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Real-time High-resolution View Synthesis of
Complex Scenes with Explicit 3D Visibility

Reasoning
Tiansong Zhou, Yebin Liu, Xuangeng Chu, Chengkun Cao, Changyin Zhou, Fei Yu, Yu Li

Abstract—Rendering photo-realistic novel-view images of com-
plex scenes has been a long-standing challenge in computer
graphics. In recent years, great research progress has been made
on enhancing rendering quality and accelerating rendering speed
in the realm of view synthesis. However, when rendering complex
dynamic scenes with sparse views, the rendering quality remains
limited due to occlusion problems. Besides, for rendering high-
resolution images on dynamic scenes, the rendering speed is still
far from real-time. In this work, we propose a generalizable
view synthesis method that can render high-resolution novel-view
images of complex static and dynamic scenes in real-time from
sparse views. To address the occlusion problems arising from the
sparsity of input views and the complexity of captured scenes,
we introduce an explicit 3D visibility reasoning approach that
can efficiently estimate the visibility of sampled 3D points to the
input views. The proposed visibility reasoning approach is fully
differentiable and can gracefully fit inside the volume rendering
pipeline, allowing us to train our networks with only multi-
view images as supervision while refining geometry and texture
simultaneously. Besides, each module in our pipeline is carefully
designed to bypass the time-consuming MLP querying process
and enhance the rendering quality of high-resolution images,
enabling us to render high-resolution novel-view images in real-
time. Experimental results show that our method outperforms
previous view synthesis methods in both rendering quality and
speed, particularly when dealing with complex dynamic scenes
with sparse views.

Index Terms—Real-time volume rendering, novel-view synthe-
sis, visibility reasoning.

I. INTRODUCTION

Novel-view rendering, allowing users to navigate through
rendered scenes as in the real world, has garnered significant
research attention for many years. For practical applications,
novel-view rendering technologies must fulfill two key require-
ments. Firstly, the rendered results should exhibit such realism
that users cannot distinguish them from reality. Secondly, the
rendering speed should be real-time or interactive, enabling
quick transitions to desired perspectives.

Recently, Neural Radiance Fields (NeRF) [1] is the most
promising method for novel-view rendering, which shows

Corresponding author: Yu Li.
Tiansong Zhou, Xuangeng Chu, Chengkun Cao, Yu Li are with

International Digital Economy Academy. Email: tszhou@foxmail.com;
xuangeng.chu@mi.t.u-tokyo.ac.jp; chengkun cao@outlook.com;
liyu@idea.edu.cn

Yebin Liu is with Tsinghua University. Email: liuye-
bin@mail.tsinghua.edu.cn.

Changyin Zhou, Fei Yu are with Vistring Inc.
Email:changyin.zhou@gmail.com; yufei.flyingfish@gmail.com

impressive photo-realistic rendering results by using multi-
layer perceptrons (MLPs) to represent 3D scenes. However,
vanilla NeRF needs to train a separate network for each
scene. When dealing with dynamic scenes, it needs to train
a network for each frame individually, which is impractical.
Some works [2]–[4] seek to extend the NeRF framework
to dynamic scenes by using the timestamp as an additional
input, in which they learn a network for each sequence
separately. However, the representation capability of neural
networks is always restricted, so these works are only able to
handle a limited number of frames. When dealing with a long
sequence of high-resolution complex scenes, which needs a
large network capacity for representation, the networks might
be overwhelmed and result in rendering failures.

These difficulties have led to the generalizable NeRF meth-
ods [5]–[8]. This line of works is able to generalize across
scenes or frames that are unseen in the training data. When
dealing with dynamic scenes, they simply treat each frame
as an independent scene and render novel views. With the
ability to generalize across frames, they are able to handle
sequences with arbitrary length. To get generalization ability,
most generalizable NeRF methods follow a typical high-level
pipeline, involving encoding input views to feature space,
projecting sampled 3D points to image space to grab features,
and aggregating the grabbed multi-view features. The heart of
this pipeline is how to weigh each view’s feature in the stage
of multi-view aggregation, which raises the classical occlusion
problem in the view synthesis task. Ideally, if a sampled 3D
point is occluded by surfaces to one view, the weight of the
corresponding view should be lower, and vice versa.

To solve the occlusion problems the in generalizable NeRF
pipeline, IBRNet [6] and ENeRF [7] use an MLP to predict the
visibility of the sampled 3D points to input views based on the
feature consistency between views. However, when the input
views are relatively sparse and the scenes are highly complex,
the grabbed multi-view features might be highly inconsistent,
making the predicted visibility to be inaccurate and resulting
in rendering artifacts. To perform occlusion-aware radiance
fields construction, NeuRay [8] learns a visibility feature map
for each input view and uses an MLP to predict the distribution
of surfaces location from the visibility features. This visibility
reasoning process is actually performing per-view reconstruc-
tion, which can not guarantee the global consistency of the
reconstruction between views. In our experiments, we found
that when dealing with high-resolution complex scenes, the
per-view reconstruction seems to be unreliable, exacerbating
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Fig. 1. Our method achieves real-time for rendering high-resolution dynamic scenes with high visual quality, enabling users to seamlessly transition
to desired perspectives at any time. At the heart of our method is explicit 3D visibility reasoning, which efficiently estimates the visibility of the sampled
3D points to the input views, helping us to address the occlusion problems arising from the sparsity of input views and the complexity of captured scenes.

the global inconsistency problems. The global inconsistency
will cause inaccurate visibility estimation, decreasing the
rendering quality of NeuRay.

