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Fig. 1. Our method generates 3D indoor scenes from open-ended text prompts. Generated scenes are not limited to a fixed set of room types or object
categories; this “open-universe” capability is enabled by judicious use of pre-trained large language models (LLMs) and vision-language models (VLMs).

We present a system for generating indoor scenes in response to text prompts.
The prompts are not limited to a fixed vocabulary of scene descriptions, and
the objects in generated scenes are not restricted to a fixed set of object
categories—we call this setting open-universe indoor scene generation. Un-
like most prior work on indoor scene generation, our system does not require
a large training dataset of existing 3D scenes. Instead, it leverages the world
knowledge encoded in pre-trained large language models (LLMs) to synthe-
size programs in a domain-specific layout language that describe objects and
spatial relations between them. Executing such a program produces a speci-
fication of a constraint satisfaction problem, which the system solves using
a gradient-based optimization scheme to produce object positions and orien-
tations. To produce object geometry, the system retrieves 3D meshes from a
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database. Unlike prior work which uses databases of category-annotated,
mutually-aligned meshes, we develop a pipeline using vision-language mod-
els (VLMs) to retrieve meshes from massive databases of un-annotated,
inconsistently-aligned meshes. Experimental evaluations show that our sys-
tem outperforms generative models trained on 3D data for traditional, closed-
universe scene generation tasks; it also outperforms a recent LLM-based
layout generation method on open-universe scene generation.

CCS Concepts: « Computing methodologies — Computer graphics;
Neural networks; Natural language generation.

Additional Key Words and Phrases: indoor scene synthesis, program syn-
thesis, layout generation, large language models, vision language models,
foundation models

1 INTRODUCTION

Many people spend a significant portion of their lives indoors: in
their homes, workplaces, social gathering spaces, etc. Unsurpris-
ingly, indoor environments also feature heavily in virtual depic-
tions of the real world: in games, extended reality experiences, and
architectural visualizations. Such virtual scenes have real-world
uses, as well. For example, there are now a variety of free-to-use
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interior design tools online which allow users to explore virtual
re-designs of their own real spaces [Planner5d 2024; RoomSketcher
2024; Target 2024]. In addition, furniture and home product retailers
are increasingly using renderings of virtual scenes to stage and
advertise their products, as the process of doing so is easier, less
expensive, and more adaptable to different regions of the world than
taking physical photographs [Hobbs 2024]. Finally, virtual indoor
scenes have become a critical data source for training autonomous
embodied agents to perceive and navigate within typical indoor
environments [Deitke et al. 2022b; Puig et al. 2023].

Given the importance of virtual indoor scenes to the above appli-
cations, computational design tools which ease their creation would
be valuable. Generative models, i.e. systems which can sample novel
scenes from a distribution of interest, are a particularly promising
technology for this purpose. Such models can be used to suggest
possible placements for new objects in a scene [Zhou et al. 2019],
suggest completions for partial scene designs [Ritchie et al. 2019],
or even synthesize entirely new scenes from whole cloth [Gao et al.
2023b; Paschalidou et al. 2021; Tang et al. 2023]. These capabilities
can be used to build tools for interactive design or for the automated
creation of large-scale virtual worlds.

The prevailing methodology for building generative models of
indoor scenes is to train machine learning models on datasets of
existing 3D room layouts. It is time-consuming and expensive to
produce such datasets at the scale required by modern machine
learning methods; as such, only a handful of these datasets exist [Fu
et al. 2021; Yadav et al. 2023]. These existing datasets contain room
labeled from a finite set of room types (e.g. bedrooms, living rooms,
offices), and each room is populated with objects from a curated
set of 3D object models belonging to a small finite set of object
categories (e.g. tables, chairs, beds). We can think of generative
models trained on these datasets as being closed-universe: they know
up-front the small, finite set of object and room types that they will
ever have to produce.

Could one create an open-universe generative model which can
synthesize any type of indoor scene containing whatever types of
objects are needed by that scene? It has only recently become possi-
ble to contemplate this question with the development of so-called
“foundation models”: large machine learning models pre-trained on
enormous datasets of text and/or images [GPT-4 2023; Mizrahi et al.
2023; Radford et al. 2021; Rombach et al. 2021]. For example, prior
work has shown how to use pre-trained text-to-image generative
models to synthesize 3D content which satisfies an arbitrary text
prompt [Hollein et al. 2023; Jain et al. 2022; Poole et al. 2022; Yi et al.
2023]. While these systems are compelling, they produce output in
the form of a single unstructured mesh or density/radiance field;
these representations frequently exhibit artifacts and do not easily
support editing a scene by moving, swapping, or deleting objects.
In contrast, most prior methods for indoor scene synthesis produce
a layout of individual objects, each of which is represented by a
high-quality 3D mesh retrieved from a database.

In this paper, we present an open-universe generative model of
3D indoor scenes which produces such structured object layouts in
response to a text prompt (Fig. 1). Building such a system requires
solving several subproblems. First, the system must determine the
objects that should be in the scene and where they should be located.

To solve this problem, we leverage the commonsense world knowl-
edge encoded by a pre-trained large language model (LLM) [GPT-4
2023]. Empirically, we find that tasking an LLM with directly speci-
fying the locations of scene objects leads to poor performance, likely
due to the mismatch between metric location coordinates and the
vast majority of natural language text contained in its training cor-
pus. Instead, we task the LLM with producing a declarative program
in a domain-specific language that describes the objects in the scene
and a variety of spatial relation constraints between them. Executing
these programs produces a constraint satisfaction problem which
the system solves using a gradient-based optimizer to find one or
more object layouts which satisfy the specified constraints.

Once the layout of objects is determined, the system must next
insert a 3D mesh for each object in the layout. One could consider
using text-to-3D generative models to synthesize these meshes [Jun
and Nichol 2023; Nichol et al. 2022; Poole et al. 2022], but as men-
tioned above, these models can exhibit artifacts and do not (yet)
produce outputs with comparable quality to human-created 3D
meshes. Thus, like prior work on indoor scene synthesis, our system
retrieves 3D meshes from a 3D object database. However, unlike
prior work, our object retrieval system is designed for the open-
universe setting: retrieving from million-scale databases of unla-
beled, inconsistently-oriented 3D meshes [Deitke et al. 2023, 2022a].
We develop a ranking and filtering algorithm using a combination
of pre-trained models [GPT-4 2023; Zhai et al. 2023a] to retrieve a
3D mesh which matches the attributes of an object specified in the
object layout. We also leverage these models to automatically deter-
mine the front-facing direction of each retrieved object, allowing
the system to correctly orient each retrieved object as specified in
the layout.

We evaluate our system by using it to generate a large variety
of different types of rooms, ranging from common indoor spaces
(e.g. “a bedroom”) to rooms designed for specific activities (e.g. “a
musician’s practice room”) to outlandish/fantastical scenes (e.g. “a
wizard’s lair”). For generating typical indoor rooms, we compare to
prior methods for closed-universe scene synthesis which are trained
on existing 3D scene datasets. Our system produces scenes which
are preferred to those generated by these prior methods in a forced-
choice perceptual study. For open-universe scene synthesis, we
compare to LayoutGPT, a recently-published method for generating
layouts using large language models. Our system also outperforms it
in forced choice perceptual study. We also conduct ablation studies
on each component of our system to validate our design decisions.

In summary, our contributions are:

(i) A DSL for specifying indoor scene layouts through declarative
constraints and a gradient-based executor for this DSL capable
of realizing a distribution of valid scenes from a single program

(if) A robust prompting workflow that leverages LLMs to synthe-
size programs in our DSL from a high-level natural language
description of a scene

(iii) A pipeline using pretrained vision-language models for re-
trieving and orienting 3D meshes from a large, unannotated
database to fit object specifications from a scene program

(iv) Protocols for evaluating open-universe indoor synthesis sys-
tems, including a benchmark set of input descriptions covering
a wide variety of possible rooms.



Our code will be made available as open source upon publication.

2 RELATED WORK

Indoor Scene Synthesis. Indoor scene synthesis has been a prob-
lem of interest in computer graphics for years. In an interesting
instance of history repeating itself, some of the earliest work in
this area formulated the problem as text-to-scene generation, albeit
via laboriously hand-crafted rules [Coyne and Sproat 2001]. Later,
researchers built systems for laying out objects to be consistent with
a set of manually-defined design principles [Merrell et al. 2011], sim-
ple statistical relationships between objects extracted from a small
set of examples [Yu et al. 2011], or with programmatically-specified
constraints [Yeh et al. 2012].

