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Abstract

We present SuperNormal, a fast, high-fidelity approach
to multi-view 3D reconstruction using surface normal maps.
With a few minutes, SuperNormal produces detailed sur-
faces on par with 3D scanners. We harness volume ren-
dering to optimize a neural signed distance function (SDF)
powered by multi-resolution hash encoding. To accelerate
training, we propose directional finite difference and patch-
based ray marching to approximate the SDF gradients nu-
merically. While not compromising reconstruction quality,
this strategy is nearly twice as efficient as analytical gra-
dients and about three times faster than axis-aligned finite
difference. Experiments on the benchmark dataset demon-
strate the superiority of SuperNormal in efficiency and ac-
curacy compared to existing multi-view photometric stereo
methods. On our captured objects, SuperNormal produces
more fine-grained geometry than recent neural 3D recon-
struction methods.

1. Introduction

Recovering high-quality 3D geometry of real-world ob-
jects from their multi-view images is a long-standing chal-
lenge in computer vision. Recently, neural implicit surface-
based methods have shown remarkable reconstruction re-
sults. Compared to traditional multi-view stereo (MVS)
methods [23], neural methods are more robust to view-
dependent observations and textureless surfaces [27]. Fur-
thermore, the reconstruction procedure has become highly
efficient [28] by introducing multi-resolution hash cod-
ing [18]. However, even though this spatial encoding al-
lows fine-grained geometry to be represented, shape recon-
struction from multi-view images tends to smooth out high-
frequency surface details, as shown in Fig. 1 bottom right.
Multi-view photometric stereo (MVPS), on the other
hand, aims to recover pixel-level high-frequency surface
detail by introducing additional lighting conditions during
the image acquisition [8]. In a typical workflow, a sur-
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Figure 1. (Top) From multi-view surface normal maps,
SuperNormal recovers fine-grained surface details comparable to
3D scanners while being orders of magnitude faster than the exist-
ing MVPS method [29]. (Bottom) Using fewer normal maps pro-
duces more faithful high-frequency surface detail than the MVS-
based method [28], although both use multi-resolution hash en-
coding [18].

face normal map is first recovered for each view, record-
ing per-pixel surface orientation information. The normal
maps estimated at different viewpoints are then fused into a
3D model, also known as multi-view normal integration [5].
However, existing normal fusion methods struggle to reflect
the details of the normal maps in the shape of the recov-
ered 3D model. Moreover, the reconstruction process takes
hours even when only a few low-resolution normal maps are
used [4, 29]. Due to the lack of a fast and accurate multi-
view normal fusion method, current multi-view photometric
stereo results remain unsatisfactory.

This paper presents SuperNormal to unite the best of
both worlds. Normal maps with pixel-level surface details
are utilized to exploit the expressive power and efficiency
of multi-resolution hash encoding-powered neural implicit



surface. Using normal maps alone avoids per-scene re-
flectance modeling and optimization, thus improving train-
ing efficiency compared to using color images. In a few
minutes, our method can produce fine-grained geometry on
par with commercial 3D scanners.

Specifically, we use volume rendering to optimize a neu-
ral signed distance function (SDF) such that its rendered
normal maps are consistent with input normal maps. To
further improve the training efficiency, we propose a direc-
tional finite difference and patch-based ray marching strat-
egy to approximate the SDF gradients numerically. This
strategy kills two birds with one stone: SDF values eval-
uated at sampled points are all used both for SDF-based
volume rendering and SDF gradient approximation. This
way, we avoid second-order derivative computation during
training. Unlike traditional axis-aligned finite difference,
directional finite difference avoids redundant SDF evalua-
tions (Fig. 2). Without compromising reconstruction qual-
ity, our method is nearly twice as fast as using analytical
gradients and about three times faster than finite difference.

Compared to existing neural MVPS methods, our
method is two orders of magnitude faster and recovers bet-
ter surface details (Fig. 1 above). We also capture objects
with complex geometry and show that our method recov-
ers more faithful surface details than the recent neural 3D
reconstruction method [28] (Fig. 1 bottom). Taking ad-
vantage of recent advances in photometric stereo, we can
estimate high-quality normal maps from images captured
under common lighting conditions with inexpensive equip-
ment [9]. Combined with SuperNormal, high-fidelity 3D
objects can be reconstructed using inexpensive equipment
in widely accessible environments.

In summary, this paper’s key contributions are:

* An effective neural 3D reconstruction approach using
multi-view normal maps, enhancing the reconstruction
quality to near 3D scanner levels;

¢ An efficient method for computing numerical gradients in
SDF-based neural rendering, speeding up the reconstruc-
tion process; and

* A comprehensive evaluation using benchmark objects
with MVPS approaches and an assessment using our cap-
tured objects with MVS approaches.

2. Related work
2.1. Multi-view photometric stereo (MVPS)

MVPS aims at high-fidelity 3D reconstruction using multi-
view observations under varying light conditions [8] (usu-
ally one-light-at-time (OLAT) images [14, 24]).

