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Abstract

Multimodal synthetic data generation is crucial in domains such as autonomous
driving, robotics, augmented/virtual reality, and retail. We propose a novel ap-
proach, GenMM, for jointly editing RGB videos and LiDAR scans by inserting
temporally and geometrically consistent 3D objects. Our method uses a reference
image and 3D bounding boxes to seamlessly insert and blend new objects into tar-
get videos. We inpaint the 2D Regions of Interest (consistent with 3D boxes) using
a diffusion-based video inpainting model. We then compute semantic boundaries
of the object and estimate it’s surface depth using state-of-the-art semantic seg-
mentation and monocular depth estimation techniques. Subsequently, we employ
a geometry-based optimization algorithm to recover the 3D shape of the object’s
surface, ensuring it fits precisely within the 3D bounding box. Finally, LiDAR rays
intersecting with the new object surface are updated to reflect consistent depths
with its geometry. Our experiments demonstrate the effectiveness of GenMM in
inserting various 3D objects across video and LiDAR modalities.

1 Introduction

Cameras and LiDAR are two pivotal optical sensing modalities widely used in applications such
as autonomous vehicles (AV), augmented/virtual reality (AR/VR), and robotics [18, 29, 38]. These
modalities complement each other: LiDAR provides accurate depth information, while cameras offer
rich semantic details [1, 6, 43, 49] for improved visual understanding. As machine learning models
that process these modalities grow in size, complexity, and performance requirements, the need for
synthetic data has become increasingly evident [8, 11, 36]. This is crucial to address the challenge of
lack of data for scenarios with limited data diversity or long-tail parts of the data distribution.

In applications like AVs and AR/VR, generating content for both image and LiDAR modalities is
essential to ensure realistic object placement and perception [2]. Synthetic data generation offers
significant potential for enhancing existing video and LiDAR datasets by increasing object diversity.
For instance, existing objects (e.g., cars, pedestrians) in datasets can be replaced with new ones having
different appearances or poses. This capability is particularly valuable for creating new scenarios
that aid in long-tail data generation, where data collection is challenging or risky. By inserting new
objects into existing video and LiDAR datasets, we can simulate rare or hazardous situations, thus
improving the robustness of machine learning models.

While simulation [24] and neural rendering (e.g., [48]) are popular methods for inserting objects into
scenes, they often require rendering the entire scene, which leads to a loss of background information,
especially in high-resolution scenarios. This increases the distribution gap between real and generated
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samples. Additionally, neural rendering approaches rely on multiple views of an object and struggle
with relighting new objects, generating varied motion patterns for articulated objects (e.g., people,
animals) or temporally varying albedo (like flashing lights).

Recent generative models such as [14, 30] can perform realistic local edits to scenes while retaining
high background fidelity. However, these models focus on generating images only, are not geomet-
rically grounded and result in temporally inconsistent outputs for object insertion or replacement.
Furthermore, rendering articulated objects or generating accurate object shapes with these models
is still challenging. To this end, methods such as [12, 5, 51] have explored the use of image la-
tents/control primitives like pose, edges, and depth maps, however, obtaining these surrogates can be
difficult when inserting a wide range of novel objects such as humans, vehicles, furniture, etc in new
scenes.

In this paper, we introduce GenMM, a method for simultaneously editing RGB videos and LiDAR
scans by incorporating 3D objects that maintain both temporal and geometric consistency. Figure 1
provides an overview of our method. GenMM uses a reference image and a 3D bounding box
sequence to seamlessly integrate objects into video sequences. By projecting the 3D bounding boxes
corresponding to the object’s track in the video, we identify Regions of Interest (RoIs) and employ
a diffusion-based video inpainting model to accurately inpaint these regions (Sect. 3.2.2). We then
utilize state-of-the-art semantic segmentation and monocular depth estimation methods to compute
the semantic boundaries and surface depth of the inserted objects. Next, to generate LiDAR data
corresponding to the inserted object, we use a geometry-based optimization algorithm (Sect. 3.3) to
align the 3D surface of the generated object by ensuring they fit within the specified 3D bounding
box. We update the LiDAR rays intersecting with the new object surface to ensure depth consistency
with the objects’ geometry.

