pixels in the same cluster fall
into the same class.

Given a set of M sampled rays, we retrieve their cluster
values {li|li ∈ S}Mi=1, where S = {sj}Kj=1 is the cluster
index set. We group sampled rays of the same cluster index
and compute the average foreground weight of each cluster
index sj :

gsj = E({Wfi |li = sj}) (3)

where E(·) is an average operation and Wf is the foreground
weight at one sampled ray. Next, we use the binary cross
entropy loss to push the average foreground weight of each
cluster to either 0 or 1:

Lclssj
= −(gsj log gsj + (1− gsj ) log(1− gsj )) (4)



Dataset DINO-Coseg [30] SAM [36] SNeRF+D [3] DFF [33] NeuS [35] NeuS+D NeuS+S Ours
BlendedMVS 0.772 0.577 0.745 / 0.571 0.773 0.824 0.872
Tanks Temples 0.890 0.603 0.916 / 0.558 0.838 0.603 0.946
DTU 0.900 0.936 0.887 / 0.792 0.861 0.949 0.971
OnePose 0.840 0.765 0.826 0.862 0.397 0.807 0.932 0.961
YCB Video 0.672 0.770 0.703 0.812 0.492 0.0.623 0.855 0.942

TABLE I: Quantitative results of foreground segmentation performance with mIoU metric. (+D) means using [30] masks,
while (+S) means using [36] masks.

Dataset BlendedMVS T&T DTU YCB Video
SceneID 1 2 3 4 Mean 1 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 Mean
NeuS 0.073 0.161 1.075 0.240 0.387 0.105 0.348 0.120 0.098 0.059 0.326 0.085 0.623 0.219
SNeRF+D 0.093 0.129 0.336 0.192 0.188 0.079 0.349 0.133 0.114 0.036 0.319 0.069 0.489 0.193
NeuS+D 0.140 0.122 0.339 0.156 0.189 0.086 0.250 0.153 0.170 0.082 0.302 0.057 0.352 0.188
NeuS+S 0.072 0.117 0.451 0.108 0.187 0.081 0.191 0.135 0.131 0.041 0.334 0.063 0.355 0.177
Ours 0.068 0.090 0.170 0.125 0.113 0.054 0.155 0.111 0.086 0.037 0.298 0.064 0.336 0.155

TABLE II: Quantitative results of reconstruction performance. We report CD to measure the reconstruction quality.

We sum up the losses of every cluster to get the final cluster
mask loss

Lcls =
∑
j∈K

Lclssj
(5)

As illustrated in Fig. 3, Lcls is applied to each cluster. Hence
it is cluster-level supervision instead of pixel-level.

Coarse-grained mask supervision. By utilizing the clus-
ter mask loss, rays belonging to the same feature cluster are
encouraged to be classified into the same class, aiding in
a clean decomposition. However, this per-cluster loss alone
does not specify which region should be in the foreground,
resulting in many possible solutions that can drive the loss
close to zero, which is unfavorable for initial network con-
vergence. Therefore, we propose integrating coarse-grained
binary masks to guide early-stage training.

As shown in Fig. 5, we follow [30] to use a simple voting
procedure to select clusters that are salient and common
to both images as our binary mask, indicating a separation
between the foreground and the background. We deploy the
coarse-grained binary masks to supervise the weights map
rendered from the foreground model by the binary cross
entropy loss Lseg . This per-pixel loss provides a clear pref-
erence of which region should be classified as foreground.

Analysis of coarse- and fine-grained masks. We further
analyze how the two proposed features work under difficult
situations. Fig. 6 shows an example of the obtained 2D
self-supervised features of the same scene in two views.
The foreground stone and the background floor tiles appear
similar. Due to the lack of inter-frame awareness in the
2D self-supervised network’s attention activation, they are
classified into different classes in the coarse-grained seg-
ment features in the 1st view, while both are classified as
foreground in the 2nd viewpoint (see red box). This leads
to inconsistent convergence directions when training our net-
work with different observations. In contrast, median-grained
features utilize richer information to provide a per-cluster
form of supervision. Note, that such median-grained masks
can correctly group foreground and background into the
same clusters. Under our cluster mask loss in Eq. (5), each
pixel must align with the results of most other pixels within
the cluster during convergence. Therefore, if the cluster is

correctly classified in most observations, it ensures that all
pixels within the cluster are correctly classified, enhancing
the robustness compared to using the coarse-grained mask
alone.