After this, indoor scene synthesis research focused on data-driven
methods, using a variety of machine learning methods: Bayesian
networks and Gaussian mixture models [Fisher et al. 2012], factor
graphs [Kermani et al. 2016], topic models [Liang et al. 2017], and
stochastic grammars [Qi et al. 2018]. Once deep neural networks
gained popularity, a wave of research applying them to indoor scene
synthesis followed: method were proposed using convolutional net-
works [Ritchie et al. 2019; Wang et al. 2019, 2018], tree and graph
neural networks [Li et al. 2018; Wang et al. 2019; Zhou et al. 2019],
generative adversarial networks [Zhang et al. 2018], transform-
ers [Paschalidou et al. 2021; Wang et al. 2020], and finally denoising
diffusion models [Tang et al. 2023]. All of these prior works present
closed-universe generative models, and all of them require (in some
cases quite large) datasets of 3D scenes for training.

Recently, the development of pre-trained large language models
(LLMs) has raised the possibility of a new generation of text-to-
scene generative models, more flexible and open-ended than the
early systems from decades ago. LayoutGPT [Feng et al. 2023] is an
LLM-based system designed for generating image layouts in an a
CSS-like format; the authors also show applications to indoor scene
synthesis, albeit for the closed-universe case. In work concurrent to
ours, the Holodeck system shows the ability to use LLMs to generate
environments for training embodied AI agents [Yang et al. 2023].
This system resembles ours in some aspects, including supporting
general text prompts instead of fixed room types and specifying
object locations implicitly via relations. It also differs from ours in
significant ways: using a simpler specification for object relations
(we use a DSL embedded in Python); lacking mechanisms for auto-
matically correcting errors in LLM output; solving for object layouts
on a grid, rather than continuously (so objects cannot be adjacent to
one another). Most importantly, it retrieves objects from a curated
set of annotated and aligned 3D models, so it cannot be considered
truly open-universe.

Open-vocabulary Text-to-3D. There has been a recent surge in
work leveraging pre-trained vision-language models [Radford et al.
2021; Rombach et al. 2021] to produce 3D content from arbitrary
text prompts without any training data. The most prevalent type of
such system works via “optimization-based inference,” optimizing
for a new 3D output in response to each new text prompt [Chen
et al. 2023; Jain et al. 2022; Lin et al. 2023; Poole et al. 2022; Wang
et al. 2023; Yi et al. 2023]. Another line of work seeks to amortize
this inference procedure by training feedforward neural networks
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to produce 3D output from a distribution of text inputs [Jun and
Nichol 2023; Lorraine et al. 2023; Nichol et al. 2022; Sanghi et al.
2022, 2023]. The outputs of these methods are either point clouds,
unstructured meshes, or isosurfaces extracted from density fields,
which are (to date) lower-quality than human-created 3D models.
Additionally, since these systems leverage models trained on images
to synthesize 3D structures, they can also suffer from multiview in-
consistency artefacts, such as the infamous “Janus face” issue [Poole
et al. 2022]. Their output also cannot be easily modified, because it
is not decomposed into individual objects.

These systems are designed with single-object generation in mind
but have been extended to open-vocabulary scene synthesis. By
combining 2D generative image out-painting with a depth align-
ment module, Text2Room [Hoéllein et al. 2023] generates textured
meshes of 3D rooms for a given text prompt. Other works [Bai et al.
2023; Fang et al. 2023; Gao et al. 2023a; Schult et al. 2023] allow the
specification of a 3D semantic object layout, which is then used
along with text-to-image models for generating textured meshes
of scenes/rooms. These method suffer from the same mesh quality
drawbacks as their single-object counterparts They also assume
an object layout as input, whereas our method generates one. Our
approach could potentially be combined with methods in this space;
for example, generative re-texturing of retrieved 3D meshes to fit a
desired style or theme [Huang et al. 2023b].

3D Shape Analysis with Foundation Models. In addition to using
pre-trained vision language models (VLMs) for 3D content gen-
eration, researchers have also explored how to use these models
to analyze existing 3D content without requiring 3D supervision.
Methods have been proposed for captioning/annotating 3D ob-
jects [Haocheng et al. 2023; Luo et al. 2023], segmenting 3D shapes
into semantic parts or identifying regions of interest [Abdelreheem
et al. 2023b; Decatur et al. 2022; Liu et al. 2023; Zhou et al. 2023],
and even establishing correspondences between 3D shapes [Ab-
delreheem et al. 2023a] Our system uses VLMs to retrieve shapes
from a large database, determine their category, and determine their
front-facing orientation.

Program Synthesis with Large Language Models. One of the key
components of our system is using an LLM to generate a declarative
program which specifies the layout of objects in a scene. Other work
has also explored the use of LLMs to generate programs. Multiple
works [AlphaCode Team 2023; Li et al. 2022] explore the use of
LLMs for competitive programming, demonstrating the prowess
of LLMs (augmented with symbolic search) at synthesizing pro-
grams for a given natural language task description. LLMs’ program
synthesis abilities have also been employed for solving complex
geometric reasoning problems [Trinh et al. 2024] and discovering
novel mathematical concepts [Romera-Paredes et al. 2023]. Beyond
generating programs, some recent works also explore the use of
LLMs to improve domain-specific languages automatically [Grand
et al. 2023].

Recently, systems have been proposed for visual question answer-
ing (VQA) by using LLMs to generate programs in a domain-specific
language (DSL) designed for image reasoning and then executing
that program to answer a given question [Gupta and Kembhavi 2023;
Suris et al. 2023]. LLMs have also been used for structured image
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Fig. 2. A schematic overview of our system. Given a high-level natural language description of a scene (plus optional constraints on the room size and object
density), an LLM-based program synthesizer produces a scene description program which specifies the objects in the scene and their spatial relations. Our

layout optimizer module then solves the constraint satisfaction problem implied by this program to produce a concrete layout of objects in the scene. For
each scene object, the object retrieval module finds an appropriate 3D mesh from a large, unannotated mesh database; the object orientation module then
identifies its front-facing direction so that it can be correctly inserted into the scene.

synthesis by equipping them with a DSL which helps specify 2D
object layouts [Cho et al. 2023]. Equipped with a library of Python
functions in Blender, LLMs have also been used to synthesize 3D
scenes, albeit for a closed set of scenes and objects supported by the
library [Sun et al. 2023].

3 OVERVIEW

We aim to solve the following problem: given a natural language
description of a desired 3D room-scale scene, produce a 3D scene
composed of positioned and oriented 3D meshes retrieved from a
database such that the output scene satisfies the input description.
The input description can be flexible: it could provide detailed in-
structions about the contents of the scene (e.g. “an office with two
desks, a potted plant, and a sofa”) or be intentionally nebulous (“a
serious business office”). For additional control, we also support
optional inputs in the form of desired dimensions (in meters) for
the output room and how full the room should be (in terms of per-
centage of floor area occupied by objects). On the output side, we
assume that the generated room has four walls, and that each object
is oriented to face along one of the four cardinal directions (north,
south, east, west). These assumptions are reflective of many, but not
all, real-world rooms; in Section 10, we discuss ideas for removing
these assumptions.

Figure 2 shows a schematic overview of our system. Our sys-
tem specifies the objects which should be in the generated scene
and their spatial layout via a scene description program written in
a declarative domain-specific language embedded in Python (Sec-
tion 4). To produce this program, the system feeds the inputs to a
program synthesizer module (Section 5); internally, this module uses
a series of calls to an LLM to write the scene description program.
The complete scene description program is then passed to the layout
optimizer (Section 6), which converts the program into a constraint
satisfaction problem which it then solves using a gradient-based
optimization scheme, producing locations and orientations for all
objects. In addition, the object declarations in the scene description
program are sent to an object retrieval module (Section 7), which
retrieves from a large, unannotated database the 3D model which

best matches the description of each object. Finally, the object ori-
entation module (Section 8) determines the front-facing direction
of each retrieved object, allowing them to be inserted in the room
according to the optimized layout to produce the final output scene.

4 DESCRIBING SCENES WITH PROGRAMS

In this section we introduce our declarative domain-specific lan-
guage (DSL) for scene description. The simplest way to describe a
scene is to explicitly specify all object positions and orientations.
However, recent work has shown that even the state of the art LLMs
such as OpenAI’s GPT4 struggle with accurate placement of objects
and object parts [Makatura et al. 2023]. For example, when asked to
specify explicit coordinates, GPT4 often creates overlapping objects
and objects that are floating in the air. Thus, instead of specifying
explicit coordinates, we describe scenes in a declarative manner
using spatial relations. Our intuition is that it is easier for an LLM
to reason about sentences such as “the lamp is on the table” or “the
chair is adjacent to the table” than about precise numeric values.

Our scene description language is embedded in Python. Using
Python allows us to capitalize on the expressivity of modern pro-
gramming languages: features such as loops, conditionals, arith-
metic, list comprehensions, and many useful built-in functions. It
also takes advantage of GPT4’s strong Python programming abili-
ties, likely due to the large amount of Python code in its training
corpus. Our language adds several domain-specific functions to
Python. The new functions are either (1) object constructors, (2)
relation functions, or (3) parameter setting functions. Appendix A
contains a full listing of the new functions added by our language.