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first work using a diffusion model to generate both video and
its corresponding LiDAR data. Our contributions are summarized below:

• We propose a novel method for generating multimodal data, which includes both image and
LiDAR modalities by leveraging recent progress made in diffusion and foundation models.

• We develop a novel video inpainting algorithm for coherently inserting an object within a
video using its reference image.

• We create a geometry-based LiDAR inpainting algorithm that produces LiDAR outputs
corresponding to the generated video but operates independently of the video inpainting
algorithm. This allows us to leverage the latest advances in video inpainting methods.
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Figure 1: Overview of the proposed GenMM method. Given a target video and its corresponding
LiDAR frames, we project 3D boxes onto the 2D image to create masked RoIs, which are combined
with the original image to produce masked input images. These cropped masked inputs, along with
their respective masks, are then processed through our video inpainting method (Figure 2), which
generates frames with the inpainted objects. These inpainted crops are then blended back into the
target video. The inpainted crops and the LiDAR point cloud are input to a geometry-based LiDAR
inpainting algorithm (Figure 3) that generates the corresponding LiDAR points for the inserted
objects.

2 Related Work

Graphics-based simulation engines such as Unity3D[41], Unreal Engine [9], and Omniverse [26, 33]
are popular choices for generating multimodal synthetic data for many applications like robotics or
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AR/VR. However, they struggle with sensor fidelity, primarily because rendering scenes requires
reconstructing geometric and material properties, recovering light sources and finally performing
accurate ray-tracing. Additionally, these engines render entire scenes, leading to unnecessary loss of
background information when only a few objects need to be added. LiDARSim [24] can generate
entire scenes using 3D assets. However, since it relies on ray casting within the graphics engine, the
fidelity of corresponding videos is constrained by the capabilities of the graphics engine. Further, this
method needs 3D assets which can be time consuming and expensive to create.

Neural rendering [25, 45, 46, 48] and Gaussian Splatting [53] are also popular for integrating objects
into scenes, but they suffer from computational inefficiency, particularly in generating high-resolution
images. As these methods do not model light sources, they have fidelity issues like poor shadow
rendering when objects are added or when the lighting does not align between inserted objects and
the background. The dependence of only training on a single video and lack of a world model of
how objects move also complicates their use with articulated objects (e.g., pedestrians, animals) or in
dynamic scenes (e.g., vehicles with turn signals or flashing lights). There have also been efforts to
insert 3D objects in existing scenes. For example, [7] places 3D assets in the scene and then uses
image synthesis networks for blending. Lift3D/GINA-3D [21, 35] on the other hand utilize GANs
and NeRFs to place objects in 3D scenes. However, these methods are limited to scenarios where we
can build a multi-view library of assets and have similar drawbacks as neural rendering techniques.

Recently, video-based diffusion models have emerged as open-world simulators capable of synthesiz-
ing photo realistic data in high resolution [3, 4, 13]. Prior art, such as text-based scene generation [15],
often lacks practicality for tasks like inserting or swapping objects within a scene. Although there are
methods for animating static images into videos [13, 17], the specific challenge of object insertion in
video contexts which adheres to geometrical properties of the scene remains relatively unexplored.

Methods such as [27, 40, 44] have also used diffusion models to estimate the 3D geometry of objects.
However, they primarily focus on individual objects and the synthesis of novel views. In contrast, our
work aims to construct complete 3D scenes by inserting an object into the specified scene.