C. Training
Losses. Following [12], we minimize the reconstruction

error between the predicted color Ĉ(r) and the ground truth
color C(r)

Lcolor = ∥Ĉ(r)−C(r)∥22 (6)

Since we represent the foreground object as implicit
surfaces, an Eikonal loss Leik [37] is utilized to regularize
the predicted SDF values.

To prevent the background model from representing all
of the points inside the sphere, we add a loss to punish the
foreground model when its weighted alpha sum approaches
zero

Lfg = −log(
β

B

∑
i

(1Wfi
>Wth

)) (7)

where Wf is the weighted alpha sum from the foreground
model, Wth is a threshold value, β is a scale hyper-parameter,
and B is the number of rays.

Combing with the median-grained and coarse-grained
mask supervision, our full loss function is as follows:

L = γ1Lcolor + γ2Leik + γ3Lfg + γ4Lseg + γ5Lcls (8)

Training strategy. We experimentally observe that the
training strategy is important for achieving stable decomposi-
tion. Specifically, we first train the model from scratch using
Lcolor, Leik, Lfg and Lseg , as we observe that the coarse-
grained mask supervision Lseg provides a clear indicator of
foreground/background separation, leading to a reasonable
initial decomposition. Next, we fine-tune the full model with
all losses, where Lcls plays the main role in decomposing
the foreground.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

We evaluate our approach to answer two questions: i) can
our method reconstruct compact object geometries and obtain
neat segmentation results when synthesizing novel views?
ii) does our design in utilizing 2D unsupervised features
enhance performance?



Fig. 7: Qualitative foreground segmentation results in multiple datasets.

Fig. 8: Qualitative reconstruction results in Tanks and
Temples, YCB Video, and BlendedMVS datasets.

A. Datasets and metrics

Datasets. We conduct experiments on 5 different real
world datasets to validate our method. BlendedMVS
(BMVS) [38], DTU [39] , and Tanks and Temples
(T&T) [40] are commonly used in 3D reconstruction. We
manually label the test images and remove the background
in the provided meshes as ground truths. OnePose [41]

s0 s1 s2 s3
binary mask loss (sc) ✓ ✓
cluster mask loss (sc) ✓
cluster mask loss (ft) ✓
scene 1 0.562 0.763 0.967 0.966
scene 2 0.642 0.705 0.319 0.958

TABLE III: Ablation study on training strategies. Here
mIoU is reported to indicate the decomposition performance.

Fig. 9: Visualization of ablation study on training strategy.

is an object-centered dataset, containing common domestic
products placed on different platforms and observed from
top-down views. YCB Video [42] is a more challenging
dataset, where objects could be placed on a non-planar
background. We follow [13] to place a sphere to enclose
the target object. 1

Metrics. We employ the following metrics for evaluation:
mIoU (mean Intersection-over-Union) to evaluate the decom-
posed segmentation results, and CD (Chamfer Distance) to

1More implementation and dataset details are presented in the Appendix:
https://arxiv.org/abs/2310.11092



offset 0 0 0 5% 10%
scale 1.0 0.9 1.2 1.0 1.0
mIoU 0.920 0.924 0.920 0.918 0.922
CD 0.227 0.244 0.206 0.230 0.239

TABLE IV: Ablation study on sphere parameters.
Lfg 1 2 3 4 Mean

0.776 0.872 0.965 0.640 0.813
✓ 0.784 0.879 0.964 0.862 0.872

TABLE V: Ablation study on foreground regularization loss
Lfg with the metric of mIoU.

measure the quality of reconstructed 3D geometry.