In this paper, we present a view synthesis method to
render high-resolution novel-view images of complex static
and dynamic scenes in real-time from sparse views. Similar
to [7]–[9], our system is a generalizable rendering method
that is based on the volume rendering technique. To solve the
occlusion problems arising from the sparsity of input views
and the complexity of captured scenes, we propose a novel
technique to perform visibility reasoning. We first learn a
density volume in the novel view, then re-sampling the density
volume to input views, and calculate a visibility volume for
each view to get the visibility information. Different from the
above-mentioned generalizable rendering works [6]–[8] that
use implicit methods to perform visibility reasoning, where
the visibility information is predicted by implicit MLPs, our
visibility reasoning is an explicit 3D approach as the visibility
is calculated through the explicitly constructed 3D volumes.
Such an explicitly 3D visibility reasoning method is globally
consistent as all the calculated visibility volumes derive from
the same novel view’s density volume. This consistency helps
us to estimate accurate visibility, enhancing our rendering
quality and stability. Besides, though the proposed explicit 3D
visibility reasoning does not contain any network, it is dif-
ferentiable and can gracefully fit inside the volume rendering
technique, enabling us to optimize the geometry and texture
simultaneously during the training time.

Apart from the rendering quality, another unsolved chal-
lenge is the speed of rendering dynamic high-resolution com-
plex scenes. Though extensive effects [10]–[13] have been
made on accelerating vanilla NeRF, they are only applicable to
static scenes. Like vanilla NeRF, most generalizable methods
[8], [9] need to query the MLP millions of times, making their
rendering speed extremely slow. A more similar work to our
method is ENeRF [7], which uses a depth-guided strategy to
reduce the sampled points to accelerate generalizable NeRF
methods, achieving real-time when rendering images at a
resolution of 512×512. However, ENeRF still needs to query
MLP for each sampled point, meaning that the rendering

TABLE I
KEY ASPECTS OF OUR METHOD RELATIVE TO PREVIOUS WORKS.

Generalizable? Dynamic? Real-time?
MVSNeRF " Arbitrary %

NeuRay " Arbitrary %

ENeRF " Arbitrary Low-Res
InstantNGP % % High-Res
D-NeRF % Limited %

Ours " Arbitrary High-Res

”Arbitrary” and ”Limited” indicate the method is able to handle dynamic
scenes with arbitrary and limited frame lengths respectively. ”Low-Res” and
”High-Res” indicate rendering images at low and high resolution
respectively.

speed is inversely linear to the number of rendered pixels.
When rendering high-resolution images, where there are too
many pixels needed to process, the rendering speed of ENeRF
is still far from real-time. In our method, we perform ray
integration in the feature space, generating a feature map
for the target view and employing a 2D CNN to render the
final color images. Integrating rays on feature space allows
us to bypass the computationally expensive MLP querying
process, leading to accelerated rendering speeds. Additionally,
the 2D CNN serves as a texture prior for the rendered scenes,
enhancing rendering quality and stability, particularly for high-
resolution images. By integrating rays on feature space to
accelerate rendering speeds and the 2D CNN to generate high-
resolution images, our method achieves high-resolution novel-
view rendering in real-time. Key aspects of our method relative
to previous works are summarized in Table I.

We conduct extensive experiments on both static and dy-
namic scenes. For static scenes, we evaluate our method on
the DTU [14], NeRF synthetic [1] and Real Forward-facing
datasets [15]. The results demonstrate that our pre-trained
network can be efficiently fine-tuned for new scenes, yielding
competitive performance under per-scene fine-tuning settings.
Regarding dynamic scenes, our method effectively handles
complex scenarios with severe occlusions, producing high-
quality spatial-temporal coherent rendering results. In terms
of rendering speed, our method achieves real-time perfor-
mance in rendering high-definition images at a resolution of
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1280×720. Moreover, it can also deliver interactive frame rates
while rendering full high-definition images at a resolution of
1920×1080.

Our contributions can be summarized as follows:
• We propose a view synthesis method capable of real-

time rendering of high-resolution novel-view images from
sparse view inputs.

• Our method employs explicit 3D visibility reasoning as
the core technique to address occlusion problems arising
from the sparsity of input view and the complexity of
captured scenes. This technique is fully differentiable,
which can be jointly learned with the volume rendering
techniques.

• Experimental results demonstrate significant improve-
ments in both rendering quality and speed compared to
previous approaches, particularly for complex dynamic
scenes.

II. RELATED WORK

A. NeRF Works

Recently, Neural radiance fields (NeRF) [1] is the most
promising view synthesis method, which achieves state-of-
the-art rendering quality and attracts a lot of attention. NeRF
uses MLPs to represent scenes by mapping 3D points and
view directions to density and color values. As a compact
and lightweight representation, NeRF has inspired substantial
follow-up works. These works can be divided into three
categories:

Scene-specific NeRF. Many works [16]–[21] focus on
improving the performance of vanilla NeRF. 4K-NeRF [16]
tries to boost the representation capacity of vanilla NeRF
by exploring correlations between rays to extend the NeRF-
based paradigm to 4K resolution. DS-NeRF [19] adopt the
reconstructed sparse point clouds from COLMAP [22], [23]
to add an additional depth loss to improve the reconstruction
and rendering quality of NeRF. Mip-NeRF [17] and Mip-
NeRF 360 [18] integrate the mipmap technique into the NeRF
framework to achieve anti-aliasing. This line of works is only
applicable to render static scenes as they need to train an
independent network for each scene.

Sequence-specific NeRF. Some works [2], [3], [24] seek
to extend NeRF to a temporal domain to process dynamic
scenes. D-NeRF [2] represents the input with a continuous
6D function, including a 3D location (x, y, z), 2D viewing
direction (θ, ϕ), and time component t. It maps each frame
to a canonical space and performs novel-view rendering in
the canonical space. Nerfies [24] anchors a latent code to
each frame to handle non-rigidly deforming objects by op-
timizing a deformation field per observation. HyperReel [3]
proposes a memory-efficient dynamic volume representation
by exploiting the spatial-temporal redundancy of a dynamic
scene. To achieve real-time rendering, it additionally learns
a ray-conditioned sample prediction network that predicts
sparse point samples for volume rendering. These works
make great success in handling dynamic scenes and some of
them even achieve real-time rendering while keeping a low
memory footprint. However, the capacity of a neural network

is always restricted no matter how deep the network is, so
these sequence-specific works are only able to handle a limited
number of frames. When facing a long sequence of highly
complex dynamic scenes, the networks might be overwhelmed
and result in rendering failures.