Figure 3 shows an example program written in our language
and the scene layout that it produces when run through our layout
optimizer module (Section 6). This program describes a small Italian
restaurant. Below, we walk through the functionality of each part
of this program:

e Line 1 sets the size of the scene in meters.

e Lines 3-8 create tables and chairs in a double loop. Most
objects are created with an Object(description, width,
depth, height, facing) constructor. The width of an



set_size(6.5, 4.0, 3.0)

tables = [Object("Vintage Table", 1.2, 0.8, 0.6, EAST) for
for table in tables[0:-1]:

1

2

3 in range(3)]
4

5 for i in range(4):

6

7

8

chair = Object("Durable Chair", ©.45, .45, 0.8)
adjacent(chair, table, EAST if i % 2 == 0 else WEST)
facing(chair, table)

10 aligned(tables, WESTEAST)

12 bar = Object("Bar", 1.0, 0.5, 1.1, EAST)

13 next_to_wall(bar, NORTH)

14 counter = Object("Counter", 3.0, 0.4, 1.1, NORTH)
15 adjacent(bar, counter, NORTH, WEST)

17 menu = Object("Menu Board", ©.5, 0.05, 0.85)
18 mounted_on_wall(menu, NORTH, 1.5, above=bar)

20 register = Object("Cash Register", ©.3, 0.3, 0.2, NORTH)
21 on(register, counter)

23 shelf = Object("Wall-mounted Shelf", 1.6, 0.4, 0.05)
24 mounted_on_wall(shelf, EAST, 1.6)

26 smaller = None

27 for i in range(4):

28 scale = 1.0 + i * 0.3
29 cheese = Object("Cheese Wheel", ©.2 * scale, 0.2 * scale, 0.15 * scale)
30 on(cheese, shelf)

31 if smaller is not None:
32 adjacent(cheese, smaller, NORTH)
33 smaller = cheese

35 kitchen_door = Door("Kitchen Door", ©.75, 2.0, EAST)

36 next_to_wall(kitchen_door, NORTH, 0.5)

37 entrance_door = Door("Restaurant Entrance Door", ©.85, 2.0, NORTH)
38 next_to_wall(entrance_door, WEST, 1.0)

39 window = Window("Window", 2.4, 1.5, WEST, 0.8)

40

41 for painting in unique_objects(3, "Still Life Painting", 0.6, ©.04, 0.5):
42 mounted_on_wall(painting, NORTH, 1.7)
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Fig. 3. An example program in our declarative scene description language (left) and the object layout produced by running this program through our layout

optimizer (right). This scene depicts a small, cozy Italian restaurant.

object is a dimension perpendicular to the object’s front-
facing direction; the depth is a dimension along this direc-
tion. Relation adjacent constrains chairs to be next to their
corresponding tables (two chairs on each side of the table).
Relation facing orients each chair to face its corresponding
table.

e Line 10: relation aligned constrains all table centers to be
on the same line running west to east.

e Lines 12-15 create an L-shaped configuration of a bar and
counter. Relation adjacent(bar, counter, NORTH, WEST)
constrains the bar to be adjacent to the counter from the
north and aligned with the west side of the counter.

e Lines 17-18 create a menu board and constrain it to be
mounted on the north wall above the bar, to be accessible
both by customers and by staff.

e Lines 23-33 create a shelf mounted on the east wall and
constrain a row of cheese wheels of various sizes to be on
top of this shelf.

e Lines 35-39 create doors and a window. We constrain the
kitchen door to be no more than 0.5m from north wall, and
the entrance door to be no more than 1m from the west wall.

e Lines 41-42 create 3 paintings mounted on the north wall.
However, unlike chairs, tables and cheese wheels, we don’t
want the paintings to be represented by the same 3d model.
That is why we use a unique_objects constructor.

5 GENERATING SCENE PROGRAMS

Given freeform text input, our system must synthesize scene pro-
grams like the one in Fig. 3. We use a large language model (LLM)
to perform this task. Going from a high-level, natural language de-
scription to a Python program is a challenging task. LLMs have a
remarkable ability to perform this task, but they are not perfect. In
our early experiments tasking an LLM to generate scene description
programs directly from text prompts, it tended to produce undesir-
ably short/sparse programs and make some errors (we taxonomize
the types of these errors in Section 6.3). To reduce the prevalence of
errors and produce richer scene description programs, we found it
helpful to split the program generation task into a series of smaller
sub-tasks (an instance of chain-of-thought prompting [Wei et al.
2023]):

(1) Generate a detailed natural language description of the com-
plete scene

(2) Generate the code to declare all objects in the scene (ensur-
ing there are enough objects to achieve the desired room
fullness)

(3) Generate the code to specify all object relations

Task (1) is better aligned with the LLM’s training data, so it is more re-
liable than directly generating code. Tasks (2) and (3) become easier
because they can refer to a concrete natural language description—
essentially, they are translation tasks, rather than synthesis tasks.
Figure 4 shows a schematic of this pipeline. The remainder of this
section describes each of these stages in more detail; the complete
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Object Declarations Object Relations

set_size(6.0, 5.0, 3.0)
room_fill_percentage = 45
table =
Object(

, 2.8, 1.0, .75,

# Using relation 5,
surround.
surround(chairs, table)
for chair in chairs:
facing(chair, table)

# Using relation 2,
mounted_on_wall.
mounted_on_wall (painting,
SOUTH, 1.0)

LLM
NORTH) —
painting =

Object(

, 2.0, .01,
1.4, NORTH)

Fig. 4. Our scene description program synthesizer proceeds in three steps, each of which uses a large language model. First, the LLM is asked to generate a
natural language description of all the objects in the scene, along with how and why they are spatially related to one another. Then, a sequence of two LLMs
translate this description into code which declares objects and relations, respectively.

prompt templates for each can be found in the supplemental mate-
rial. In Section 9, we conduct an ablation study to show the value of
this task decomposition.

5.1

The first stage of the program synthesizer tasks an LLM with de-
scribing the scene to be generated in natural language. First, if the
user has not provided an input room size or target object density,
the LLM is first asked to produce values for those quantities which
are appropriate for the input text prompt. The texture of the walls
and floors are described as well, to be retrieved later in the pipeline.
Then, the LLM is asked to list and thoroughly describe all the objects
in the scene: the type of object, its size, and any salient details about
its appearance. For each object, the LLM also outputs a description
of how that object is situated in the scene in relation to other objects.
Throughout, the LLM is asked to explain its reasoning.

To guide the LLM, our prompt template for this stage includes
two in-context examples of the type of output we expect in this
stage. The first in-context example describes an artist’s one room
apartment; the second describes a typical a dining room. These
two examples span a variety of object types and arrangements; our
results in Section 9 show that the system generalizes beyond these
two examples to synthesize an even wider variety of scenes.

Describing the Scene in Natural Language

5.2 Declaring Objects

The next stage of the program synthesizer tasks an LLM with produc-
ing Python code that declares all the objects in the scene. This stage
receives the natural language description output by the first stage as
its input. In addition to choosing the most appropriate constructor
for each object (i.e. Object, objects, or unique_objects) and the
relevant arguments for those constructors (description, dimensions,
and facing direction information), it also produces its estimate of
a ‘category label’ for the object (e.g. for ‘a sleek dark wood dining
table, the category label might be ‘table’). This category label is used
by the later object retrieval and orientation stages of the pipeline.

The prompt template for this stage of the program synthesizer
also includes two in-context examples to help the LLM produce
code in the correct output format. These in-context examples show
object declaration code for the same two scenes described in the first
stage’s in-context examples (the artist’s apartment and the dining
room).

Achieving target object density. Specifying the target occupied
room floor area in the input ishelpful for encouraging the LLM to
generate the right amount of objects, but it does not guarantee that
the LLM will produce output that satisfies this target. Thus, this
stage includes logic that checks if the target occupied area has been
achieved by the sizes of the generated object declarations; if not, it
invokes another LLM to generate more objects (both their natural
language descriptions and their object declaration code). This step
is iteratively repeated until the actual percentage of occupied room
floor area meets the set target object density.

5.3 Specifying Object Relations

The final stage of the program synthesis pipeline receives all previ-
ous pipeline outputs and completes the scene description program
by generating code describing object relations. This task boils down
to translating the free-text descriptions of object arrangement in
the Stage 1 output into calls to appropriate relation functions in our
DSL (which refer to the appropriate objects declared by Stage 2).

The prompt template for this stage also includes two in-context
examples. These in-context examples contain relation specification
code based on the same two scenes that the previous two stages used
as in-context examples. We designed these in-context examples to
demonstrate certain potentially non-obvious ways to use relations
to achieve layout goals (e.g. using two next_to_wall relations to
place an object in a corner).