B. Implementation details

For each object, the RGBs are paired with the first image
to obtain DINO features. For YCB Video scenes, we use the
bounding rectangle of the projected sphere on the 2D plane
as a bounding box and extract DINO features from within the
box. For other scenes, since they are already object-centered,
we use the whole image for DINO. We train each object
for 200k iterations with color loss, eikonal loss, foreground
regularization loss, and binary mask loss from scratch, and
finetune with cluster mask loss from 150k. It takes about
4 hours to reconstruct one object on a single GTX 3090Ti
GPU, requiring around 7.3GB of GPU memory. We use the
official implementation of [30] to obtain both the coarse-
grained and median-grained features without any parameter-
tuning for all experiments. 1

C. Comparison to the State of the Art

Foreground Segmentation. We report the segmentation
results in all datasets in Tab. X. Our method outperforms
other baselines in most scenes with mIoU metrics. For the 2D
self-supervised learning methods (DINO-Coseg and SAM),
they use image feature attentions to separate foregrounds
from backgrounds but often mistakenly respond to textures or
shadows. As for the 3D reconstruction methods, the perfor-
mance of NeuS shows the results without background mod-
eling inside the sphere or utilization 2D self-supervised fea-
tures, serving as a naive baseline of our method. SNeRF+D
and NeuS+S, relying on 2D self-supervised masks for su-
pervision, show similar results to their 2D counterparts due
to strong mask-fitting abilities. DFF learns a feature field
to aggregate self-supervised features from multi-frames but
neglects the cluster similarities and requires a query feature
from DINO for post-segmentation. Due to the larger image
sizes on the BMVS and TT datasets, we have to use larger
strides to extract dino features. However, training DFF with
such coarse dino features yields less satisfactory results, so
we excluded these results.

Fig. 7 shows the qualitative results in OnePose, Blended-
MVS, and YCB Video datasets. Our method decomposes the
target object from the background neatly in most cases.

Foreground Reconstruction. To validate the object-level
reconstruction and decomposition ability in different objects
and environments, we compare our method in 4 datasets
with 3D reconstruction baselines. Since the OnePose dataset
doesn’t provide ground truth meshes, the comparison is
spared.

seg. noise 0 5% 10% 0 0
cls. noise 0 0 0 5% 10%

mIoU 0.947 0.946 0.942 0.951 0.954

TABLE VI: Ablation study on foreground decomposition
results towards feature noises.

Fig. 10: Real-world experiment process.

As shown in Table. II, our method performs best in most
scenes, demonstrating superior reconstruction accuracy and
completeness. NeuS, serving as a naive baseline, highlights
the difference between the object mesh and the background-
contained mesh. The NeRF-based method SNeRF+D shows
inferior reconstruction results. NeuS+S takes advantage of
the strong surface implicit representation and state-of-the-art
unsupervised segmentation masks, sometimes performs bet-
ter but is unstable, showing sensitivity to supervision masks.
Fig. 8 displays the qualitative results of our method and the
baselines in varied datasets. Notably, the result in YCB Video
(column 3) demonstrates our ability to decompose the target
object from non-planar backgrounds.

D. Ablation studies

Effectiveness in training strategy. To validate the ef-
fectiveness of our training strategy in utilizing two kinds
of features, we conduct ablation studies on two different
scenes. Table. III demonstrates the performance difference:
(sc) indicates training from scratch, and (ft) refers to fine-
tuning. Fig. 9 shows the qualitative results.

As shown, the network struggles to decompose when
neither binary mask loss nor cluster mask loss is used (s0).
Providing binary mask loss (s1) improves results, but artifacts
remain due to segment noise. Using only cluster mask loss
(s2) results in one object decomposing well while failing
on another, indicating that higher granularity features can
misguide the network. Training with binary mask loss from
scratch and then fine-tuning with cluster mask loss (s3) yields
the most accurate and stable results. Therefore, we adopt the
s3 strategy for all experiments in this paper.

Sensitivities to sphere parameterization. We follow [35]
to use the inverted sphere parameterization, where the sphere
determines the potential object range. To investigate the
influence of sphere parameter perturbations, we conduct
ablation studies by scaling the sphere radius and introducing
offsets to the sphere center. The offset magnitude is given as
a percentage of the sphere’s radius. As shown in Table. IV,



Fig. 11: Qualitative results on real-world experiments: reconstruction, foreground segmentation, and pose estimation.