Generalizable NeRF. Some works [5]–[9] extend NeRF to
generalizable rendering methods that are able to generalize
across scenes and frames. PixelNeRF [5] conditions the MLP
with encoded features of input views to get generalization
ability. MVSNeRF [9] combines NeRF with learning-based
multi-view stereo (MVS) methods to achieve highly efficient
radiance fields construction. ENeRF [7] seeks to accelerate
generalizable NeRF methods to achieve real-time rendering
of dynamic scenes. NeuRay [8] proposes an occlusion-aware
radiance fields construction method. Our method also belongs
to this line of works, which is able to handle both static and
dynamic scenes.

B. NeRF Acceleration

A main drawback of vanilla NeRF is that it needs to query
MLP millions of times to render an image, which is time-
consuming and makes its rendering speed extremely slow.
To make NeRF more suitable for practical usages, many
works [10], [11], [13], [25]–[29] seek to accelerate NeRF
to achieve fast rendering speed. NSVF [25] defines a set
of voxel-bounded implicit fields in 3D space, enabling it to
use classical acceleration strategies like empty space skipping
and early ray termination. KiloNeRF [26] uses thousands of
tiny MLPs to replace a large MLP to represent a complex
scene and each tiny MLP only represents a small part of the
scene. The tiny MLPs help to reduce computation consumption
and decrease rendering times. DeRF [27] decomposes a scene
into a few small parts and uses a small MLP to represent
each part. Similar to KiloNeRF, the small MLPs help it to
reduce the rendering time. SNeRG [11] trains a NeRF for a
scene first, then ”bakes” it to a sparse neural radiance grid for
acceleration. InstantNGP [13] proposes a multi-resolution hash
map to represent a 3D embedding. It decodes features fetched
from the 3D embedding with a small MLP, achieving amazing
super-fast training and real-time rendering. Unfortunately, all
the acceleration strategies of the above-mentioned works are
restricted to static scenes.

As a generalizable NeRF rendering method, ENeRF [7] uses
a depth-guided sampling strategy to reduce the number of
sampled points to accelerate the generalizable NeRF pipeline,
achieving real-time when rendering images at a resolution
of 512 × 512. However, when dealing with high-resolution
images, its rendering speed is still far from real-time as there
are many pixels to process. In our method, we perform ray
integration on feature space to bypass the time-consuming
MLP querying stage, then use a 2D CNN to render high-
resolution images in real-time.

C. Visibility Reasoning

Occlusion is a long-standing problem in the field of image-
based modeling and rendering. The importance of generating
accurate results at occlusion edges has been identified in
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Fig. 2. The overall pipeline of our system. Our pipeline firstly uses an encoder-net E to extract geometry and texture feature maps from the input images.
In the geometry volumes branch, we construct a 3D feature volume on the novel view’s camera frustum based on the extracted geometry feature maps. Then,
we use a 3D CNN O to regress a density volume of the novel view. In the texture volumes branch, we hierarchically sample 3D points in each marching ray
of the novel view. Then, we project each sampled 3D point to input views and grab features on the texture feature maps. To aggregate the grabbed multi-view
features, we use explicit 3D visibility reasoning to get the weight of each view. After aggregating multi-view features and performing ray integration for all
the rays, we get a low-resolution feature map F lr

novel. Apart from the feature map, we also interpolate a low-resolution color image Iinter
novel as an additional

supervision signal to make our pipeline more geometrically interpretable. Finally, we use a render-net R to render the high-resolution color image Ihrnovel
from the low-resolution feature map F lr

novel, in which we procedurally up-sample the F lr
novel to high resolution in the render-net R. Our method is fully

differentiable and can be trained with only sparse multi-view images as supervision.

many early IBR works [30]–[32]. In classic IBR pipelines,
solving occlusion problems usually lies in performing visi-
bility reasoning and improving the blending weights of the
warped images or features in the stage of multi-view fusion.
Early works use soft visibility [30], [31] or alpha matting
[32] to improve the blending weights. More recently, Soft3D
[33] proposes a sophisticated blending approach using a soft
estimation of visibility. In the past decade, deep learning has
shown very impressive and promising results in many tasks of
computer vision and graphics and it has been applied to view
synthesis problems. Unfortunately, the visibility reasoning in
the early IBR methods is indifferetiable, making them unable
to be directly integrated into learning-based pipelines. To this
end, deep blending [34] utilizes a convolution neural network
(CNN) to predict a visibility map for each warped input image
and uses the visibility maps as blending weights. FVS [35]
uses a CNN to estimate the blending weight maps for the
warped feature maps of input views.

In recent years, NeRF [1] and volume rendering [36] have
attracted great research attention as they show very impressive
and convincing rendering quality. Many works [5]–[9] seek
to construct generalizable radiance fields, which are able to
generalize across scenes or frames. For the generalizable NeRF
works, they usually follow a typical rendering pipeline, in-
cluding encoding the input images to feature space, projecting
sampled 3D points to image space to grab features, and
aggregating the grabbed multi-view features. At the heart of
this pipeline is how to get the aggregation weights of multi-
view features. Ideally, the weights should reflect the visibility
of the sampled 3D points to the input views. However, the
visibility reasoning in many learning-based methods [34] can
not fit inside the volume rendering technique as the learned
visibility maps are in 2D space whereas in volume rendering,
the visibility reasoning for the sampled 3D points should be
operated in 3D space. IBRNet [6] and ENeRF [7] use an MLP
to predict the visibility of each sampled 3D point to input

views based on the consistency of the grabbed features. This
method can only achieve high-quality rendering when the input
views are relatively dense. When the input views are sparse,
the inconsistency between multi-view features becomes more
severe, making the predicted visibility to be inaccurate. To
perform occlusion-aware radiance fields construction, NeuRay
[8] learns a visibility feature map for each input view and uses
an MLP to estimate the distribution of surfaces location from
the visibility features. This process is actually performing per-
view reconstruction, which can not guarantee global consis-
tency of the reconstruction between views. The inconsistency
problem may cause inaccurate visibility estimation and result
in rendering artifacts. In contrast, the proposed explicit 3D
visibility reasoning in our method is fully consistent as all
the visibility information derives from the same reconstructed
density volume of the novel view, which provides accurate
visibility estimation and helps us to improve our rendering
quality and stability.