Existing methods differ in what geometry-related infor-
mation is inferred in each view and how information from
different views is fused into a complete 3D model. Chang et
al. [5] proposes a level set method [20] to fuse multi-view
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Figure 2. (Left) In SDF-based volume rendering, approximating
SDF gradients using axis-aligned finite difference [16, 34] requires
additional SDF samples at neighboring positions of volume ren-
dering points, increasing computational complexity and training
time. (Right) Our strategy of patch-based ray marching and direc-
tional finite difference effectively uses all SDF samples for both
SDF gradient approximation and volume rendering.

normal maps into a volumetric representation of the shape.
R-MVPS [21] uses the multi-view normal maps to refine a
coarse mesh estimated by multi-view stereo. B-MVPS [14]
initialize the shape as a sparse point cloud estimated by
structure from motion (SfM), then propagates the known
point spatially using the normal maps.

Recent MVPS methods have undergone a paradigm shift
since the advent of NeRF [17] by using a neural implicit
scene representation, usually parameterized as a multi-layer
perception (MLP). PS-NeRF [29] recovers a neural field
based on UNISUREF [19] by regularizing the gradients of
the neural field using the normal maps. UA-MVPS [10]
fuses the multi-view depth and normal maps into a neural
SDF using neural inverse rendering while considering per-
pixel confidence. MVAS [4] shows utilizing the azimuth
components of multi-view normal maps is sufficient to re-
cover the neural implicit surface. While most methods only
use images in the same view for normal map estimation,
MVPSNet [33] utilizes neighboring views to infer per-view
depth and normal maps jointly and applies screened Poisson
surface reconstruction (sPSR) [11] to obtain the shape.

However, the reconstructed surfaces of these methods
tend to be smoothed and do not reflect the high-frequency
details of the input normal maps. Our approach introduces
multi-resolution hash encoding and directional finite differ-
ence to improve the implicit neural field’s expressive power
and training efficiency.

2.2. Neural 3D reconstruction

The seminal work NeRF [17] and follow-up works [2, 3, 25]
have demonstrated remarkable novel view synthesis qual-
ity by volume rendering a neural implicit field. For better
geometry reconstruction quality, IDR [30] imposes eikonal
regularization [7] such that the neural field approximates a



valid SDF. Later, the concurrent works VolSDF [31] and
NeuS [27] develop SDF-based volume rendering, which
bridges SDF values to volume rendering weights and im-
proves the geometry fidelity. However, these methods re-
quire several hours to recover one object due to optimizing
a deep coordinate-based MLP.

Multi-resolution hash encoding has been proposed to
improve expressive power and accelerate the learning of
neural implicit field [18]. Several efforts have been made
to incorporate this expressive spatial encoding into neural
SDF learning. Since the official CUDA implementation
does not support the double propagation deduced by the
eikonal regularization, PermutoSDF [22] and NeuS2 [28]
re-implement the CUDA programming. InstantNSR [34]
and Neuralangelo [16] use finite difference instead of auto-
matic differentiation to avoid double propagation but trade
off the training speed.

We propose directional finite difference, a numerical
way to compute SDF gradients that avoids double propaga-
tion and is even faster than automatic differentiation when
combined with a tailored ray marching strategy.

2.3. Neural 3D reconstruction with normals

Normal maps have been used as auxiliary information to fa-
cilitate neural scene reconstruction in MonoSDF [32] and
NeuRIS [26]. These works target scene-level reconstruc-
tion, and normal maps help infer the geometry of texture-
less smooth regions (e.g., walls) where using color images
is likely to break down.

Instead, our method is particularly useful for single ob-
jects with complex surface details. We use photometric
stereo [9] to estimate normal maps from images under vary-
ing light conditions. This produces high-quality normal
maps that can be used alone for shape reconstruction.

3. Approach

We aim to recover the surface given a set of normal maps,
object masks, and camera intrinsic and extrinsic parameters.
Since photometric stereo methods estimate the normal maps
in camera space, we first apply the camera-to-world rotation
to normal maps to obtain world-space normal maps. Fig-
ure 3 depicts our pipeline. We represent the geometry as
a parametric SDF and optimize SDF parameters such that
its rendered gradient and opacity values are consistent with
input normal vectors and mask values, respectively.

3.1. Pipeline

SDF-based volume rendering (Forward pass) A signed
distance function (SDF) implicitly captures the geometry
by assigning each spatial point with the signed distance to
its closest surface point. The surface M can then be repre-

sented as the zero-level-set of the SDF:
M ={x| f(x) =0} (1)

We parameterize the SDF using multi-resolution hash en-
coding followed by a shallow MLP. In multi-resolution hash
encoding, the 3D space is discretized into a set of multi-
resolution 3D grids. Each grid cell is associated with a
unique hash value mapping the 3D coordinates to a learn-
able feature vector. Specifically, h(x; ¢) is the feature vec-
tor obtained by concatenating feature vectors of different
levels h(x) = [x, h1(X), ..., hr,(x)]. Then, the SDF can be
parameterized as

f(x) = f(h(x;9);0), 2

where ¢ and 6 are learnable hash-encoding feature vec-
tors and MLP parameters. Multi-resolution hash encoding
has proven to speed up training and improve the expressive
power of the neural SDF [18, 28, 34].