Bottle1 Bottle2 Mean
NeuS+S 0.903 0.948 0.926
Ours 0.972 0.984 0.978

TABLE VII: Quantitative results on real-world experi-
ments of foreground segmentation with the metric of mIoU.
variations in sphere parameters within certain limits do not
affect our results significantly, highlighting the robustness of
our method’s decomposition ability.

Ablation studies on foreground regularization. We
validate the effectiveness of the proposed foreground reg-
ularization loss Lfg in the BlendedMVS dataset. As shown
in Table. V, omitting Lfg has little effect on three scenes
but significantly decreases performance in one scene. This
indicates the importance of the error term in enhancing the
method’s robustness.

Sensitivities to self-supervised feature qualities. We re-
port how the noises in the obtained features affect our results.
We add random noises to the coarse-grained features and
median-trained features to assess its effect on decomposing
results. As shown in Table. VI, with feature contamination,
our segmentation performance remains strong, demonstrating
the robustness of our approach.

E. Real-world Experiments

We conduct real-world experiments to validate our perfor-
mance and show how the decomposed reconstruction quality
affects downstream tasks. Here, we consider zero-shot ob-
ject pose estimation as one representative downstream task.
Fig. 10 shows our experiment process. First, we collect data
by placing target objects on a platform and capturing about
60 multi-view images per object with a moving camera. 70%
of these images are used for reconstruction training, with
the remainder for novel view testing. Next, we feed the data
to two reconstruction methods for comparison: our proposed
method and the NeuS+S baseline. All parameters and settings
are consistent with our public dataset experiments. Last,
we utilize the obtained models in new test scenes for a
downstream object pose estimation task using Foundation-
Pose [43]. This task involves estimating the object’s pose
based on the observations and the template image rendered
from an object model. While FoundationPose uses CAD
models, we replace them with our decomposed object model.
The quality of the object model directly affects the estimation
results, making it a suitable task to indicate why clean
decomposed reconstruction is essential.

Results on decomposed reconstruction. Since we lack
ground truth models of the real-world objects, we compare
the results of decomposed foreground segmentation in novel
views with human-annotated ground truth masks. Table. VII
displays the quantitative results, while Fig. 11 shows the
qualitative results of our method and the baseline. As shown,
the baseline method can decompose both the bottles from
the background but fails to achieve complete modeling.
In contrast, our method achieves consistent decomposed
modeling results.

Results on downstream task. We directly apply [43]
to two test scenes using models from both our method
and the baseline. Lacking ground truth meshes for the
target objects, we compare their estimation performance
qualitatively. Fig. 11 displays the estimation results: the
blue bounding box shows results using our model, while
the green box shows the results using the baseline method.
The baseline method’s incomplete decomposition can lead
to larger estimation errors in occlusion cases, as seen in the
lower right image. More qualitative results are available in
the supplementary video.

V. CONCLUSION

In this work, we propose a Decomposed Object Recon-
struction method (DORec) based on neural implicit repre-
sentation, which learns to decompose the target object from
the background while reconstructing. Our method transfers
2D self-supervised features into masks of two levels of gran-
ularity to supervise the decomposition, including a binary
mask to indicate the foreground regions and a K-cluster
mask to indicate the semantically similar regions. Extensive
experimental results on real datasets demonstrate the strong
ability of our method in both segmentation, object-level
reconstruction, and downstream tasks. A limitation is the
lengthy training time, which we aim to reduce in the future
using advanced network architectures or training strategies.
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APPENDIX

A. Preliminaries

Surface-based Implicit Representation. We use neu-
ral surface-based implicit representation as our foreground
model for extracting the object’s surface.