III. METHOD

To address the occlusion problems arising from the sparsity
of input view and the complexity of captured scenes, our
method focuses on solving visibility estimation. This requires
knowledge of surface locations, leading us to divide the
volume rendering technique into discretized geometry volumes
and continuous texture volumes. In the geometry volumes,
we perform initial geometry reconstruction. Building upon the
results of this reconstruction, we employ explicit 3D visibility
reasoning to address the occlusion problems in the texture
volumes. In the following, we will introduce the encoding
CNN at Section III-A, the geometry volumes at Section III-B,
the texture volumes at Section III-C, followed by the rendering
CNN at Section III-D, and our training loss at Section III-E.

A. Feature Encoding
Given a novel view Cnovel, we first select N nearest

neighbor views to the novel view as the input of our system
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Fig. 3. Our explicit 3D visibility reasoning. Based on the regressed density volume on the novel view (the first column), we build a volume in each input
view’s camera frustum and use the constructed volume to re-sample the novel view’s density volume (the second column), getting the density volumes of
input views (the third column). Then, based on the re-sampled density volumes, we calculate the visibility volumes (the fourth column) using Equation 10 and
Equation ??. Finally, for each hierarchically sampled ray in the novel view (the fifth column), we transform the sampled 3D points to input views’ visibility
volumes and get visibility weights by tri-linearly interpolating the visibility volumes (the sixth column).

among all the captured K views. In our experiments, we set
N = 3 for static scenes and N = 4 for dynamic scenes. Then,
we encode all the input images into a feature space using a
2D encoder-net E as:

FG
i , FT

i = E(Ii), (1)

where Ii is the image of input view i and FG
i , FT

i are
the corresponding encoded geometry feature map and texture
feature map, respectively. We adopt a shared encoder for
both the geometry and texture, and differentiate them using
two parallel convolution layers in the final layer. This allows
efficient computation of shared representation at early layers
while maintaining separate features for the geometry and
texture information in the final stage of encoding.

B. Discretized Geometry Volumes

In the geometry volumes, we first build geometry feature
volumes using the plane-sweep algorithm in the novel view,
followed by a 3D CNN to map the feature volumes to density
volumes.

1) Feature volume construction: Given the camera param-
eters Cnovel of the novel view, we construct a discretized
volume in the novel view’s camera frustum. Specifically, for a
voxel P ∈ R3, we get its position at world coordinate through:

P (u, v, d) = C−1
novel(u, v, ζ(d)), (2)

ζ(d) = tn + d ∗ tf − tn
D

, (3)

where (u, v, d) is the voxel coordinate of novel view. C−1
novel

is the inverse projection of novel view. To perform inverse
projection, we use ζ to calculate the depth value of plane d.
tn, tf are the near and far planes respectively. D is the number
of sampled planes.

Then, we project P to each input view and bilinearly sample
the encoded feature maps as:

fG
i (u, v, d) = FG

i (Ci(P (u, v, d))), (4)

where Ci is the forward projection of view i. We compute the
variance of the multi-view features {fG

i }Ni=1 for multi-view
feature fusion, where N is the number of input views. After
getting the feature vectors of all the voxels, we get a geometry
feature volume VG ∈ RHG×WG×DG×CG , where CG = 32
is the number of feature channels and HG,WG are hyper-
parameters. DG = D is the number of the sampled depth
planes and we set it to 96 or 128 in our experiments.

2) Density volume regression: After constructing the ge-
ometry feature volume VG, we use a 3D CNN O to regress
the density volume Vdensity ∈ RHG×WG×DG×1 as:

Vdensity = O(VG). (5)

C. Continuous Texture Volumes

Based on the reconstructed density volume, we introduce
our continuous texture volumes.

1) Ray hierarchical sampling: For each marching ray of the
novel view, we first sample along the ray uniformly between
the near and far planes, getting Nu points. Then, we get the
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density value of each sampled point by tri-linearly sampling
the density volume Vdensity . Based on the density values, we
perform hierarchical sampling following vanilla NeRF [1] and
get Nh points. Also, for each point Ps ∈ Nh, we get its density
value σs by tri-linearly sampling the density volume Vdensity .
We set Nu = 128 or 96 and Nh = 8 in all the experiments.

2) Explicit 3D visibility reasoning: For each sampled point
Ps ∈ R3 in Nh, we project it to each input view to retrieve
features and RGB values using bilinear sampling as:

fT
i,s, f

RGB
i,s = FT

i (Ci(Ps)), Ii(Ci(Ps)). (6)

Then, we perform multi-view feature aggregation:

fT
s , fRGB

s =
1

W

N∑
i=1

vi ∗ fT
i,s,

1

W

N∑
i=1

vi ∗ fRGB
i,s , (7)

where vi is the visibility weight of view i and W =
∑N

i=1 vi
for normalization. In the following, we will introduce how
to get visibility weights {vi}Ni=1 using explicit 3D visibility
reasoning.

The procedure of explicit 3D visibility reasoning is shown
in Figure 3. We start by constructing a volume in each
input view’s camera frustum using Equation 2, in which
Cnovel should be replaced with Ci, and we get a volume
V i ∈ RHG×WG×DG×3 in each input view i’s camera frustum.
Then, for each voxel (ui, vi, di) of V i, we first transform it to
the novel view’s voxel coordinate and tri-linearly sample the
reconstructed novel view’s density volume Vdensity:

(u′
novel, v

′
novel, d

′
novel) = Cnovel(C

−1
i (ui, vi, ζ(di))), (8)

V i
density(ui, vi, di) = Vdensity(u

′
novel, v

′
novel, d

′
novel), (9)

where (ui, vi, di) is the voxel coordinate in view i and
(u′

novel, v
′
novel, d

′
novel) is the corresponding voxel coordinate

in the novel view. This volume re-sampling operation is shown
in the first, second, and third columns of Figure 3.