6 SCENE LAYOUT OPTIMIZATION

In this section, we describe how a scene program is converted into
an object layout, i.e. a list of objects with locations and orientations.
This process consists of two stages. First, the Python interpreter con-
verts the program into a geometric constraint satisfaction problem,
where variables are object positions and object directions and con-
straints are derived from relation functions. Second, the constraint
problem is solved using an algorithm based on gradient descent.
Because LLMs are not perfect programmers, scene programs can
contain errors. In the last part of this section, we describe how the
system handles different types of errors.

6.1

First, the Python scene program is executed with a Python inter-
preter. As described in Section 4, the new functions in the scene DSL

Converting Scene Programs into Constraint Problems



include object constructors and relation functions. Standard object
constructors define variables of the constraint problem. Relation
functions define constraints of the constraint problem. Door and
window constructors define both variables and constraints.

While we designed the scene DSL to be most convenient for
LLMs to use, we designed the constraint set to be most simple
mathematically. Each relation function within the DSL is translated
into one or more of ten defined constraints: ON, NEXTTOWALL, HEIGHT,
ADJACENTO, ADJACENT1, ADJACENT2, CEILING, ABOVE, ALIGNED and
FACING. This translation is mostly straightforward. For example,
mounted_on_wall(a, wall, height_above_ground, above) is
translated into

NEXTTOWALL (a, wall, 0.0),
HEIGHT (a, height_above_ground),
ABOVE(a, above, wall).

The non-obvious cases are relation functions that take list argu-
ments: aligned and surround. Relation function aligned(list,
direction) is desugared into a list of len(list)-1 constraints:

ALIGNED(list[@], list[1], direction)
ALIGNED(1list[1], list[2], direction)

Relation functions surround(objects, centerobj) are handled
last. Surrounding objects in the objects list are processed one-by-
one. Each object is constrained to be adjacent to the centerobj
from the side of the centerobj that has the most free space available,
and facing the centerobj. This process respects other adjacencies
and walls.

In addition to the relational constraints, we also add default con-
straints: WITHINBOUNDS and NOOVERLAP. For every object a we add
WITHINBOUNDS (a) to ensure that the object stays within the bounds
of the room. For every unordered pair of distinct objects a, b we add
NOOVERLAP(a, b, distance_x, distance_z).Here distance_x
and distance_z are zeros if neither of objects a, b is a door or a
window, and some nonzero parameter if a or b is door or a window.
The meaning of these distance arguments is to create "auras’ for
doors and windows that no other objects can overlap. This is needed
to ensure that doors can be opened, and windows are not obstructed
by furniture. There is one exception to this rule: we allow wide flat
objects such as rugs to overlap with anything, to support the case
(common in real furniture arrangements) where a part of a furniture
object stands on a rug.

6.2 Solving the Constraint Problem

The purpose of the layout optimizer is to find a vector of object po-
sitions and object directions that satisfies all the constraints. Given
the geometric nature of our constraints, it is natural to formulate
our constraint solving problem as an optimization of a (mostly)
differentiable function. The only non-differentiable constraint that
we have is a FACING constraint (since orientations are restricted to
the four cardinal directions); we address this constraint separately.

We design differentiable loss functions for each constraint (ex-
cluding FACING), such that a constraint is satisfied if and only if
its loss is zero. For example, HEIGHT (a, height) is the squared
difference between object’s a bottom vertical coordinate and the
height parameter, and WITHINBOUNDS (a) is the sum of squares of
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Without Repel Forces

With Repel Forces

Fig. 5. Adding repel forces to layout optimization allows objects to be ap-
propriately spaced without exhaustively specifying explicit relations.

object’s a linear extensions beyond the scene cuboid. We refer the
reader to Appendix B for the full list of constraint losses. Our system
finds a solution to a constraint problem by initializing objects in
random positions and minimizing the sum of constraint losses with
gradient descent. Since the initial configuration is random, different
runs of optimizer can produce different layouts (see Figure 10).

Custom gradients for non-overlap constraints. For constraints of
the form NOOVERLAP (a,b), the natural loss formulation is a mea-
sure of the overlap of the bounding boxes of a and b, and this is
indeed what we use. However, such functions are flat if one cuboid
is inside the other along each axis (for example, if two cuboids
overlap in a shape similar to the + sign, as in the inset figure).
Hence, the gradient can be zero when
the loss is not zero, and gradient de-
scent fails to minimize the loss. To solve
this issue, we define the gradient of the
NOOVERLAP(a,b) constraint to be pro-
portional to the vector connecting the
centroids of a and b, where the magni-
tude of this vector is equal to the mini-
mum side length of the cuboidal overlap
region between a and b.

Repel forces. Most scene description programs in our language are
underspecifications of scenes: there exist many object layouts which
can satisfy the specified constraints. Are there any priors we can
use to inform whether any of these layouts are better than others?
One reasonable assumption is that since object adjacencies have
such a strong perceptual impact on the scene (causing objects to be
perceived as part of some larger group), the optimized layout should
not have adjacencies that are not explicitly specified in the program.
We realize this assumption using repel forces, similar to repels in
force-directed graph drawing [Battista et al. 1998] (implementation
details in Appendix B). Repel forces make the distribution of objects
in a scene more balanced but do not push away objects that should
be together. This makes a notable difference in the plausibility of
optimized scene layouts; see Figure 5. However, gradient descent
with repel vectors added to the gradient does not necessarily con-
verge to a solution of the original constraint problem. We describe
the solution to this issue in the next paragraph.
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Determine object orientations. In the scene description language,
an object can be specified to face either one of four cardinal direc-
tions or another object. If an object faces some cardinal direction, its
direction is known up-front and does not change. Situations where
one object faces another (for example, where a sofa faces a TV) are
trickier. To know the final direction, the system must know final
object positions. However, we cannot set directions after position
optimization: if we rotate an object, its bounding box would change,
which could make the object overlap with other objects or violate
other constraints. Thus, object directions should be optimized jointly
with object positions. This complicates our gradient descent scheme,
because direction is a discrete variable.

We developed a simple, multi-stage optimization approach that
solves this problem and also gets around the convergence issue with
repel forces mentioned at the end of the previous paragraph:

(1) Randomly initialize object positions and non-fixed object
directions

(2) Perform gradient descent with repel forces added to the
gradient

(3) Set non-fixed objects directions according to the current
object positions

(4) Perform gradient descent again without repel forces

Object positions do change in the second descent phase, so in the
end, some object directions may not agree with object positions.
However, the second descent phase usually moves objects only
slightly, and the mismatch between object positions and directions
happens very rarely in practice.

6.3 Error Correction

As mentioned in Section 5, LLMs tasked with synthesizing scene
description programs can sometimes produce code with errors. Our
decomposition of the program synthesis task into stages helps re-
duce these errors (as we show in Section 9), but it does not com-
pletely eliminate them. Since these errors typically affect only a
small part of an otherwise-valid program, the layout optimizer in-
cludes mechanisms for automatically fixing some of these errors to
avoid throwing out the entire LLM-generated program.

We taxonomize the types of errors the program synthesizer makes
into four classes:

o Hallucination: calling functions which are not in our lan-
guage or referring to objects which do not exist in the scene
(e.g. below(footrest, desk), or on(lamp, table) when
lamp does not exist)

e Misuse: incorrectly using a function in the language (e.g.
incorrect argument type, missing arguments)

o Contradiction: creating relations which are provably in di-
rect conflict with one another (e.g. next_to_wall(statue,
NORTH) and next_to_wall(statue, SOUTH))

o Unsatisfiability: creating a set of relations which do not
have any obvious conflicts but which cannot be jointly sat-
isfied (i.e. the layout optimizer converges to non-zero loss).

The layout optimizer catches the first two types of errors by
running the Python interpreter, catching any raised exceptions,
deleting the line which caused the exception, and trying to execute

the program again. We classify an exception as a hallucination if it
contains the string “is not defined” and as a misuse otherwise.

After the program is successfully executed, the layout optimizer
identifies contradiction-type errors by searching for the following
patterns (identifiable as subgraphs in the overall constraint graph):

(1) An object is adjacent to, stands on top of, or faces itself.

(2) An object is next to two opposing walls and is not large
enough to span the room dimension.

(3) Object a is adjacent to object b from direction d, and also b
is adjacent to a from any direction other than the opposite
of d.

(4) Object a stands on top of object b, and also b is (horizontally)
adjacent to a.

(5) Object a is next to wall d, but some other object is adjacent
to a from direction d.

(6) The total length of objects adjacent to a from some direction
is more than the corresponding linear size of a.

The layout optimizer handles detected contradictory subgraphs by
deleting the constraint in the subgraph which is declared last in the
scene program.

If the system does not reach a near zero loss after 10 rounds of
layout optimization from random initial conditions, we consider
the constraint problem to be unsatisfiable (the fourth type of error).
In this case, the system backtracks to the third stage of the pro-
gram synthesizer and re-generates the relations part of the scene
description program.