Let r(t) = o+ td be a camera ray emitted from the focal
principle o of a camera with a unit-norm viewing direction
d, a set of 3D points x are sampled on the ray within a
bounded 3D volume. Given (x,d) as inputs, we follow [35]
to project each input to a color value c(t) and an SDF value
s(t) with MLPs. Then, the opaque density ρ(t) is computed
as

ρ(t) = max

(
−dΦ

dt (s(t))

Φ(s(t))
, 0

)
. (9)

The sigmoid function Φ(s(t)) = (1 + e−βs(t))−1 is the
integral of the logistic density distribution of the SDF value.
To obtain pixel color C(r) and accumulated weight W (r),
volume rendering is adopted:

C(r) =

∫ f

n

T (t)α(t)c(t)dt, W (r) =

∫ f

n

T (t)α(t)dt,

(10)
where n and f refer to the near and far points for integration,
T (t) is the accumulated transmittance defined as [12], and
α(t) is the alpha value derived from ρ(t) [35].

Self-supervised Visual Transformer. Vision Transform-
ers (ViT) [27] split an input image into a sequence of fixed-
size patches with position embedding, and feed the sequence
to a Transformer encoder. To perform image classification,
an extra learnable embedding ”classification token”, noted as
[CLS], is added to the sequence. Perceiving self-attention and
cross-attention with the patches in the encoder, the output of
the [CLS] token goes through an MLP layer to obtain the
final classification probabilities. DINO [29] deploys the ViT
in a self-supervised training manner, providing foreground-
sensitive features without a predefined label set.

B. Implementation Details of DORec

Network Architecture. Fig. 12 shows the detailed archi-
tecture of our DORec model. We adopt the same network
architecture in all experiments. We follow [35] to build our
foreground model and background model.

The foreground model takes as input the 3D location x to
predict the signed distance field value sf . Then it calculates
the point-wise gradients n = ds/dx, and concatenates them
with the feature vector, the viewing direction d, and the
location x to predict the color field value cf . The background
model takes as input the 3D location x to predict the density
field value σb. Then it combines the viewing direction d to
get the color field value cb.

Following NeRF [12], both x and d are mapped to a higher
dimensional space using a positional encoding (PE):

γ(p) = (sin(20πp), cos(20πp), ...,

sin(2L−1πp), cos(2L−1πp))
(11)

In the foreground model, we set L = 6 for γ(x) and L = 4
for γ(d). In the background model, we set L = 10 for γ(x)
and L = 4 for γ(d).

Sampling Strategy. We normalize the scene, placing the
sphere at the center with a radius of 1. We sample 128
points for the foreground model between the range of [-1,1]
with the hierarchical sampling strategy proposed by [35].
Specifically, we first uniformly sample 64 points along the
ray, then iteratively conduct importance sampling for 4 times.
In each iteration, we additionally sample 16 points. Then we
sample extra 64 points outside the normalized sphere and
normalize them following [13]. We concatenate the outside
points (64) with the inside points (128) together to feed the
background model. When extracting mesh, we evenly sample
512 × 512 × 512 points inside a cube with the radius of
the sphere and use their predicted SDF value for marching
cubes [44].

Training Strategy. We randomly select one image from
the trainset and sample 512 rays in each iteration. We use
the Adam optimizer to train our networks. The learning rate
is first linearly warmed up from 0 to 5×10−4 in the first 5k
iterations, and then controlled by the cosine decay schedule
to the minimum learning rate of 2.5× 10−5. We train each
model for 150k iterations with the losses Lcolor, Leik, Lfg ,
and Lseg mentioned in the paper, then add Lclu to finetune
for another 50k iterations. The loss weights γi are set to 1.0,
0.1, 0.01, 0.1, and 0.1, respectively. Every model is trained
on a single GTX 3090Ti GPU.

Applying DINO-Coseg. As described in the paper, we
propose to transfer self-supervised 2D features to masks of
different granularities. We use the official implementation
of [30]. We adopt the ViT-S/8 network with a stride of 4
for the first convolutional layer and set the maximum cluster
number as 16. The feature-obtaining process is conducted
before model training. It takes about 2.5s to process one
image in an NVIDIA 3090Ti GPU. We refer our readers
to [30] for more feature extraction network details.

C. Implementation Details of Baseline Methods

DINO-Coseg: For DINO-Coseg [30], we use the same
coarse-grained binary masks as our method use for fair
comparison.