After getting the density volume V i
density of input view i,

we normalize it to [0, 1] and get the alpha volume:

V i
alpha(ui, vi, di) = 1− exp(−V i

density(ui, vi, di)). (10)

Each voxel value of V i
alpha indicates the probability of surfaces

existing in that voxel. It also can be seen as the probability of
a ray hitting a particle within that voxel.

Finally, for each sampled point Ps ∈ Nh, we transform it
to each input view’s voxel coordinate and tri-linearly sample
the visibility volume to get the visibility weight:

(x
′

i, y
′

i, z
′

i) = Ci(C
−1
novel(x, y, z)), (11)

vi = V i
vis(x

′

i, y
′

i, ζ
−1(z

′

i)), (12)

ζ−1(z
′

i) =
z

′

i − tn
tf − tn

∗D, (13)

where (x, y, z) is the coordinate of Ps in novel view and
(x

′

i, y
′

i, z
′

i) is the corresponding coordinate in view i. The
process of interpolating visibility weights {vi}Ni=1 is shown
in the fifth and sixth columns of Figure 3.

In this way, we get the visibility weights {vi}Ni=1 to perform
occlusion-aware multi-view feature aggregation in the texture
volume, which helps to improve the rendering quality on the
occlusion edges and areas.

3) Ray integration: Different from ENeRF [7] or MVS-
NeRF [9], which perform ray integration on color space, we
conduct ray integration on feature space:

fT =

Nh∑
s=1

Ts(1− exp(−σsδs))f
T
s , (14)

where Ts = exp(−
∑s−1

j=1 σjδj) is the transmittance value and
δs is the distance between adjacent samples. Apart from a
feature map, we also integrate the sampled and aggregated
RGB values in Equation 7:

fRGB =

Nh∑
s=1

Ts(1− exp(−σsδs))f
RGB
s . (15)

After performing the ray integration for all the pixels in the
novel view image, we get an interpolated color image Iinternovel ∈
RHT×WT×3 and a feature map F lr

novel ∈ RHT×WT×CT , where
HT ,WT are hyper-parameters and CT = 16 is the texture
feature channels.

D. Rendering

After getting the novel-view feature map F lr
novel, we use a

2D render network R to render the final image. To render high-
resolution color images, we procedurally upsample F lr

novel to
high-resolution in R, as:

Ihrnovel = R(F lr
novel). (16)

This rendering network R can serve as a texture prior of the
rendered scenes, helping to improve the rendering quality and
stability of high-resolution images.

E. Training Loss

We train our model by minimizing the L2 loss and per-
ceptual loss [37] between the rendered image Ihrnovel and the
ground-truth image Ihrgt :

Lrender = ∥Ihrnovel − Ihrgt ∥22, (17)

Lpercep = ∥Φ(Ihrnovel)− Φ(Ihrgt )∥, (18)

where Φ is a pretrained VGG-19 network [38], following [39].
We also use an auxiliary loss inspired by [40] to make our

model more geometrically interpretable. Specifically, we we
minimize the L2 loss between the interpolated image Iinternovel

and ground-truth I lrgt:

Linter = ∥Iinternovel − I lrgt∥22. (19)

This loss helps the geometry volumes to learn geometry from
the input images.

The total loss for training our network is:

Ltotal = Lrender + Linter + λLpercep, (20)

where hyper-parameter λ is set it to 0.1 in all the experiments.
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Fig. 4. Visual comparisons on static scenes. ”ft-15min” means fine-tuning the generalization models for ∼15 minutes. ”sc-15min” means training networks
from scratch for ∼15 minutes. Our method generally shows competitive rendering results with the baselines. On the occluded areas of the scene in the LLFF
dataset, our method achieves better results compared with previous generalizable methods (ENeRF, Neuray), demonstrating the efficiency of the proposed
explicit 3D visibility reasoning. (Best viewed with zooming in on the page.)

TABLE II
QUANTITATIVE EVALUATION ON STATIC DATASETS.

Settings Methods DTU NeRF Synthetic Real Forward-facing LLFF
PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ LPIPS ↓ PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ LPIPS ↓ PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ LPIPS ↓

Generalization

MVSNeRF 18.08 0.763 0.484 21.81 0.807 0.221 17.18 0.665 0.528
NeuRay 20.11 0.848 0.371 24.32 0.892 0.152 21.30 0.800 0.335
ENeRF 23.90 0.881 0.291 25.81 0.919 0.106 21.05 0.792 0.325
Ours 24.01 0.875 0.289 22.61 0.444 0.347 19.32 0.740 0.453

Per-scene optimization

MVSNeRFft−15min 19.04 0.768 0.470 24.19 0.890 0.153 21.55 0.776 0.397
NeuRayft−15min 21.17 0.856 0.365 24.63 0.890 0.145 21.51 0.805 0.325
ENeRFft−15min 24.20 0.887 0.286 26.27 0.924 0.110 22.40 0.803 0.304
InstantNGPsc−15min 25.10 0.907 0.280 26.71 0.933 0.119 22.37 0.807 0.315
Oursft−15min 24.83 0.891 0.262 26.54 0.927 0.086 22.45 0.812 0.262

”ft-15min” means fine-tuning pre-trained networks for nearly 15 minutes. ”sc-15min” means learning networks from scratch for nearly 15 minutes. Our
method shows competitive rendering quality after fine-tuning for a short time.

P
SN

R

iterations

Generalization Fine-tuned Learning Curve

Fig. 5. Fine-tuning on the ”Leaves” scene. As the render-net R is a texture
prior of the training data and the ”Leave” scene in the LLFF dataset has very
different texture from the training scenes in the DTU dataset, the rendering
quality of generalization model decreases. We show that the rendering quality
can be significantly improved after fine-tuning for only 1500 iterations (˜15
min).