During training, we evaluate the SDF values at points
sampled on the rays cast from the camera centers toward
the scene. NeuS [27] proposes an unbiased and occlusion-
aware way to transfer the SDF samples to volume rendering
opacities. Given N ordered 3D points {x;}¥ , on aray and
their SDF values {f(x;)}},, the opacity at each point is
designed as

. max ¢s(f(x:)) — ds(f(Xiz1))
“= < NTED) ’0) @

where ¢, (z) = m is the sigmoid function with a
trainable sharpness s.
With this SDF-based opacity, we can render the normal

and opacity for the pixel p as:
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From Egs. (3) and (4), the neural SDF must be evaluated
at least once at sampled points for volume rendering. In
Secs. 3.2 and 3.3, we show that these SDF samples can be
reused for SDF gradient approximation, thus reducing the
computational amount and speeding up the training.

Neural SDF Training (Backward pass) To train the neu-
ral SDF, we supervise the rendered normals and opacities
using input ones n(p) and 6(p). The loss function consists



World space x

‘)\‘ Neural SDF

Hash Tiny
Encoding MLP

(a) Patch-based ray marching

fx) Vi)

(b) Directional finite difference

/

(¢) SDF-based volume rendering Normal and opacity maps

Figure 3. Approach overview. (a) Given input views, we randomly sample patches of pixels, cast rays from those pixels, and march a
plane along the patch of rays (Sec. 3.3). We treat the ray-plane intersections as sampled points and evaluate their SDF values via the neural
SDE. (b) SDF samples neighbor to a point are used to compute the SDF gradients using directional finite difference (Sec. 3.2). (¢) SDF
samples on the same rays are used for SDF-based volume rendering (Sec. 3.1).

of three terms: The normal, the mask, and the eikonal term:
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where p is the sampled pixels in a batch, x is the sampled
points on rays, and BCE is the binary cross entropy func-
tion. The normal term encourages the rendered SDF gradi-
ents to be consistent with the input normal vectors so that
accurate geometry details are recovered. The mask term
aligns the shape’s silhouette with input masks and can be
considered the boundary condition. The eikonal term en-
forces the SDF gradient norm to be close to 1 almost every-
where so that the neural SDF is approximately valid [20].

3.2. Directional Finite Difference

As seen, both the normal and eikonal terms backpropa-
gate the loss gradient via the SDF gradient to neural SDF
parameters (i.e., double backpropagation %%). The
most common way is to use Pytorch’s automatic differen-
tiation (AD) due to implementation simplicity. However,
the multi-resolution hash encoding package does not offi-
cially support double propagation. Common workarounds
include CUDA programming [22, 28] or use finite differ-
ence (FD) [16, 34] to bypass double propagation. However,
CUDA programming can be inflexible in that it shrinks the
design space (e.g., NeuS2 [28] requires ReLU activation),
and FD will slow down the training. Consider the ordinary

axis-aligned FD:
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where €vciz,y,2)} is an offset vector along z, y, or z axis
with a tiny step size e. Computing the gradient at one point
requires evaluating the SDF at its nearby points. These ad-
ditional SDF samples are also included in the computation
graph in the forward pass. Consequently, using FD signifi-
cantly slows the forward rendering and backward optimiza-
tion even if the efficient spatial encoding is used [16].

To avoid redundant SDF evaluations and double back-
propagation, we propose directional finite difference (DFD)
to reuse the volume rendering SDF samples for SDF gradi-
ents approximation. Consider the SDF value at a 3D point
x parameterized by the ray origin o and direction v:

fx) = flo+tv), )

where ¢ is the distance to the ray origin. From Eq. (7), we
have
daf
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Equation (8) is exactly the directional derivative of the SDF,
which projects the SDF gradient onto the ray direction.
Suppose we parameterize the same point along three dif-

ferent directions as
i€{1,2,3}. )

X = 0; + t;Vvy,

Applying Eq. (8) then yields three linear equations:
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From Eq. (10), we can compute the SDF gradient by
Vf=VIVyf (11)

Numerically, we can approximate the directional derivative
by

dt; ~ 2At
f(Xi + Atsz) - f(X,L - Atzvz)

= AT , 1€4{1,2,3}
(12)

Equations (11) and (12) imply that, to numerically approx-
imate the SDF gradient, we can first compute the finite dif-
ference along three directions V, then linearly transfer it by
V1. We call this SDF gradient approximation directional
finite difference. Equation (11) has a unique solution if the
three directions are non-coplanar.