3 Method

Our approach requires the following inputs: a reference image of the object to be inserted, 3D
bounding boxes, target video frames, and LiDAR point clouds. The goal is to place the reference
object within the scene to produce a temporally consistent video and a geometrically consistent
LiDAR output, ensuring that the generated data closely matches the appearance of the reference
image. Figure 1 illustrates the various steps of the proposed approach.

Given a sequence of 3D bounding boxes, represented by their 3D position (xt, yt, zt), size (l, w, h),
and orientation (ψt, ϕt), our method first obtains their Regions of Interest (RoIs) by projecting
these boxes onto camera frames. These RoIs are where objects are inserted in the video using
a diffusion-based video Inpainting-Unet. Appearance features (i.e CLIP features [28]) computed
from the reference image of the object are used for spatial and temporal attention to ensure that the
appearance of the inserted object in the video closely resembles the reference image. After insertion,
we obtain the object’s semantic boundary and remove non-object voxels [20] from the 3D bounding
box. We estimate the inserted object’s relative depth [47] and then convert it to metric depth by using
the LiDAR points in the background to get the scale and shift parameters. We further refine the object
surface to ensure that it fits inside the 3D bounding box using a constrained optimization. Finally, the
LiDAR rays that intersect with the object’s surface (represented as 3D voxels) are updated to reflect
the geometry of the inserted object. The subsequent sections provide more details.

3.1 3D Object Placement and Generating Mask Sequences

We start by placing a sequence of 3D bounding boxes in the scene. These bounding boxes can be
obtained using manual annotations or automatically using scenario generation algorithms [7, 39, 34].
Our algorithm is agnostic to the source. We insert an object into these locations in a given sequence
using a reference image. When selecting the object reference image, the pose of the object should be
similar to the yaw (ψ) of the 3D box sequence.

We project the sequence of 3D bounding boxes onto the image. This projection results in 8 points
corresponding to each corner of the 3D box in the image. If we were to create a 2D bounding
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box that encloses these 8 points, it would be much larger than the actual boundary of the object
in the perspective view. Hence, to avoid inpainting a much larger region than necessary, we use a
non-rectangular RoI mask that corresponds to the perspective projection of the 3D bounding box.

3.2 Video Inpainting

Our method for video inpainting builds on the AnimateAnyone architecture [17], which is a derivative
of AnimateDiff [13]. We keep the ReferenceNet and CLIP based conditioning from [17] and propose
to use an Inpainting-Unet for video synthesis as shown in Figure 2. We drop the Pose Guider network
from [17] as this information is not available for many objects and we also want to remove control
primitives. Unlike CLIP, ReferenceNet computes high-resolution features of the reference object at
various scales, and by conditioning on it, the Inpainting-Unet learns to fill in pixels in target frames.

For the Inpaining-UNet, the input is created by concatenating the latent VAE features of the back-
ground image (the foreground pixels are greyed out) with the inpainting mask and latent noise,
as done in [30]. The first layer is different in this Inpainting-Unet compared to a text-to-image
diffusion model as the input channels are different (9 instead of 4), otherwise, the remaining network
is identical. Our contributions lie in adapting [17] to create a generic video Inpainting-Unet while
simplifying the control conditions of the original method, which was originally employed for the
specific task of pose-guided video synthesis.

3.2.1 Preparing Training Data for Video Inpainting

The training data for the video Inpainting-Unet consists of videos with object tracks defined by 2D
bounding boxes. This allows us to train our Inpainting-Unet on any video, rather than limiting us to
datasets with 3D annotations. We only use the 3D boxes and their masks during inference.

We create binary masks for each frame using 2D bounding boxes and enlarge them by 10% to ensure
sufficient context around the object for rendering shadows. Finally, we crop a square region which
encloses this added context and resize it to 512× 512 pixels while training, like [37].