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Implementation Details

Our implementation of the proposed method is based on
the PyTorch [41] framework. Regarding the hyperparameters
related to the resolution, specifically HG and WG in Section
III-B, as well as HT and WT in Section III-C, we have
found that setting them to HG = Hhr/16, WG = Hhr/16,
HT = Hhr/4, and WT = Hhr/4 strikes a good balance
between rendering quality and speed in most cases. However,
depending on the dataset being used, slight adjustments to
these settings might be necessary to achieve optimal rendering
results while maintaining real-time performance.
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Fig. 6. Visual comparisons on dynamic scenes. ”CNN→MLP” means replacing the render-net R with an MLP borrowed from vanilla NeRF. ”Vis→Avg”
means replacing our explicit 3D visibility reasoning with average pooling operation. Benefiting from the explicit 3D visibility and the render-net R, our
method is able to render high-quality images on complex dynamic scenes, especially on the occluded edges and areas. (Best viewed with zooming in on the
page.)

B. Compared Methods and Evaluation Metrics

To validate our method, we conduct experiments on both
static and dynamic scenes for qualitative and quantitative
evaluation. As a generalizable rendering method, we mainly
compared with recent state-of-the-art NeRF-based generaliz-
able rendering methods, including MVSNeRF [9], ENeRF [7]
and NeuRay [8]. MVSNeRF combines neural radiance fields
with learning-based MVS to enable efficient radiance field
construction. ENeRF uses a learned depth-guided sampling
strategy to speed up the generalizable radiance field methods.
NeuRay proposes an occlusion-aware method for constructing

radiance fields. Apart from generalizable rendering methods,
we also compare with scene-specific and sequence-specific
rendering methods to provide a more absolute calibration
on the achievable quality of our method. For scene-specific
methods, we compare with InstantNGP [13] on static scenes,
which uses multi-resolution hash encoding to accelerate train-
ing and rendering speed. Note that when dealing with dynamic
scenes, though both generalizable rendering methods and
scene-specific methods treat each frame as an independent
scene, the scene-specific methods need to train a network for
each frame individually whereas the generalizable rendering
methods only have to train one network for each sequence
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Fig. 7. Visual comparisons with D-NeRF. D-NeRF fails to recover the high-
frequency texture details in the captured scenes whereas our method shows
better results in rendering the fine-grained texture.

TABLE III
QUANTITATIVE RESULTS ON DYNAMIC DATASETS.

Methods Ourdoor Boxing HDBodies
SSIM ↑ LPIPS ↓ SSIM ↑ LPIPS ↓ SSIM ↑ LPIPS ↓

MVSNeRF 0.701 0.395 0.760 0.512 0.957 0.064
NeuRay 0.667 0.436 0.802 0.425 0.973 0.044
ENeRF 0.705 0.400 0.858 0.364 0.969 0.059
Ours (CNN → MLP) 0.725 0.443 0.863 0.381 0.973 0.049
Ours (Vis → Avg) 0.777 0.229 0.894 0.273 0.974 0.029
Ours 0.849 0.185 0.905 0.245 0.976 0.028

CNN → MLP means replacing our render-net R with MLP. Vis → Avg
means replacing our point-wise visibility reasoning with average pooling
operation.

as they can generalize across frames. Training a network for
each frame individually is impractical so we only perform
comparisons with InstantNGP on static scenes. For sequence-
specific methods, we compare with D-NeRF [2] on dynamic
scenes, which learns a deformation field for each sequence to
map the sampled 3D points to a canonical space, then render
images on the canonical field. As a sequence-specific method,
D-NeRF needs a sequence as training data to train a network,
so we only perform comparisons with it on dynamic scenes.

For quantitative evaluation, we adopt the three widely used
metrics: peak signal-to-noise ratio (PSNR), structural similar-
ity index (SSIM) [42] and learned perceptual image patch
similarity (LPIPS) [43]. PSNR simply measures pixel-level
accuracy, while SSIM and LPIPS reflect human perception
better.

C. Comparisons on Static Scenes

1) Datasets: For static scenes, we use three widely used
benchmarks for evaluation: the DTU [14], NeRF synthetic
[15], and Real Forward-facing datasets [1]. We use the same
train-test splits as in MVSNeRF and ENeRF. The resolution
we use are 1600×1200, 800×800, and 1600×1200 for the

DTU, NeRF synthetic, and Real Forward-facing datasets re-
spectively.

2) Training: For generalizable rendering methods, includ-
ing MVSNeRF, ENeRF, NeuRay, and our method, we per-
form large-scale training on the DTU dataset and test the
generalization models (only train on DTU) on all the three
datasets to evaluate the generalization abilities. We train our
generalization model in an Nvidia Tesla A100 GPU with
40 GB GPU memory for 500K iterations with a batch size
of 1. For each iteration, we randomly pick one image as
the novel view and three nearest neighbor images as the
input views. The training procedure costs nearly 1 day, using
an Adam [44] optimizer with a learning rate of 5 × 10−4.
About the large-scale training of the alternative generalizable
rendering methods, we use the default training settings in their
implementation and the training procedures generally cost 1˜2
days until their learning curves have converged.

Then, based on the pre-trained generalization models, we
perform per-scene fine-tuning for a short time on each test
scene of the three datasets. Following MVSNeRF [9] and
ENeRF [7], we fine-tune the generalization models to each test
scene for ˜15 minutes. In the fine-tuning stage, we optimize all
the network parameters of our pipeline, including the encoder-
net E , the 3D CNN O, and the render-net R. The training
settings of the fine-tuning stage simply follow the settings of
the large-scale training.

For InstantNGP, we train a network from scratch for ˜15
minutes on each test scene of the three datasets, using the
default training settings in its implementation.