The ordinary finite difference can be viewed as the spe-
cial case of Eq. (11) by choosing the three coordinate axes
as the ray directions. In this case, V becomes the identity
matrix. Both DFD and FD require nearby SDF samples to
approximate the SDF gradient. However, by tailoring the
sampling strategy, we can reuse the SDF samples in vol-
ume rendering for DFD without additional SDF samples, as
described in the following.

3.3. Patch-based Ray Marching

DFD requires computing the finite difference in three direc-
tions. In volume rendering, we naturally have SDF samples
along the viewing ray direction that can be used for finite
difference. For the other two directions, we propose to sam-
ple patches of pixels instead of single pixels and march a
plane on each patch of rays to locate the sampled points on
parallel planes.

Specifically, we perform ordinary ray marching for the
center pixel/ray of the patch and treat the sampled points as
the intersections between a marching plane and the center
ray. The points to be sampled on the remaining rays within
the patch can then be found as the intersection of the planes
and the rays: .

t;v, m
tj=— - (13)

ij

where m is the unit normal direction of the marching plane,
t; is the ray marching distance on the center ray with direc-
tion v;, and ¢; is the distance from the intersection point to
the ray origin (i.e., camera center) along the direction v ;
for derivation see Sec. B.2 in SupMat.

We choose the marching plane to parallel the image
plane where the patch is located (Fig. 3). With this sampling
strategy, the three directions for DFD computation are the
viewing ray direction and the world-space directions of x-
and y-axis of the camera coordinates. The marching plane

normal m becomes the world-space direction of the z-axis
of the camera coordinates and is the same for all pixels/rays
from the same view. This way, the SDF samples on the
same ray can be used for volume rendering as Eq. (4), and
the SDF samples neighbor to a point can be used for SDF
gradient computation as Eq. (11). We use the central differ-
ence (i.e., Eq. (12)) for points with neighbors in both direc-
tions and forward/backward difference for boundary points.

This sampling strategy is beneficial in three aspects.
First, it allows us to reuse the SDF samples from neigh-
boring rays to compute DFD. Second, it stabilizes training
by ensuring the existence of V1, since the viewing ray
direction will never co-planer to the image plane. Third,
it reduces the computation overhead during training by fix-
ing the three directions for samples from the same pixel/ray.
V! need be computed only once for each pixel before
training. In our experiments, this takes about 0.6 sec for
two million pixels. During training, only the 3 x 3 matrix-
vector multiplication Eq. (11) is required, which can almost
be ignored compared to AD or FD.

4. Experiments

We evaluate our method quantitatively on the MVPS bench-
mark in Sec. 4.1, investigate different components of our
method in Sec. 4.2 and evaluate our method qualitatively
on our captured real-world data in Sec. 4.3.

Implemetation details We apply SDM-UniPS [9] to im-
ages in each view to obtain normal maps. In each batch,
we randomly sample 2048 patches of 3 x 3 pixels from all
input normal maps. Like INGP [18], we skip the empty and
occluded space during ray marching using NerfAcc [15].
The scene is bounded within a unit sphere, and we use
a coarse-to-fine ray marching step, which decreases log-
linearly from le~2 to 5e~*. We optimize the shape of
DiLiGenT-MV [14] benchmark objects for 5000 batches
(roughly equal to 20 epochs), and 30000 batches for our
captured data. The weights of loss terms are set as 1. We
use the Adam optimizer with an initial learning rate 5e~3.
More details can be found in Sec. B in SupMat.

4.1. Quantitative evaluation

Dataset DiLiGenT-MV [14] captures five objects from 20
views with 96 OLAT images, yielding a total of 1920 im-
ages per object. Each image is 512 x 612, and the total num-
ber of foreground object pixels is about 2.2 million. The
camera is fixed during capture, and the object is placed on
a turntable in a darkroom. The “ground truth” meshes are
created using a 3D scanner.

Baselines We benchmark SuperNormal against several
MVPS methods grouped into three categories. (1) Those



that refines an initial point cloud or mesh and require man-
ual effort, including R-MVPS [21] and B-MVPS [14]. (2)
Those that use Poisson surface reconstruction (PSR) [11]
to fuse multi-view depth and normal maps, including
MVPSNet [33]. (3) Those that optimize an implicit
neural surface representation, including UA-MVPS [10],
PS-NeRF [29], MVAS [4], and our method.

Evaluation metrics We use L2 Chamfer distance (CD)
and F-score with threshold 7 = 0.5 mm to evaluate geom-
etry accuracy [10, 13]. For CD and F-score, we only con-
sider visible points from the input views by casting rays for
all pixels and finding the first ray-mesh intersections (More
details in Sec. B.4 in SupMat.)