We insert objects into a target region, so we only need to learn to blend them with the surrounding
context, not generate the entire frame. Therefore, we provide the appropriate context needed for
video inpainting and do not train on full-resolution videos. Training on cropped regions instead of
full-resolution images also reduces computational and memory costs. Additionally, it preserves the
detail of the original content in the target frame outside the inpainted area.
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Figure 2: Video inpainting using a reference image. We inpaint objects using a reference image,
object masks, and a masked input image to ensure realistic object insertion. The Inpainting-Unet
network utilizes concatenated features from the object mask, masked latents, and noisy latents.
Following the approach in [17], we employ spatial-attention layers (using ReferenceNet features) to
ensure appearance consistency between the reference image and the inpainted objects, along with
temporal-attention layers to maintain temporal consistency.
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Figure 3: Overview of geometry-based LiDAR inpainting approach. Pixels on inserted 2D object
are lifted to 3D with proper scale and shift of depth to fit the target 3D bounding box. We voxelize
the 3D bounding boxes to represent the 3D object surface. Each voxel within the bounding box is
classified as either occupied or empty. LiDAR rays that intersects with an occupied voxel are updated
with the correct range corresponding to the inserted object.

It is also important to crop the region around the 2D object mask in each frame instead of using a
predefined spatial RoI for the entire set of frames. This cropping strategy helps align the features
for the 1D temporal transformer within the temporal-attention layers. With stronger backbones that
perform attention across all dimensions (x, y, t), this may not be necessary, but for computationally
efficient architectures, this is an effective strategy.

3.2.2 Two Stage Training of the Video Inpainting-Unet

The training of our video Inpainting-Unet (Figure 2) consists of two stages. In the first stage, we
omit training the temporal-attention modules and focus on learning to replicate the appearance of
the reference image against a different background and within a 2D bounding box of varying size
and shape. To facilitate this training, we sample two crops from the same object track in a video,
ensuring they are less than 10 frames apart. One of these sampled crops serves as the reference image,
while the other functions as the target output. Following the standard practice in diffusion-based
inpainting (e.g., [30]), we mask the target image at the 2D bounding box location by graying out
the masked pixels (i.e., setting the pixel values to 128). The inpainting network takes the mask, the
masked target image, and a noised version of the target image as inputs, concatenating them across
the channels in the latent space of a VAE encoder. Finally, we optimize the following loss to update
the Inpainting-Unet and the ReferenceNet model parameters:

min
θ,ϕ

∥ϵ− ϵθ(zt, gϕ(xref), c(xref), t)∥22, (1)

where θ are the Inpainting-Unet parameters, ϕ are the ReferenceNet parameters, zt denotes the noisy
latent after t diffusion steps, gϕ(xref) represents the ReferenceNet features for spatial-attention, and
c(xref) represents the CLIP features for cross-attention.

In the second stage, our goal is to enhance the temporal consistency of generated objects. Hence,
we augment the Inpainting-Unet model by incorporating temporal-attention layers ([13, 17]). We
randomly select object tracks consisting of 10 frames each, using the first frame as a reference frame,
and then train only the temporal layers of the Inpainting-Unet to generate all 10 frames while keeping
other parameters (including θ and ϕ) frozen. We tried to combine the two stages in a single training,
however, we find that training them sequentially leads to better quality results, as also shown in [17].

3.3 LiDAR Inpainting Using the Generated Video

To insert the reference object in the LiDAR data (Figure 3), we first estimate the object surface
and then update the range of those LiDAR rays which intersect with this surface. To estimate the
object surface, we utilize the DepthAnything model [47] to generate the relative depth of each
pixel within the corresponding 2D inpainted image region. Due to the inherent scale ambiguity in
monocular RGB-to-depth models, we determine a global scale for the object to ensure that the points
corresponding to the object are fully contained within the 3D bounding box.

Filtering object points: To identify the points belonging to the inserted object, we utilize Grounding
Dino [22] to get a tight crop around the object, followed by the Segment Anything Model (SAM) [19]
to obtain the semantic boundaries of the object. While SAM performs well in segmenting object
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pixels, some boundary pixels may still end up in the background region, potentially leading to
“leaking depth” artifacts. To mitigate this artifact, we calculate the depth gradients of the depth image
and filter out points with large depth gradients (refer Figure 3).