7 RETRIEVING 3D OBJECTS

Given a generated scene description program, the system must re-
trieve relevant 3D object meshes for each object declared in the pro-
gram. In this section, we describe our object retrieval pipeline specif-
ically designed for retrieving objects from massive, un-annotated
3D asset datasets. Figure 6 shows a schematic overview of this stage.

Given an object’s natural language description T (automatically-
generated by the LLM-based program synthesizer), our goal is to
retrieve a list of relevant 3D meshes from our 3D asset dataset D. As
we want to match a textual description T to a dataset of 3D assets,
a natural approach is to leverage large pretrained Vision Language
Models (VLMs) such as CLIP [Radford et al. 2021]. VLMs enable
measuring similarity between the text T and renderings of the 3D
meshes by generating their embeddings and measuring their cosine
similarities. Therefore, we can retrieve a list of k relevant 3D meshes
Z)]Z for the given object description T as follows:

DI = TOP(fi(T), D) 1)

where f; is the text encoder of the VLM and TOPy (x, Y) returns
entries y € Y with the top-k highest cosine similarities to x. Df =
{E(x)|x € D} is a database of VLM embeddings, one per object in
D. The per-object embedding function E(x) is defined as rendering
12 views of the object x, computing the VLM image embedding of
each, and averaging those embeddings. We create this embedding
database as a preprocess. Despite the massive scale of the database,
performing this retrieval step takes only 0.5 seconds, as we employ
approximate nearest neighbor search using FAISS [Douze et al. 2024].



Embedding Database

Open-Universe Indoor Scene Generation « 9

r& e e
2 g Re-rank 2 ~ — / e ~
s || 77 | B Cﬁ,&;‘;zay/, 3. | ’
4, IEI 4. |Z|—> v 4. IZI -

Final Result
1| &

Preprocess
{ T 1
! 3D Object Database EI—» i O
1 1 "
: 3 (e
i _ P
: EI ~ K ; (I
i
: Iil : : (e
i E|—> i CErmo
. d (ECmo
Object description KNN lookup .
"a tv stand that is sleek . . >
black and modern” > S'QLIP — [0
Object category Text Encoder (]
“a tv stand” — E._I__-j (e

Fig. 6. Our pipeline for open-universe 3D object retrieval. As a preprocess, we compute embeddings for each object in our 3D mesh database using a vision
language model (VLM). Given a description and category of an object (both specified in the LLM-generated scene program), our system finds the k nearest
neighbors of the text description’s VLM embedding in our database. These initial retrieval results are then re-ranked to prioritize objects with the correct
category and further filtered to remove meshes which are the wrong category or which consist of multiple objects.

The memory requirements of building Dg are also limited, as we
only need to store a single embedding vector for each 3D asset.
While this retrieval algorithm is a good starting point, we found
it to be insufficient in practice. Due to the large, unstructured, and
noisy nature of massive 3D asset datasets, we observe and correct for
some frequently-occurring failure cases, which we describe below.

7.1 Retrieving the Correct Category

We observe that often the retrieved 3D mesh might be visually be
similar to the text prompt but functionally be of a different category.
As the text prompt contains information about both the object cate-
gory (e.g. chair, table etc.) and the object style (e.g. wooden, modern
etc.), retrieved objects can sometimes have a style matching the
text description but a different category. To solve this problem, we
use the category attribute C that the program synthesizer produces
for each object and enhance the retrieval with a category-aware
reranking strategy. Specifically, we found the following recipe to
work well. First, we retrieve a large set (k = 100) of 3D objects from
the embedding database Dg, as in Equation 1. Then, we re-rank the
retrieved objects x based on a category-aware embedding distance
given by

d(fi(T), E(x)) + 4d(f(C), E(x)) )
where C is the text prompt “A photo of a C”, where C is the category
attribute, and A is weighting coefficient (we use A = 1).

For indoor scenes, we have found that retrieving an object of
the wrong category can often seriously disrupt the plausibility of
the scene. Therefore, we augment our category aware re-ranking
by leveraging a multimodal LLM [GPT-4 2023] to select an object
of the correct category. Specifically, we provide the LLM with an
image of an n X n array of renders of the top n X n retrieved objects,
tasking it with identifying which images are/are not of the category
C. This step is applied sequentially on the next n X n retrievals and
so on, until the system finds m objects judged to be of the correct
category (m = 1, except in the case where the program dictates that
unique meshes be retrieved for a set of objects). Note that while one
could apply this category filtering directly on the initial retrieved
set of objects, applying the category-aware re-reranking first means

that fewer filter steps (and therefore fewer costly LLM API calls) are
required to find m objects of the correct category.

7.2 Retrieving Only Single Objects

Another mode of failure occurs when the retrieved mesh contains
additional secondary objects along with the desired object. Objects
such as tables and TV stands are often modeled alongside adjacent
or supported objects such as chairs and TVs, respectively. Compar-
ing VLM text embeddings to embeddings of images of such objects
often produces high similarities despite the presence of the addi-
tional secondary objects. To solve this problem, we again employ a
multimodal LLM to perform multi-object filtering. Similarly to our
category filtering step, we provide the LLM with a set of object
renders and task it with filtering out objects based on two criteria:
(i) if there are other objects on top of the main object of category
C (e.g. a TV stand with a TV on it) and (ii) if the object has other
objects around it (e.g. a table with chairs around it). The step is
also applied sequentially on the top n X n retrievals until we have
retained m valid object retrievals.

7.3 Matching the Specified Object Size

Not all 3D meshes which match the object category and description
specified in the program are good candidates, because they must
also reasonably match the object size specified in the program (e.g.
a long, thin mesh will not be a good candidate for an object which
is specified as being small and squarish). Thus, we also filter out
meshes whose bounding box aspect ratios are too dissimilar from
those specified by the object dimensions in the generated program.
Given the bounding boxes B” of a candidate mesh and B? of the ob-
ject as specified in the program, we compute the minimal Bounding
Box Distortion (BBD) as follows:

B.

BBD(B, B,) :( D ‘log—;) 3)
ie{x,y,z} Bi

BBD = min BBD(R - B, B 4

m min ( ) (4)
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Fig. 7. Our pipeline for orienting retrieved 3D meshes. The system first tries a discrete set of rotations to match the upright orientation of the mesh’s bounding
box to that of the bounding box specified in the object layout. Then, a VLM is used to assess how similar each of four orthogonal views of the mesh are to the
phrase “the front of a C,” where C is the object’s estimated category. The two most similar views are then given to a multimodal LLM to decide which is the

best choice for the front face of the object.

where R is a rotation from the set of Euler angles R = { (0,0,0),
(0,90,0), (90,0,0), (90,0,90) }, and B;.‘ refers to the volume normalized
side length along the axis i. That is, we measure the distortion on
whichever of these axis-aligned rotations best aligns B” with BP.
This small set of candidate rotations is typically sufficient, because
artist-created 3D meshes are typically modeled with their up di-
rection aligned with one of the world coordinate axes. Candidate
objects with a minimal distortion larger than a threshold r = 0.4 are
discarded (unless this would retain fewer than m objects, in which
case the lowest-loss m objects are kept).

8 ORIENTING RETRIEVED OBJECTS

The final problem we need to solve for end-to-end text to indoor
scene generation is correctly orientating the retrieved objects in the
scene. Specifically, the system must determine where the ‘front’ of
an object faces, which can be critical for objects such as chairs and
bookshelves. Full SO(3) canonicalization of 3D objects is a challeng-
ing task, especially without assuming any supervised training data.
Some unsupervised canonicalization methods exist [Sajnani et al.
2022], but they are category-specific; in our case, there are no fixed
category labels for our retrieved meshes. Fortunately, as mentioned
in the previous section, most artist-created meshes are modeled
with their up direction and front direction aligned with world coor-
dinate axes, allowing us to reduce our problem from a continuous
search over SO(3) to a six-way classification problem: which of the
six faces of a mesh’s axis-aligned bounding box corresponds to its
‘front” In this section, we present a simple, training-free approach
for solving this problem using pre-trained models. Figure 7 shows
an overview of our approach.

Our first goal is to ensure that the object is in upright position.
Once the object is in upright position, the problem further reduces to
detecting which of the four vertical faces of the object corresponds
to its ‘front’. To this end, we use the bounding box distortion (BBD)
metric from Equation 3. Empirically, we find that the majority of 3D
meshes are modeled in a y-up coordinate system, which our system

also uses. Thus, we only rotate the object if doing so would signifi-
cantly improve BDD loss w.r.t. the y-up bounding box specified in
the scene program. Specifically, we check if either of the rotations
(90,0,0) or (90,0,90) result in a BDD less than the minimum of
(0,0,0) and (0,90, 0) by a margin of 1.0; if so, we re-orient the mesh.
At this point, we may be done: if the program synthesizer did not
declare the object with a facing argument in the generated scene
program, then we assume that the object does not have a unique
front-facing direction and does not need to be further oriented (e.g.
round tables).