Results As reported in Table 1, our method achieves the
best geometry accuracy among all compared MVPS meth-
ods (See Sec. A in SupMat. for normal accuracy). We at-
tribute this superior performance to two aspects: 1) the pow-
erful expressive capability of multi-resolution hash encod-
ing [18] and 2) the fine-grained normal estimation method
SDM-UniPS [9], as discussed in Sec. 4.2. Figure 4 visual-
izes the recovered shapes of different methods. Our method
recovers fine-grained surface details on par with the “GT”
meshes produced by a 3D scanner.

Table 1 also reports the average runtime measured on
our machine with one RTX 4090Ti graphics card. The
runtime of R-MVPS [21] and B-MVPS [14] is difficult to
measure since both methods require intensive manual ef-
fort. The code of UA-MVPS [10] is not publicly avail-
able, and several hours per object are required, as reported
in MVPSNet [33]. Both PS-NeRF [29] and MVAS [4] re-
quire hours per object since they optimize a dense MLP. Our
method is the fastest among neural implicit representation-
based methods, with less than one minute per object.

On the other hand, MVPSNet [33] is highly efficient be-
cause its pipeline mainly consists of forward inferencing
a trained neural network and an sPSR [11] step, the latter
of which has been highly optimized over one decade. Al-
though our method is slower than sPSR [11], we achieve
better reconstruction quality within a reasonable time.

4.2. Ablation study

Effect of normal maps Since multi-view normal integra-
tion is not bound to specific normal estimation methods, we
investigate the effect of different normal estimation meth-
ods on normal integration methods. We test three sets of
normal maps, estimated by SDPS [6] or SDM-UniPS [9],
and the one rendered from the scanned mesh (i.e., “GT”
normal maps provided by DiLiGenT-MV [14]). Table 2
reports the L2-Chamfer distance and F-score averaged on
five DiLiGenT-MV [14] objects. Our method consistently
achieves better results than PS-NeRF [29] and MVAS [4]

when using the same set of normal maps. This veri-
fies that our method can better fuse the information from
2.5D normal maps to 3D shapes. Not surprisingly, a bet-
ter normal estimation approach also improves the multi-
view normal integration quality. Using the SoTA method
SDM-UniPS [9] for normal estimation, our method realizes
the best reconstruction quality.

Effect of spatial encoding Table 2 also compares the ge-
ometry accuracy between multi-resolution hash encoding
(hash enc.) and positional encoding (pos. enc.). Our re-
sults verify again that multi-resolution hash encoding sur-
passes positional encoding in expressiveness, resulting in
enhanced geometry accuracy. Consequently, we conclude
that the keys to superior MVPS performance are high-
quality normal estimation, an expressive surface represen-
tation, and an effective normal fusion approach.

Effect of SDF gradient computation Table 3 compares
the geometry accuracy and runtime using finite difference
(FD), Pytorch’s automatic differentiation (AD), and direc-
tional finite difference (DFD) to compute the SDF gradi-
ent. All other parameter settings are kept the same. We do
not observe a significant difference regarding reconstruction
quality. However, DFD performs consistently faster than
FD and AD by accelerating both the forward rendering and
backward optimization. Compared to FD, DFD avoids re-
dundant SDF evaluations in forward rendering. Compared
to AD, DFD simplifies the computation graph by avoiding
computing second-order derivatives in the backward pass.
Consequently, DFD is nearly twice as efficient as AD, and
about three times faster than FD. Unlike NeuS2 [28] requir-
ing ReLU activation, the acceleration by DFD applies to any
parametric SDF representation.

4.3. Qualitative results on our data

Since DiLiGenT-MV [14] only captures objects with
relatively simple geometry using low-resolution images
(0.3MP), we also captured objects with more complex de-
tails using an iPhone (12MP) to demonstrate the perfor-
mance of SuperNormal. Figure 5 shows our capture setup.
Thanks to the generality of SDM-UniPS [9], we can cap-
ture the objects under casual light conditions (e.g., within an
apartment) without ensuring a darkroom setup. Moreover,
we manually move a video light during the capture without
any photometric or geometric light calibration. In total, we
capture 18 viewpoints x 13 light conditions for each object
(1 under ambient light for SfM). We use Metashape [1] to
calibrate camera parameters, use SAM [12] to create fore-
ground masks, and apply SDM-UniPS [9] to every 12 image
to infer the normal map in each view.

Figures 1 and 6 display the outcomes from NeuS2 [28],
SuperNormal, and a structured-light based commercial 3D



Table 1. Quantitative evaluation on DiLiGenT-MV [14] benchmark. Red and orange cells indicate the best and the second best results
respectively. On average, our approach achieves the best reconstruction quality at the second fastest speed.