SAM: For SAM [36], we use the official implementation
provided by the authors. We adopt the public trained model
and set the prompt point per side as 1 to get a binary mask. In
BlendedMVS, OnePose, and Tanks and Temples datasets, we
use the whole image as a prompt to obtain a foreground and
background mask. While in the non-object-centered dataset
YCB Video, we use the same 2D bounding boxes as we use
as prompts.

NeuS: For NeuS [35], we use the official implementation
provided by the authors, except that we mask out the black
edges in the images in OnePose dataset when calculating
color loss. For NeuS+D and NeuS+S, we use the DINO-
Coseg masks and SAM masks respectively.

SemanticNeRF: For SemanticNeRF [3], we also use the
official implementation provided by the authors. We use



Fig. 12: Network Architecture of DORec.

Scene Case Sequence Train# Test#
1 0413-juliecookies-box 3 63 17
2 0414-babydiapers-others 1 73 18
3 0415-captaincup-others 3 63 17

TABLE VIII: Sequences and images used in OnePose
dataset.

the binary we obtained from DINO-Coseg as supervision
in training SemanticNeRF. In extracting mesh, we also uni-
formly sample 512× 512× 512 points in the cubic encasing
the sphere to predict their densities and semantics, then use
argmax to choose those points belonging to foreground, and
adopt marching cubes to generate mesh.

DFF: For DFF [33], we use the official implementation
provided by the authors. Since the code for DINO feature
extraction is not presented, we follow the introductions
in their paper [33] to deploy [30] for feature extracting.
Also, DFF requires a reference patch as input to extract the
interested region. We use the GT object mask to choose the
object region in the first input image, then calculate the mean
feature vector in the region as the query feature to select the
target object in every input image. We consider annotating a
GT object mask at one view of a similar cost of annotating
a sphere, and thus we do not apply a sphere projection to
post-process the DFF results.

D. Datasets

OnePose Dataset: OnePose dataset [41] is firstly proposed
for evaluating one-shot object pose estimation methods. We
choose this dataset to evaluate our method because it contains
various common products in different environments with real
lighting. We downsample the original image sequences with
a ratio of 10 to get training images, and randomly sample
from the rest to get testing images. Tab. VIII shows the
specific cases, sequences and numbers of images we use
for training and testing. We use the official implementation
provided by the authors to obtain the poses and a sparse
pointcloud of each object. Since no ground truth masks are
provided in the dataset, we manually label all the testing
images.

Tanks and Temples Dataset: For the Tanks and Temples
dataset [40], we directly use the data published by [13]

Scene Object Sequence Train# Test#
1 003 cracker box 0007 100 27
2 004 sugar box 0049 100 27
3 006 mustard bottle 0037 100 27
4 008 pudding box 0002 86 24
5 021 bleach cleanser 0036 100 27

TABLE IX: Sequences and images used in YCB Video
dataset.

for fair comparisons. We use the Truck scene to validate
our performance on object-centered unbounded scenes. We
also manually label all the testing images for no ground
truth masks are provided. Since the goal of our method is
to decompose the object from backgrounds, we manually
remove the meshes of the ground surface in the ground truth
mesh file, and use this edited mesh when evaluating CD
metric for all experiments.

BlendedMVS Dataset: For the BlendedMVS dataset [38],
we use the data published by [35] and [34] for fair com-
parisons. We use the Bear, Stone, and Gundam scene to
validate our performance on more object-centered scenes. We
select images with indices that are multiples of 10 from each
sequence as the test set, and the rest are used as the training
set. We also manually label all the testing images for no
ground truth masks provided. Since the goal of our method
is to decompose the object from backgrounds, we manually
remove the meshes of the ground surface in the ground truth
mesh file, and use this edited mesh when evaluating CD
metric for all experiments.