If the object does have the facing argument, we next convert the
four-way classification problem into a two-way classification prob-
lem. For objects with a non-square footprint, two of the four options
can be directly rejected based on the BBD metric: for example, for
rectangular couches, the side faces can be rejected as mapping them
to the ‘front’ leads to high BBD loss. Specifically, if the BBDs for the
rotations (0,0, 0) and (0, 90, 0) differ by more than 0.4, we reject the
side faces. For objects with more square footprints, we use a VLM to
reject two of the four options. Specifically, we render the object from
the four cardinal directions, embed each of these renders with the
VLM’s image encoder, and measure the cosine similarity between
each of these embeddings and the embedding of the text “The front
of a C’, where C stands for the object category (specified by the
LLM). We discard the directions with the lowest two similarities.
Finally, we solve the remaining two-way classification problem by
leveraging a multimodal LLM to perform visual question answering.
Specifically, we provide the LLM with the two remaining renders
and ask ‘Which image shows the front of the a C?”.

In Section 9, we compare this multi-step orientation pipeline with
several simpler alternatives (including approaches using only a VLM
and only a multimodal LLM), showing that it performs best.
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Fig. 8. Our method is capable of synthesizing a wide variety of indoor scenes that conform to input text prompts.

9 RESULTS AND EVALUATION

In this section, we evaluate our scene synthesis system by using it
to generate scenes in response to a variety of inputs and by com-
paring it to other scene generation methods, both closed- and open-
universe.

Implementation details. We use GPT4 and GPT4V for all language
generation and visual question answering tasks throughout the sys-
tem [GPT-4 2023]. For joint text-image embedding, we use the SigLIP
vision-language model [Zhai et al. 2023b]. For object retrieval, we
use the Objaverse dataset [Deitke et al. 2022a] as well as multi-view
renderings of Objaverse objects provided by the ULIP dataset [Xue
et al. 2023].

9.1 Qualitative Results

Figs. 1 and 8 show scenes generated by our system in response to
different text prompts. Our system is able to interpret prompts de-
scribing typical indoor scenes (e.g. “a bedroom”), rooms for specific
purposes (e.g. “a dining room for one”), different styles of interiors
(e.g. “an old-fashioned bedroom”), and non-residential indoor spaces
(“a high-end mini restaurant”). It can also imagine scenes that don’t
exist in the real world (e.g. “a vampire’s room” with a coffin and a
collection of occult tomes; “a medieval knight’s room”). Our system
also supports user specification of the desired room size and object
density/fullness; in Fig. 9, we show examples of how the system
responds to these optional inputs.

Because we break the scene synthesis problem into declarative
program synthesis followed by layout optimization, it is possible to
optimize multiple layouts for the same program, producing multiple
design variations. Fig. 10 shows an example of this process. Objects
placed along walls (such as paintings and desks) are free to slide
along those walls, in some cases exchanging positions (e.g. the desk
can appear on both sides of the door).

9.2 Closed-Universe Scene Synthesis Comparison

Here we evaluate how well our system performs on a closed-universe
scene generation task when compared to prior methods for this
problem which learn from 3D scene data. Specifically, we compare
against the following methods:

e ATISS [Paschalidou et al. 2021]: a recent autoregressive
Transformer-based generative model of indoor scenes.

o DiffuScene [Tang et al. 2023]: a recent denoising diffusion-
based generative model of indoor scenes.

"A bedroom" + set room size to 3m x 6m

Fig. 9. When the user specifies the desired room size or target object den-
sity as part of the input, our system appropriately adjusts its output. Top:
controlling room size; Bottom: controlling room fullness.

Fig. 10. Given a single scene description program, we can run the layout
optimizer multiple times to produce stochastic variations on the same scene.

We evaluate each of these methods on generating bedrooms, living
rooms, and dining rooms (three commonly-occurring room types
in closed-universe scene generation work). We direct our method
to generate object layouts of these types by providing it with text
prompts of the form “A bedroom”

To compare the object layouts generated by these different meth-
ods, we conducted a two-alternative forced-choice perceptual study.
We recruited 35 participants from a population of university stu-
dents. Each participant was shown a series of 45 comparisons, where
each comparison contained a room type label (bedroom, living room,
or dining room), images of two scenes, and a question asking them
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Ours vs. Bedroom Living Dining Average
ATISS 76% 74% 86% 79%
DiffuScene 75% 79% 89% 81%

Table 1. Results of a two-alternative forced-choice perceptual study com-
paring scenes generate by our system to those generated by two existing
systems for closed-universe scene generation. The scenes our method gen-
erated were largely preferred over those from alternative approaches across
typical indoor room types.

Bedroom Living Room Dining Room
=
Ours '
o 1 -
DiffuScene . o e

Fig. 11. Comparing closed-universe scene layouts generated by our system
to those generated by two existing closed-universe scene generative models
(zoom in to read object text labels)., Layouts generated by our method are
more detailed and devoid of object intersection artefacts.

to choose which scene they thought was a more realistic instance
of that type of room.

Table 1 shows the results of this study, and Fig. 11 shows some
of the object layouts generated by each method. Participants vastly
preferred the object layouts produced by our method compared with
ATISS (79% overall preference rate) and DiffuScene (81% overall
preference rate). While we find this trend is consistent across the
three room types we used, the gap between our approach and these
alternatives is most pronounced for dining rooms, where the objects
layout we produced were preferred at rates of 86% and 89% over
ATISS and DiffuScene respectively. As seen in the last column of
Fig. 11, our method captures relations important to scene fidelity
(e.g. surrounding a dining table with chairs), all the while avoiding
object overlaps and clutter that mar the scenes produced by the
other two approaches.

9.3 Open-Universe Scene Synthesis Comparison

We next evaluate our system’s ability to generate open-universe
scenes. To the best of our knowledge, there is no prior work which
solves this exact problem. Thus, we compare against the next best
thing: an existing method that uses LLMs for scene synthesis.
Specifically, we compare against LayoutGPT [Feng et al. 2023].
LayoutGPT was originally only evaluated in the closed-universe
setting; we adapt it to the open-universe setting by modifying its

prompt to remove references to fixed sets of room and object types
and by providing it the same in-context examples that our method
sees (converted into LayoutGPT’s scene representation format). To
convert LayoutGPT’s generated layouts into full 3D scenes, we use
the same object retrieval and orientation modules as in our system.

We test how well the two methods can generate scenes in response
to a range of different types of text prompts, ranging from simple
to more complex/subtle:

(1) Basic: basic room types such as “a bedroom”

(2) Completion: prompts that describe a subset of a basic scene
and ask the system to complete it, e.g. “a living room with a
sofa, tv, and a coffee table”

(3) Style: basic room types with style descriptors, e.g. “a mini-
malist living room”

(4) Activity: rooms that must accommodate some specific ac-
tivity, e.g. “a musician’s practice room”

(5) Fantastical: fantastical, outlandish, or whimsical rooms
that would not exist in reality, e.g. “a wizard’s lair”

(6) Emotion: rooms which should evoke specific emotions, e.g.
“A lonely dark jail cell”

We have created 59 prompts across these 6 types; a complete listing
of all prompts can be found in the supplemental material.

To compare how well the different methods fare on these prompts,
we conduct a two-alternative forced-choice perceptual study, pitting
our method against LayoutGPT. We recruited 24 participants from
a population of university students. Each participant was shown a
series of 50 comparisons, where each comparison contains a text
prompt, images of two scenes, and a question asking them to choose
which scene they thought was better (taking into account overall
scene plausibility and appropriateness for the prompt).

Table 2 shows the results of this experiment. In general, partici-
pants preferred our method’s scenes over those from LayoutGPT.
The largest margin between our system and LayoutGPT occurred for
prompts in the Style category. Since both systems used the same ob-
ject retrieval method, this difference is not attributable to the objects
in one condition having more stylistically-appropriate appearance;
rather, our system does a better job of interpreting which types
of objects should be in a scene and how they should be arranged
to satisfy stylistic goals. The Fantastical prompt category, with its
unusual prompts, proved to be challenging for both methods, with
no clear winner emerging.