3) Results: The quantitative results of the generalization
models are reported in the generalization setting rows of
Table II. The results show that under the generalization setting,
our method shows competitive results on the DTU dataset,
whereas on the LLFF and NeRF synthetic datasets, our method
is inferior to previous methods. The reason for these results
is that our render-net R can be regarded as a texture prior of
the training set, and the test scenes in the DTU dataset have
similar texture and illumination with the training scenes, so our
render-net R is able to render high-quality results. However,
the new scenes in the NeRF synthetic and Real Forward-facing
datasets have very different texture and illumination, so the
rendering quality of our generalization model drops.

The quantitative results of the fine-tuned networks and
the learn-from-scratch networks are reported in the per-scene
optimization rows of Table II. The visual comparisons are
illustrated in Figure 4. These results demonstrate that after
fine-tuning the generalization model to a new scene for a short
time (˜15 minutes), our method is able to achieve competitive
results with previous works. The fine-tuning procedure of the
”Leaves” scene in the Real Forward-facing dataset is presented
in Figure 5, showing that the rendering quality of our method
can be improved quickly during fine-tuning and after fine-
tuning for only 1500 iterations (˜15 minutes), the rendering
quality is greatly enhanced.

D. Comparisons on Dynamic Scenes
1) Datasets: For dynamic scenes, we perform comparisons

on three datasets: the ENeRF Outdoor, Boxing, and HDbodies
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TABLE IV
COMPARISONS ON RENDERING SPEED AND MEMORY CONSUMPTION.

Methods FPS ↑ Memory (MB) #Param.720p 1080p
MVSNeRF [9] 0.05 0.02 20496.5 0.13M
NeuRay [8] 0.03 0.02 7214.8 4.75M
ENeRF [7] 5.93 2.84 9451.7 0.44M
DNeRF [2] 0.02 0.01 18555.7 1.1M
InstantNGP [13] 55.17 27.65 1269.9 11.5M
Ours 27.08 16.12 2524.3 3.01M

”720p” means rendering high-definition (HD) images at a resolution of
1280× 720. ”1080p” means rendering full high-definition (FHD) images at
a resolution of 1920× 1080. ”Memory” means the GPU memory
consumption when rendering 1080p images. ”#Param.” means the number of
network parameters. All the statics are tested on a single Nvidia Tesla A100
GPU.

datasets. The ENeRF Outdoor dataset is an open-source dataset
that is collected by ENeRF, which has 18 views in total
and the average angular difference between the cameras is
6.66◦. The Boxing dataset is proposed in [45], which uses
32 synchronized cameras in a circle arrangement to capture a
boxing game, in which the captured scenes are highly complex
and there are close human interactions between the two
boxers. The HDbodies dataset is proposed in HDhuman [46],
which uses 24 synchronized cameras in a circle arrangement
to capture single or multi-human performers with complex
texture patterns. The average angular difference between the
input cameras is 11.25◦ and 15◦ for the Boxing and HDBodies
datasets respectively. We use the first/last 900/100, 500/50, and
500/50 frames as the train/test frames for the ENeRF Outdoor,
Boxing, and HDBodies datasets respectively. The rendering
resolution are 1920 × 1080, 1920 × 1080, and 1336 × 1152
for the ENeRF Outdoor, Boxing, and HDBodies datasets
respectively.

2) Training: For generalizable rendering methods, we
adopt the pre-trained generalization networks in Section IV-C2
as the initialization models, and fine-tune the networks to
each dynamic scene. For each dynamic scene, we fine-tune
our model for 50K iterations, which costs ˜3 hours. For each
iteration, we randomly pick one frame in the training set, then
pick one image as the novel view and four nearest neighbor
images as the input views. For fine-tuning the generalizable
rendering baselines, we generally fine-tune them for 4˜6 hours
until the learning curves converge.

For D-NeRF, we found that training it on all frames of the
training set of each sequence results in failures because there
are too many frames in the training set of each sequence,
overwhelming the deformation field of D-NeRF. Therefore,
we select 100, 50, and 50 continuous frames on the ENeRF
Outdoor, Boxing, and HDBodies datasets as the training data
for D-NeRF. Though we decrease the frames number of each
sequence, the dynamic scenes in the three datasets are highly
complex and contain complicated motions. This raises huge
challenges for the deformation field of D-NeRF to represent
the dynamic scenes, so it needs a long time to train the
networks of D-NeRF. Concretely, for each dynamic scene, we
train D-NeRF for 600K iterations, which costs ˜4 days. When
training D-NeRF, we follow the default training settings in

TABLE V
THE RUNNING TIME, MEMORY CONSUMPTION, AND PARAMETER

NUMBER OF DIFFERENT COMPONENTS OF OUR PIPELINE.

Components Time (ms) Memory (MB) #Param.720p 1080p
Encoder-net E ∼3.93 ∼9.58 787.1 0.18M
3D CNN O ∼10.59 ∼10.92 1069.6 0.3M
Visibility reasoning ∼2.47 ∼2.21 - -
Ray Integration ∼4.18 ∼10.68 - -
Render-net R ∼10.19 ∼23.53 667.6 2.53M
Total ∼31.36 ∼56.92 2524.3 3.01M

All the statics are tested on a single Nvidia Tesla A100 GPU. The memory
consumption is tested when rendering 1080p images. Note that the running
time is not fully consistent with the rendering speeds that are reported in
Table IV as apart from the time consumption of the listed components, there
are some additional consumption in our pipeline such as copying data.

their official implementation apart from the training iterations.
For fairness, to compare with D-NeRF, we fine-tune our
generalization models in Section IV-C2 using the same training
data of D-NeRF. Specifically, for each dynamic scene, we fine-
tune our generalization model for 20K iterations, which costs
˜90 minutes.