L2 Chamfer distance [mm] ({) F-score (77 = 0.5 mm) (1) Runtime ({)
Methods ‘ ‘ Bear  Buddha Cow Pot2  Reading  Average ‘ Bear  Buddha Cow Pot2  Reading  Average Average
R-MVPS [21] 1.070 0397 0440  1.504 0.561 0.794 0.262 0.698  0.760  0.198 0.519 0.487
B-MVPS [14] 0.212 0254  0.091  0.201 0.259 0.203 0.958 0.902 0986 0.946 0.914 0.941
MVPSNet [33] 0.317 0279 0255  0.310 0.248 0.282 0.813 0.866  0.889  0.838 0.918 0.865 37 secs
UA-MVPS [10] 0.414 0452 0326 0414 0.382 0.398 0.707 0.669  0.798  0.731 0.762 0.733 several hrs
PS-NeRF [29] 0.260 0314 0287  0.254 0.352 0.293 0.898 0.806  0.856  0.919 0.785 0.853 8 hrs
MVAS [4] 0.243 0357 0216  0.197 0.522 0.307 0.909 0.754 0907  0.962 0.546 0.816 70 mins
Ours 0.184 0.218 0.193  0.150 0.223 0.194 0.983 0.950 0977  0.994 0.916 0.962 48 secs

B-MVPS [14]

UA-MVPS [10]  PS-NeRF [29]

MVAS [4] MVPSNet [33] Ours 3D Scanner

Figure 4. Qualitative comparison of recovered shapes of Buddha and Pot2 and their error maps. Best viewed on screen.

Table 2. Quantitative evaluation using normal maps estimated by
different photometric stereo methods as inputs. The metrics are
averaged over five DiLiGenT-MV [14] objects. Darker colors in-
dicate better results.

L2 Chamfer distance [mm] (J,) H F-score (7 = 0.5 mm) (1)

SDPS [6]  SDM-UniPS [9] SDPS [6]  SDM-UniPS [9] GT
MVAS [4] 0.307 0.332 0.292 0.816 0.812 0.859
PS-NeRF [29] 0.293 0.296 0.224 0.853 0.844 0.938
Ours (pos. enc.) 0.301 0.228 0.195 0.849 0.942 0.977
Ours (hash enc.) 0.281 0.194 0.860 0.962 -

scanner EinScan SE. Although NeuS2 [28] and our method
use the same multi-resolution hash encoding, the surface de-
tails recovered from multi-view color images are smoothed
out. Our method, benefitting from the normal map inputs,
can recover more fine-grained surface details that are com-
parable to the scanner.

We find that our scanner had difficulty capturing accurate
surface detail in highly concave areas (Fig. 6 above). This
problem probably arises because the scanner uses a wide
baseline stereo camera (about 15cm apart) and struggles



Table 3. Ablation study using different strategies for SDF gradi-
ents computation in volume rendering. We report the metrics aver-
aged over five DiLiGenT-MV [14] objects. FD: Finite difference,
AD: Automatic differentiation, DFD: Directional finite difference.

Geo. Acc. Runtime (Sec)
CD  F-Score Forward  Backward  Total
FD 0.192 0.963 47.7 703 124.6
AD 0.195 0.961 29.4 424 78.1
DFD 0.194 0.961 19.6 22.5 48.3

Figure 5. Our real-world data capture setup. The target object is
placed on a turntable before a black background. We use an iPhone
to take raw images and manually move a video light to illuminate
the object from the camera side. Objects are 6 cm to 15 cm high.

with objects as small as 6 cm high. Small, concave surfaces
cause occlusions for the camera, reducing the quality of the
reconstruction. However, normal estimation does not suffer
from occlusion because it is based on single-view observa-
tions. Therefore, fusing multi-view normal maps produces
better results in concave areas.

5. Discussion

We have demonstrated SuperNormal, a fast, high-fidelity
3D reconstruction approach using multi-view normal maps.
SuperNormal outperforms other neural MVPS methods in
speed and reconstruction quality on benchmark datasets.
Compared to MVS-based neural reconstruction methods,
using normal maps can exploit the expressive power of
multi-resolution hash encoding, and produce scanner-level
surface detail. Further, we have proven the effectiveness of
directional finite difference in expediting training without
sacrificing quality.

SuperNormal provides a promising direction to make
high-quality 3D scanning more accessible. Unlike costly
commercial 3D scanners, our approach is viable with ev-
eryday devices like smartphones and basic equipment such
as a tripod, video light, and a turntable.

Limitation Our method may produce fault-like artifacts,
as shown in Fig. 7. It exists no matter our SDF gradient
computation approach (i.e., AD, FD, or DFD) and requires
further investigation.
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Figure 6. Qualitative comparison using our objects. Our approach
recovers better surface detail than multi-view stereo approaches
and achieves competitive results with commercial 3D scanners.

Scanner

Figure 7. Limitation. Fault artifacts in red circles.

Future work Our work only uses multi-view normal
maps, but incorporating additional clues like sparse point
clouds estimated via SfM might further improve reconstruc-
tion quality. The directional finite difference can also be
incorporated into the neural surface reconstruction methods
like Neuralangelo [16] to improve training efficiency.