Fig. 12 shows some of the scenes generated by each method in this
experiment. To demonstrate the value of our object retrieval mod-
ule, we also produce variants of scenes generated by our method
where the 3D meshes used are retrieved using a naive retrieval
method (only the initial VLM-based KNN retrieval step from our full
pipeline, without re-ranking or filtering). LayoutGPT, as it directly
generates numerical coordinates for object locations, suffers from
frequently interpenetrations between objects. Our method avoids
these errors by construction. Our full retrieval pipeline also helps
avoid some erroneous mesh retrievals (e.g. for the bookshelf in the
second column). The supplemental material contains more exam-
ples of objects from these scenes where our full retrieval pipeline
retrieves a mesh of the appropriate category but the naive approach
does not. Across all the scenes, for every three out of 100 objects,



Open-Universe Indoor Scene Generation « 13

Basic Completion Style Activity Fantastical Emotion Average

Ours vs. LayoutGPT ~ 66% 64% 76% 60% 51% 66% 65%

Table 2. How often open-universe scenes generated by our method are preferred to those generated by LayoutGPT in a two-alternative forced-choice
perceptual study (higher is better). We report results for the different types of prompts in our evaluation set as well as overall results. Our system is preferred

over LayoutGPT for all prompt types except Fantastical, where there is no clear preference.

"An american living room"

LayoutGPT

Naive
Retrieval

Ours

"A chemical lab"

"A modern bedroom"

Fig. 12. Comparing open-universe scenes generated by our system to those generated by LayoutGPT and to scenes generated by an ablation of our system
using a naive object retrieval method. LayoutGPT produces layouts with many overlapping objects; the naive retrieval baseline sometimes retrieves unusual

and undesirable meshes for some objects.

Synth. & Trans. LinesT H] M| Cl Ul

Combined (No stage 1)  36.2 1.16 2428 49.71 21.97
Ours (separated) 494 9.73 16.22 31.63 14.6

Table 3. Evaluating how separating synthesis and translation into different
LLM queries affects the complexity of the generated scene programs (Lines)
as well as the rates at which the types of errors described in Section 5 occur

(H = Hallucination, M = Misuse, C = Contradiction, U = Unsatisfiability).

Our full pipeline improves all metrics but one (Hallucination).

our method retrieved a correct-category mesh whereas the naive
method did not.

9.4 Ablation Studies & Other Evaluations

Here, we discuss several additional experiments we performed to
evaluate the performance of individual components of our system
in isolation.

Scene program synthesis. In Section 5, we discussed the benefits
of splitting the LLM-based program synthesizer into stages which
first generate a detailed natural language description of the scene
and then translate that description into code. Here, we empirically
demonstrate those benefits. For the prompts from the perceptual
study in the previous section, we generate scenes using our full
program synthesizer and a variant without the natural language
description stage, i.e. in this variant, the LLM must synthesize the
scene and translate it to code at the same time. To assess the com-
plexity of the generated scene programs, we measure the average
number of lines per scene. We also measure the frequency at which
the four types of errors described in Section 6.3 occur. Since scenes
have a different number of objects & relations (and thus a different
number of chances to make errors), rather than report the average
error rate per scene, we instead report the number of errors per
1000 objects.

Table 3 shows the results of this experiment. Using our full
pipeline results in more complex scene programs and leads to a
reduction in the rates of all error types except hallucinations. The
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Fig. 13. Plotting the retrieval precision (left) and category accuracy (right)
of different ranking schemes for our open-universe object retrieval module
(x axis is the number of top k objects considered). Our weighted re-ranking
approach preserves high category accuracy while incurring only a small hit
to precision.

higher rate of hallucinations in our pipeline is not surprising: since
the first stage generates a free-form natural language description of
the scene, the latter stages may “invent” new relation functions that
correspond to parts of that description. By contrast, such errors are
less likely to happen when the LLM is instructed to directly generate
a program with a fixed vocabulary of functions. Nonetheless, the
other benefits offered by separating synthesis and translation make
this trade-off worth it.

Object retrieval. We first demonstrate the value of of our category-
aware re-ranking scheme for object retrieval. We compare this
scheme to two alternatives: no re-ranking (naive retrieval), and
re-ranking purely based on category (i.e. using only the second term
in Equation 2). We run each of these methods on text descriptions
from the Cap3D dataset [Luo et al. 2023], which contains paired (3D
mesh, text description) data with meshes sourced from Objaverse.
We compute the retrieval Precision@K (how often is the ground-
truth mesh associated with the text description contained in the top
K retrieved objects) as well as a similar metric of category accuracy
(what percentage of the top K retrieved objects are of the correct
category). Fig. 13 shows plots for both of these metrics over increas-
ing values of K. Naive retrieval performs well in terms of precision,
but suffers from a steep drop-off in category accuracy. By contrast,
re-ranking purely based on category leads to consistent category
accuracy across K at the cost of a significant hit to precision. Our
weighted re-ranking scheme achieves the best of both worlds: mak-
ing sure that most of the top K objects are of the correct category
while retaining enough information about the overall description
of the object to suffer only a minor hit to retrieval precision.

We also evaluate the performance of our two retrieval filters
(category and multi-object). For each filter, we chose a handful of
common object categories and built benchmark datasets for each by
producing a set of two object text descriptions and running them
through the first part of our retrieval pipeline (initial retrieval and
re-ranking). For each set of retrieval results, we traverse the top k
objects and create a set containing 10 meshes which should pass
the filter and 5 which should not (manually labeled by a human
observer). This results in a dataset with 802 annotated meshes. We
then run our filters on all of these sets of meshes three times (to

Filter Category True Positive Rate T False Positive Rate |
Bookcase 0.77 0.27
Rug 0.88 0.22
Category Painting 0.97 0.1
Table 0.97 0.28
Average 0.90 0.21
Desk 0.75 0.15
TV Stand 0.95 0.17
o Side Table 0.97 0.11
Multi-object p.p 1 0.92 0.2
Couch 0.89 0.31
Average 0.86 0.2

Table 4. Performance of our two object retrieval filters when used on a
benchmark set of of objects with manually-labeled ground truth labels. Our
filtration technique discards most unsuitable retrievals while retaining a
large fraction of suitable retrievals.

Method Chair Couch Desk Wardrobe Painting Average
VLM (front) 653 54.0 673 87.3 84.3 71.6
VLM (front,back) 693 97.0 574 87.3 88.2 79.8
VLM (front,back,side) 96.0 97.0 57.4 86.3 88.2 85.0
LLM 750 974 924 94.1 94.8 90.7
Ours 87.8 97.0 93.7 95.8 94.8 93.8

Table 5. Classification accuracies for different orientation prediction ap-
proaches when evaluated on a benchmark set of objects with manually-
labeled ground truth orientations. Our approach combines a VLM with
a multimodal LLM to get the best of both worlds, achieving the highest
overall accuracy.

account for non-determinism in the LLM) and report their average
true positive and false positive rates in Table 4. Overall, both the
category and multi-object filters achieve around a 90% true positive
rate and 20% false positive rate. Given the size of our 3D object
dataset, this true positive rate is more than sufficient to ensure that
enough valid candidate meshes can be retrieved in almost all cases.
This false positive rate means that roughly one in five meshes which
passes a filter should actually have been rejected—not perfect, but a
notable improvement over not filtering at all.

Object orientation. Finally, we evaluate the performance of our
front-facing direction classifier. Similarly to the previous experiment,
we build a benchmark dataset (with 450 objects in total) containing
50-100 objects for each of several common categories, each of which
has a hand-labeled ground-truth front facing direction. We then
evaluate how well our method for orientation prediction perform
on this dataset, compared to the following alternatives we tried:

e Ours: our full orientation prediction method as described
in Section 8.

e VLM (front): choosing whichever orientation produces an
image whose VLM embedding has the highest cosine sim-
ilarity to that of the text “the front of a C,” where C is the
object category.



e VLM (front,back): like the previous method, but where
we also render the reverse face of the object and add the
similarity to “the back of a C” to the objective we minimize.

e VLM (front,back,side): like the previous method, but where
we also render one of the side faces of the object and add the
similarity to “the side of a C” to the objective we minimize.

e LLM: providing renders of all four faces of the object to an
LLM and asking it to choose which image best represents
the front of object.

Table 5 shows the results of this experiment. The method which
only uses a multimodal LLM performs better than the VLM-based
methods in general, but it does suffer from large performance drops
on certain types of objects (e.g. chairs). By using a VLM to filter the
set of views the LLM must consider down to two (a task likely more
prevalent in its training data than four-way image comparison),
our method improves over the LLM-only baseline on nearly all
categories.

9.5 Timing

On a MacBook Pro with an Apple M1 Max processor and 32GB RAM,
the median time to generate an object layout is about four minutes.
Almost all of this time is spent querying the LLM (the layout opti-
mizer stage takes under 10 seconds, typically). Converting the layout
into a full 3D scene is more computationally expensive, as our object
retrieval and orientation modules can invoke multiple LLM calls
for each object in the scene; for complex, densely-populated scenes,
this cost adds up. The median time to retrieve an object is slightly
under a minute (51 seconds); to orient the object, it is 16 seconds.
For a set of scenes we generated with an average of 17 objects per
scene, this led to a median total scene generation time of about 25
minutes. While slower than prior systems for closed-universe scene
synthesis (which often take only seconds), this is still faster than ex-
isting text-to-3D systems which optimize a VLM-based loss—these
systems can take hours to produce a single scene. Our approach
could also be accelerated by caching information computed about
retrieved objects (e.g. their front-facing orientations, whether they
belong to a certain category) to avoid re-computing those quantities
if objects are encountered again.