3) Results: The quantitative and qualitative results of gen-
eralizable rendering methods are shown on the first three and
last rows of Table III and Figure 6. Note that when rendering
ENeRF Outdoor dataset, ENeRF uses an object-compositional
representation for rendering the foreground and background
independently, so that they can avoid the occlusion problems.
However, the background is not always available for dynamic
scenes, so we treat ENeRF Outdoor as a whole scene when
training and testing our methods and all the baselines, without
treating the foreground and background independently. So the
rendering results are different from the results that are shown
in ENeRF. The results in Table III and Figure 6 demonstrate
that our method outperforms previous works by a large margin
when rendering complex dynamic scenes with sparse views,
especially in the occluded edges and areas. In the stage of
multi-view feature aggregation, MVSNeRF naively calculates
the variance of multi-view features without concerning any
occlusion problems, making its results suffer from severe
rendering artifacts and blurring with sparse views. In ENeRF,
it uses an MLP to predict visibility by utilizing the feature
consistency between input views. However, when the input
views are relatively sparse and the scenes are highly complex,
the multi-view features are highly inconsistent, making the
results of ENeRF suffer from blurring in the occluded areas.
For NeuRay, its visibility reasoning procedure is actually
performing per-view reconstruction and the reconstruction
might be inconsistent between views. When dealing with the
highly complex Boxing dataset, the per-view reconstruction
seems to be unreliable, making the inconsistency problems
exacerbate. As a result, the visibility estimation is inaccurate,
so the rendering results of NeuRay in the Boxing dataset
degrade dramatically. Different from the implicit visibility
reasoning methods of ENeRF and NeuRay, our explicit 3D
visibility reasoning is globally consistent as all the visibility
information is derived from the same novel view’s density
volume, providing accurate visibility estimation. Therefore,
our method shows the highest rendering quality, especially on
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the occluded edges and areas.
The visual comparisons with D-NeRF are illustrated in

Figure 7, showing that the rendered images of D-NeRF lose
the high-frequency texture details whereas our method is able
to recover the fine-grained texture. This is because the dynamic
scenes are in high resolution, containing complex texture and
large motion, which makes the deformation field of D-NeRF
difficult to map the sampled 3D points to the canonical space.
Therefore, D-NeRF fails to recover the high-frequency details
of the rendered scenes, resulting in blurring in the rendered
images. In contrast, our network can serve as the geometry
and texture prior of the rendered scenes, which helps us to
recover the fine-grained texture of the rendered scenes and
improve the rendering quality.

E. Running time and memory footprints analysis

The comparisons of rendering speed, GPU memory con-
sumption, and the number of network parameters are illus-
trated in Table IV. All the statistics are tested on a single
Nvidia Tesla A100 GPU. According to the statistics, Instant-
NGP achieves the fastest rendering speed while keeping a low
memory consumption, but it can only handle static scenes.
MVSNeRF, NeuRay, and DNeRF run at extremely slow speeds
as they need to query MLP millions of times. ENeRF adopts a
depth-guided sampling strategy to reduce the sampled points
and as claimed in its paper, it can achieve real-time when
rendering images at a resolution of 512 × 512. However,
ENeRF still needs to query the MLP for each sampled point
once, so its rendering speed is inversely linear to the number of
rendered pixels. When rendering high-resolution images, there
are too many pixels needed to render, which hinders it from
real-time rendering. In contrast, thanks to the ray integration
on feature space that helps us bypass the time-consuming MLP
query stage and the render-net R to generate high-resolution
images, our method is able to render 720p images in real-time
and render 1080p images at interactive frame rates. Besides, as
shown in the supplementary video, our method is also able to
render 1080p images at interactive frame rates using an Nvidia
GeForce RTX 3090 GPU. Regarding memory consumption, as
we perform the intermediate volume processing in relatively
low resolution, our method is able to render high-resolution
images with a relatively low memory consumption.

We report the running time, memory footprints, and parame-
ters number of each component of our pipeline in Table V. Ide-
ally, the time cost of rendering 1080p images should be twice
of rendering 720p images. However, we found that enlarging
the geometry volume resolution of 1080p images has very
slight improvements in rendering quality. Therefore, we keep
the resolution of geometry volumes such as density volumes
and visibility volumes be same when rendering both 720p
and 1080p images. So the running time of the components
such as 3D CNN and visibility reasoning that are related to
the geometry volumes are nearly the same for both 720p and
1080p images. In contrast, for the components that belong to
texture volumes, rendering 1080p images always costs more
time than rendering 720p images.

F. Ablation Studies

1) Effectiveness of the explicit 3D visibility reasoning: To
evaluate the effectiveness of the proposed explicit 3D visibil-
ity reasoning, we replace it with average pooling operation
and train on the three dynamic scenes. The quantitative and
qualitative results are shown on the fifth row of Table III
and Figure 6 respectively, demonstrating that the explicit 3D
visibility reasoning helps to improve the rendering quality on
the occluded edges or areas.

2) Effectiveness of the render-net R: To figure out the
effectiveness of the render-net R in Section III-D, we replace
it with an MLP to render each pixel of the final image
independently, in which the architecture of MLP is borrowed
from vanilla NeRF. In the MLP-version pipeline, instead of
integrating ray on feature space, we use MLP to decode each
sampled point’s aggregated feature to color and density values,
and perform ray integration on the RGB space. Without using
a CNN to generate images, it is difficult to perform super-
resolution operations, so we directly render images at high
resolution and do not adopt any super-resolution technique in
the MLP-version pipeline. We train the MLP-version pipeline
on the three dynamic datasets and the quantitative and quali-
tative results are illustrated in the fourth row of Table III and
Figure III respectively. The results show that our render-net
R has better rendering quality as the 2D CNN can serve as a
texture prior of the rendered scenes.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we introduce a novel view synthesis method
that achieves real-time rendering of high-resolution images.
At the heart of our method is explicit 3D visibility reasoning,
which efficiently estimates the visibility of the sampled 3D
points to input views, solving the occlusion problems arising
from the sparsity of input views and the complexity of
captured scenes. Experimental results demonstrate that our
visibility reasoning technique enhances the rendering quality,
particularly in occluded edges and areas. Besides, with the
carefully designed components in our pipeline such as the
ray integration on feature space and the render-net R to
serve a texture prior, our method achieves real-time speed in
rendering high-resolution images. Overall, our method enables
the generation of high-quality novel-view images for complex
dynamic scenes, even with a limited number of synchronized
cameras from sparse views.
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