We believe that advancements in MVPS require a more
effective geometry evaluation approach and an expanded
MVPS benchmark dataset. The “ground truth” meshes cre-
ated by a 3D scanner might become insufficient to evalu-
ate MVPS outcomes as normal estimation and integration
techniques advance. Moreover, DiLiGenT-MV [14] is be-
coming insufficient to fully demonstrate the potential ad-
vantages of MVPS approaches since its captured objects
only have relatively simple geometry.
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Appendices

This supplementary material includes a benchmark evalua-
tion on normal maps in Sec. A, our implementation details
in Sec. B, and more visualization of our captured objects in
Sec. C.

A. Benchmark evaluation

In addition to mesh quality, Section A.l compares the ren-
dered normal map quality of different methods. Section A.2
compares different strategies for rendering the normal maps
of a trained neural SDF.

A.1. Normal evaluation

Normal maps are critical to the quality of physics-based
rendering. Therefore, the quality of the normal maps ren-
dered from a trained SDF or a recovered mesh is another
indicator of the performance of the 3D reconstruction ap-
proach. To evaluate normal accuracy, we use 15 views of
DiLiGenT-MV [14] for training and the remaining 5 views
for testing. Note that PS-NeRF [29] and MVAS [4] use the
same training strategy, while other methods use all 20 views
for reconstruction.
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Table 4. Quantitative evaluation of rerendered normal maps. Mean
angular error [deg.] averaged on 5 test views are reported. Darker
colors indicate better results.

Methods Bear  Buddha Cow Pot2  Reading || Average
R-MVPS [21] 12.80 13.67 10.81 14.99 11.71 12.80
B-MVPS [14] 3.80 10.57 2.83 5.76 6.90 5.97
PS-NeRF [29] 3.45 10.25 4.35 5.94 9.36 6.67
MVAS [4] 3.08 9.90 3.72 5.07 10.02 6.36
Ours 2.56 7.64 3.10 4.49 7.40 5.04

Table 4 reports the mean angular error averaged over all
foreground pixels from the 5 test views. Since volume or
surface rendering does not guarantee unit normal vectors,
we normalize the rendered normal maps before evaluation.
On average, our method outperforms all compared methods
in terms of normal accuracy. Compared to neural rendering
methods, our method achieves a mean angular error 24%
lower than PS-NeRF [29] and 21% lower than MVAS [4].

Figure 8 shows the rendered normal maps and the corre-
sponding angular error maps. Our method produces normal
maps with the best high frequency detail, especially the eyes
of Buddha and the flower pattern on Pot2.

A.2. Normal map rendering at inference time

At training time, we use DFD to compute the SDF gradients
and accumulate the SDF gradients on the rays to obtain the
normal vectors for the pixels. At inference time, however,
we are not restricted to DFD; both FD and AD can be used.
Instead of volume rendering, we can also use surface ren-
dering, i.e., we only compute the SDF gradient at the zero
level set points.

Table 5 compares normal accuracy in terms of mean an-
gular error and rendering time in terms of frames per sec-
ond (FPS) using different strategies for rendering the nor-
mal map. From Tab. 5, all volume rendering based methods
produce close results. Finite difference performs slightly
better, but at the cost of rendering time. It takes 64% more
time to produce 1.1% better results. Surface rendering, on
the other hand, consistently performs worse than volume
rendering at inference time, even though it is almost three
times faster than volume rendering. There are two possi-
ble reasons for this: 1) the high frequency noise introduced
by multi-resolution hash coding, and 2) the loss function is
defined based on volume rendering, which only encourages
volume rendering results to match the input normal maps.

Figure 9 shows the normal maps rendered from the same
neural SDFs using different rendering strategies and corre-
sponding angular error maps. All volume rendering strate-
gies produce visually similar normal maps. This also vali-
dates the approximation accuracy of the DFD. In contrast,
surface rendering introduces noise into the rendered normal
map.
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Figure 8. Qualitative comparison of normal maps rendered from reconstructed meshes or neural representations and angular error maps.
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Table 5. Normal map rendering accuracy and time using different
strategies to render the normal maps. VR: Volume rendering. SR:
Surface rendering.

Mean angular error [deg.] (]) FPS
Bear Buddha Cow Pot2 Reading Average ‘
DFD 2.56 7.64 3.10 449 7.40 5.04 1.8
VR AD 2.63 7.50 3.16 4.61 7.48 5.08 1.5
FD 2.57 729 3.10 449 7.43 4.98 1.1
SR AD 3.45 9.75 4.08 5.89 8.80 6.39 ‘ 33
VR-DFD VR-A VR-FD SR-A

Figure 9. (First row) Normal maps rendered from the trained neu-
ral SDF using different rendering strategies. (Second row) Angu-
lar error maps.

h(x; ¢)

X Hash
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28 RelU
_— 64 — 1
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opy 3

Figure 10. Neural SDF architecture.