10 DISCUSSION & FUTURE WORK

We presented a system for open-universe scene generation: taking
a text prompt as input, our system generates room-scale indoor
scenes of any requested type composed of whatever relevant objects
are needed for that room. Our system leverages LLMs to generate
scenes by tasking them with generating declarative object-relation
programs; these programs are then converted to constraint prob-
lems which are solved with gradient-based optimization to pro-
duce object layouts. Finally, our system uses multimodal LLMs and
vision-language models to retrieve appropriate meshes for each
object from a massive, unannotated dataset, as well as to estimate
the front-facing orientation of these retrieved meshes.
Open-universe scene generation is a complex, challenging task,
and our system for solving it is not perfect. In the remainder of the
paper, we discuss limitations and opportunities for improvement.
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10.1  Viability for Interior Design

To get a sense for whether the outputs produced by our system
could currently be used in real-world interior design scenarios, we
conducted a small qualitative study. We recruited six individuals
(“clients”) seeking complimentary interior design services through
online ads, gathered their design needs through 30-minute inter-
views, and later presented to them designs created by both our
system and by professional designers. Both the clients and the de-
signers provided feedback on the generated scenes. More detail
about these interviews and about how the scenes were generated
can be found in the supplemental material.

The clients and the designers appreciated the system’s ability
to produce appropriate groupings of objects (e.g. dining tables and
chairs), correctly place rugs under furniture, and ensure adequate
space for door openings. They also appreciated the color and mate-
rial coordination in its generated furniture objects. However, they
found that the system could produce overly cluttered scenes in
which it seemed to lack an understanding of certain professional
interior design principles such as maintaining circulation (by e.g.
not clustering furniture in corners). Such design principles can be
expressed computationally [Merrell et al. 2011]; our system could
be improved by adding design principles as operations to our scene
modeling DSL and allowing the program synthesis LLMs to decide
which principles should be applied to which (parts of) scenes.

10.2 Other Limitations & Future Work

Our system currently only supports four-walled rooms. There are
many ways this limitation could be removed: non-rectangular rooms
could be subdivided into rectangular regions, or arbitrary arrange-
ments of walls could be specified parametrically in the system’s
input prompt (though reasoning about the resultant wall geometry
may prove difficult for an LLM; multimodal LLMs which can cor-
relate parametric wall objects with images of wall geometry may
help). In addition, objects in the current system are restricted to one
of four cardinal orientations. This discrete set could be expanded.
Orientations could also be represented as continuous values in the
layout optimizer (e.g. allowing small angular corrections to maintain
FACING constraints); this would necessitate a revision to our current
multi-step layout optimization scheme.

In very rare cases, objects in large databases such as Objaverse
are modeled with their up axis not aligned with one of the world
coordinate axes; this violates the assumptions of our orientation
prediction module and can result in “tilted” objects being inserted
into the scene. It may be possible to detect and correct (or filter out)
such objects using geometric heuristics [Fu et al. 2008] or carefully-
designed queries to multimodal language models.

We have introduced some mechanisms for fixing errors produced
by our LLM program synthesizer, but they are not foolproof. In the
future, we are interested in exploring LLM self-repair [Huang et al.
2023a] instead of / in addition to our existing heuristics: collecting
detected errors and tasking the LLM with correcting its own prior
output to eliminate them.

The open-ended capabilities of VLMs and LLMs could support
myriad approaches for open-universe scene generation. In this paper,
we have explored one small region of this design space; future work
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is needed to map out its entirety. We hope that our work serves as
both a springboard and a strong baseline for a new line of research
on open-universe scene generation.
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Doors and windows are treated as regular objects in our sys-
tem. The programmer can place additional relations on doors and
windows. However, doors and windows initialize with additional
constraints that ensure that (1) doors are always adjacent to walls,
and windows are always mounted on walls, and (2) there is enough
empty space in front of a door, so a door can be opened, windows
also require empty space in front of them.

For some types of objects such as paintings, books or statues, it
makes sense to retrieve different 3D meshes even for objects that
have the same description. For this purpose, we have a list-of-objects
constructor unique_objects(amount: int, description: str,
width: float, depth: float, height: float). For consis-
tency, we also have an objects(amount: int, description:
str, width: float, depth: float, height: float) construc-
tor, although it can be replaced with a list comprehension.

DSL relation functions are:

(1) on(top: Object, bottom: Object) means that the first
object stands on top of the bottom object. If the top object
is smaller, it should not extend beyond the bottom object.

(2) next_to_wall(a: Object, wall: int, distance: float
= 0.0) means that object a stands next to one of the 4
walls. If the optional distance argument is zero, the ob-
ject is touching the wall. Otherwise, it stands no more than
distance meters from the wall. The optional distance pa-
rameter allows to fit a chair between a table and a wall
when a table is standing next to a wall. Using a pair of
next_to_wall functions, the programmer can express that
some object stands in a corner.

(3) mounted_on_wall(a: Object, wall: int, height: float,

above: Object = None) means that that object a is mounted
on a wall height meters above the ground. This relation is
useful for paintings, mirrors, wall clocks or whiteboards.
When the optional above argument is used, object a is
mounted above some other object.

(4) mounted_on_ceiling(a: Object, above: Object = None)
means that object a is mounted on a ceiling, optionally above
another object. This relation is useful for describing fans,
projectors or chandeliers.

(5) adjacent(a: Object, b: Object, argl: int | float
| None = None, arg2: int | float | None = None,
arg3: float = 0.0) relation can be used with 0, 1 or 2
direction arguments, and an optional distance argument:

(a) adjacent(chair, desk) means that the chair’s bound-
ing box touches the desk’s bounding box.

(b) adjacent(chair, desk, NORTH) is the most common
variant. It means that the chair is adjacent to the desk
from the NORTH.

(c) adjacent(chair, desk, NORTH, WEST) means that
chair is adjacent to the desk from the north side but is
aligned with the west side of the desk. This version of
the adjacency relation is useful for describing a night-
stand that is adjacent to a bed from the side, but is
aligned with the head of a bed.

If an optional distance argument is used, the touching re-
quirement is replaced with the distance requirement. For

example, adjacent(chair, desk, NORTH, ©.2) means
that the chair is located to the NORTH of the desk, no more
than 20cm away from the desk.

(6) aligned(cuboids: list[Object], axis: bool) means
that the centers of a list of objects should be aligned either
vertically or horizontally. The second argument can either
be WESTEAST=False or NORTHSOUTH=True. This relation is
useful for describing careful arrangements of furniture.

(7) facing(a: Object, direction: Object | int) means
that the forward vector of object a should face either one of
the cardinal directions or another object.

(8) surround(chairs: list[Object], table: Object)isa
syntax sugar relation that is implemented with adjacent
and facing relations. It adds surrounding objects (for exam-
ple, chairs) one-by-one, and picks the sides of the central
object (for a example, a table) that have the most free space
available. This relation respects other adjacencies and walls.

Finally, the DSL has parameter setting functions for setting the

size of the scene, the floor texture and the wall texture. These func-
tions are called only once per scene:

set_size(westeast: float, northsouth: float, height: float)

set_floor_texture(texture: str)
set_wall_texture(texture: str)

B LAYOUT OPTIMIZER DETAILS

Here we provide more implementation details for our system’s
layout optimizer module.

B.1 Constraint Losses

Let aSi%€, geenter gmin and ™% denote the size, the center, the

lower-left-bottom corner and the upper-right-top corner of cuboid a,
and let s be the scene cuboid. Let relu(x) = max(x, 0) and let relu be
defined for vectors component-wise. Let proj(v) be the projection
of vector v on the horizontal XZ-plane. Let d(a, b) be Euclidean
distance between cuboids a and b. We define constraint losses in
the following way:

max _

min_amin)”Z smax)”Z’
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where A,B=a,b if agize < b;ize and A, B = b, a otherwise.
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Generalization from EAST and NORTH to other cardinal directions
is straightforward.

B.2 Repel Force Implementation

To implement repel forces, we first define a binary connectivity
relation on the set of objects and walls in the scene: NEXTTOWALL (a,
wall) connects object a and wallwall,and ON(a,b) or ADJACENT (a,
b) connect objects a and b. This relation splits the set of objects
and walls into connected components. For every pair of objects that
belong to different connected components (and for pairs of objects
and walls from different connected components) we add a repelling
vector to the optimization gradient with magnitude proportional
to max(1 — d/dmax, 0), where d is the Euclidean distance between
the two objects (or between an object and a wall), and dax is the
maximum range of repels, set to be the 1/4 the minimum linear size
of the scene. We add a small random noise to repel forces to escape
local minima.
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