YCB Video Dataset Most of the datasets commonly
used in the reconstruction task are object-centered and
non-cluttered, so we choose this dataset to validate our
performance in cluttered, non-object-centered scenes. The
YCB Video dataset [42] is widely used in object pose
estimation tasks. It contains 92 image sequences, in which
objects sampled from 21 different categories are randomly
placed or stacked on different tables. We use 5 objects from
this dataset, and choose 1 sequence for each object. We
downsample the original image sequences with a ratio of
20 to get training images, and randomly sample from the
rest to get testing images. Tab. IX shows the specific scenes,



Dataset Scene ID DINO-Coseg SAM SNeRF+D DFF NeuS NeuS+D NeuS+S Ours
BlendedMVS 1 0.595 0.614 0.643 / 0.772 0.643 0.875 0.784

2 0.830 0.570 0.720 / 0.523 0.720 0.869 0.879
3 0.843 0.437 0.879 / 0.475 0.879 0.683 0.964
4 0.819 0.686 0.738 / 0.512 0.849 0.867 0.862

Mean 0.772 0.577 0.745 / 0.571 0.773 0.824 0.872
Tanks Temples 1 0.890 0.603 0.916 / 0.558 0.838 0.603 0.946
DTU 1 0.900 0.936 0.887 / 0.792 0.861 0.949 0.971
OnePose 1 0.911 0.612 0.912 0.869 0.354 0.783 0.955 0.979

2 0.724 0.796 0.665 0.823 0.293 0.801 0.945 0.958
3 0.886 0.888 0.900 0.894 0.543 0.838 0.896 0.947

Mean 0.840 0.765 0.826 0.862 0.397 0.807 0.932 0.961
YCB Video 1 0.605 0.743 0.662 0.707 0.353 0.591 0.952 0.955

2 0.702 0.843 0.746 0.938 0.551 0.451 0.489 0.926
3 0.741 0.821 0.749 0.774 0.500 0.567 0.911 0.920
4 0.525 0.769 0.533 0.682 0.576 0.596 0.927 0.920
5 0.763 0.599 0.806 0.895 0.408 0.858 0.935 0.930
6 0.695 0.845 0.723 0.878 0.561 0.673 0.917 0.961

Mean 0.672 0.770 0.703 0.812 0.492 0.0.623 0.855 0.942

TABLE X: Quantitative results of foreground segmentation performance with mIoU metric.

Fig. 13: Additional qualitative results of novel view synthesis (top row) and foreground segmentation (bottom row) on the
Tanks and Temples dataset.

objects, sequences, and number of images we use for training
and testing. We use the ground truth mask it provides for
segmentation results evaluation. Though the dataset provides
poses of the objects with respect to cameras in each view,
we observe pose errors that lead to multi-view inconsistency.
Hence, we adopt COLMAP [45] to refine the poses and
obtain the sparse pointcloud for sphere annotation follow-
ing [35]. After pose refinement, the coordinates we use differ
from the coordinate the ground truth mesh use. To evaluate
the reconstruction accuracy with the provided ground truth
mesh, we adopt a trajectory registration algorithm [46] to
align our reconstructed coordinate with the ground truth
coordinates. The aligned transformation is shared among all
methods for fair comparisons.

E. Additional Quantitative Results

Additional quantitative results on comparison to the
state-of-the-art. In Tab. X we report the full results of the
comparison to the state-of-the-art in foreground segmenta-
tion.

F. Additional Qualitative Results

Additional qualitative results on foreground segmen-
tation. We show additional qualitative results on foreground
segmentation in Fig. 13 Fig. 14, and Fig. 15.

Additional qualitative results on foreground recon-
struction. We show additional qualitative results on fore-
ground reconstruction in Fig. 16, Fig. 17, and Fig. 18.

G. Limitations

Currently, our method still holds two limitations. First,
when part of the background is encased by the target object
and keeps consistent across views, we are unable to separate
it correctly, e.g. the red table circled by the handle of the
captain cup object in OnePose dataset. Second, the training
process still takes hours, and we plan to accelerate it with
advanced network architectures or training strategies in the
future.



Fig. 14: Additional qualitative segmentation results on the OnePose dataset.

Fig. 15: Additional qualitative segmentation results on the YCB Video dataset.



Fig. 16: Additional qualitative reconstrution results on the YCB Video dataset.

Fig. 17: Additional qualitative reconstruction results on the BlendedMVS dataset.



Fig. 18: Additional qualitative reconstruction results.
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