B. Implementation Details
B.1. Network architecture

Figure 10 shows our neural SDF architecture. The input 3D
coordinate x is transformed by multi-resolution hash en-
coding into a 28-dim feature vector h(x;¢). The feature
vector is concatenated with the 3D vector x and input to a
one-layer MLP. We use 64 units and ReLU activation for
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the only hidden layer and no activation for the output layer.
Opverall, the neural SDF can be written as

£(x) = wo max (W1 {h(’; ‘b)} + b1,0> T by, (14)

where max(-,0) is the element-wise ReLU function. We
apply a geometric initialization [7] to W1 and wo so that
the initial zero level set of the neural SDF approximates a
sphere with radius by. We set bo = (.7 as the initial value.
Despite its simplicity, the neural SDF can represent highly
complex geometry, as shown in our reconstruction results.

B.2. Patch-based ray marching details

Given a patch of pixels, we perform ray marching for the
center ray using NerfAcc [15] package and compute the
points on the remaining rays by finding the ray-plane inter-
sections. We maintain an occupancy grid so that the empty
regions on the rays are skipped for efficient training.

Denote o the ray origin of a patch of rays, v; the center
ray’s unit direction, and v the unit direction of any remain-
ing rays in the same patch. Suppose we have sampled a
point from the center ray at a distance ¢; from the ray ori-
gin. According to the geometry, the corresponding point to
be sampled on ray v; should satisfy

(o+t;v;) ' m=(0o+t;v;) m. (15)

where m is the marching plane normal. In our case, m is
perpendicular to the image plane where the patch is located.
Rearrange Eq. (15) yields

T
.= t;v; m
7 vim’

(16)

After patch-based ray marching, we obtain the sampled
points for a batch of patches of pixels, stored as a ten-
sor in the shape of (num_samples, patch_height,
patch_width, 3), alone with a 1D tensor in the shape
of (num_samples, ) indicating to which patch each sam-
ple belong to. num_samples is the total number of points
sampled from the center rays of all the patches. We then
compute the SDF gradients using DFD and obtain a ten-
sor in the shape of (num_samples, patch_height,
patch_width, 3).

However, NerfAcc [15] does not support patch-based
volume rendering, i.e., accumulating the SDF gradi-
ents of shape (num_samples, patch_height,
patch_width, 3) into a tensor of shape
(num_patches, patch_height, patch._width,
3). Using a for-loop to process each patch significantly
slows down the volume rendering procedure. To address
this, we modify NerfAcc [15]'s CUDA code to handle
patch-based volume rendering in parallel. As a result,
patch-based volume rendering is as fast as pixel-based
volume rendering, assuming the same amount of pixels.



B.3. Occupancy grid

For efficient training, we periodically update a binary oc-
cupancy grid. Specifically, we update the 1283 occupancy
grid for every 8 batch. The value of each grid is determined
by the SDF value f(x) at that grid:

L,
oce(x) = {0’

We empirically set £ = 80 and use a 7, = 0.1 threshold.

. 1 .
it R < o

17
otherwise. a7

B.4. Evaluation metrics

L2 Chamfer distance measures the distance from one set
of points to another. Given two sets of points x; and xo,
we first define the distance from one point to another set of
points as

dx;—xp = D [|x1 — Xofl2 and
. (13)
dxp—sxa = I [|31 — 2.

The Chamfer distance d(x1, x2) is then defined as

1
Z dx1—>X2 + M Z dx2—>X1'

X1€EX1 X2EX2

1

d(x1,x2) = Ml

19)

F-score is the geometric mean of the precision and recall
of the recovered surfaces to the GT surfaces. Precision and
recall are defined based on the distances from a point to a
set of points as

1
|X1|
1

el

Z [dx,—x» < 7] and
X1€X1

Z [dx2—>X1 < T]‘

X2€EX2

(20)

Here, [-] is the Iverson bracket, and 7 is the distance thresh-
old for a point to be considered close enough to a point set.
F-score is then

_ 2PR
P4+ R

2n

We set 7 = 0.5 mm in our evaluations.

To compute Chamfer distance and F-score, we find the
points from the resulting mesh that are visible to the input
views. Specifically, we cast rays for pixels within the mask
and find their first intersection with the mesh. This strategy
avoids the randomness [29] by sampling points randomly
from the mesh and eliminates the effect of invisible regions.
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Figure 11. Qualitative comparison on our captured object Girl.

C. More visualization on our objects

Figures 11 to 13 show more visualization results on our
captured objects. Overall, our method produces better sur-
face detail than the MVS method NeuS2 [28], and compa-
rable results to the structured light based scanner. The scan-
ner struggles with dark or concave regions. As shown in
Fig. 13, the details of the dark region of dog are almost miss-
ing in the mesh reconstructed by the scanner. Our method
can sometimes produce fault artifacts, as seen in the hair
part of Fig. 11 and the neck part in Fig. 13.
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Figure 12. Qualitative comparison on our captured object Lion.

14 Figure 13. Qualitative comparison on our captured object Dog.
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