Estimating metric depth: Let di, i = 1, . . . , N , denote the relative depths of the filtered pixels of a
segmented object. These relative depths are inverted disparity values obtained from DepthAnything.
To recover metric depth, we apply a global affine transformation on the relative depth, whose
parameters, scale α and shift β, are estimated using the background LiDAR points in the target frame
using RANSAC [10]. We further refine these parameters so that the metric depth values accurately fit
within the specified 3D bounding box using the following optimization problem:

max
α,β

α subject to δmin ≤ Xi(diα+ β) ≤ δmax,∀i ∈ N and α > 0, (2)

where Xi represents the 3D position of the ith pixel, which is computed by first lifting the pixel
coordinates to 3D space by multiplying it with the inverse of camera intrinsic matrix, K−1 ∈ R3×3,
and then applying a rotation matrix, R ∈ R3×3, to align the points with the coordinates of the
3D bounding box. The transformation can be expressed as: Xi = R ∗ K−1 ∗ [xi, yi, 1]

T , where
xi ∈ [0,W − 1] and yi ∈ [0, H − 1] denote the pixel locations of the ith point in the image, and
‘∗’ denotes matrix multiplication. Here W and H are the width and height of the camera image,
respectively. After scaling, all depth points should be within the 3D bounding box. This constraint
is captured by the expressions δmin = R ∗ b − b0 and δmax = R ∗ b + b0. Here, b represents the
location of the 3D bounding box center in camera coordinates, and b0 is defined as [l/2, w/2, h/2],
where l, w, and h are the length, width, and height of the 3D bounding box, respectively.

Updating LiDAR Range: We start by voxelizing the 3D bounding box of the inserted object,
assigning a value of 1 to voxels that contain 3D points on the object’s surface and setting others to
0. Subsequently, for each LiDAR beam, we update its range if it intersects with an occupied voxel
(corresponding to our object). In scenarios where the beam intersects multiple occupied voxels, the
range is updated to be the closest occupied voxel distance to the LiDAR sensor.

4 Experiments

We train our video inpainting diffusion models using the BDD100K [50] and the Waymo Open [38]
Datasets. As 3D information about the scene and cameras is available only in the Waymo Open
Dataset, we conduct our multi-modal evaluations exclusively on scenes from this dataset.

For the first stage of training, we select 2D tracks of various objects from video sequences, excluding
those that are very small. We sample pairs of frames from a tracklet that are within 10 frames of
each other, yielding 8,960 tracklets from the BDD dataset and 9,344 from the Waymo dataset. In the
second training stage, we choose an arbitrary frame from a tracklet as the reference frame and mask
out the object in the next 10 frames. This stage requires tracklets to be of a minimum length of 10
frames, resulting in 2,080 tracklets from the BDD dataset and 4,256 from the Waymo dataset. We use
an 80/20 split for training and testing in both stages.

We train the first stage for 80,000 iterations using a batch size of 16 images per GPU, and the second
stage for 40,000 iterations using a batch size of 4 images per GPU on four H100 GPUs. We initialize
our Inpainting-UNet model using the RealisticVision-5.0-inpainting model and the ReferenceNet
with the RealisticVision-5.0 model which are available on HuggingFace. Other hyper-parameters are
same as the publicly available implementation. During inference, we require a target video, 2D ROIs
(projections of 3D bounding boxes), and a reference image for the object to be inserted.

4.1 Video Inpainting

We evaluate our inpainting method for tasks pertaining to animating, swapping, and inserting reference
objects in video. We compare our video inpainting technique with LoRA [23] based frame level
inpainting and an inpainting version of AnimateDiff [13] which is conditioned on CLIP features of a
reference image. These methods are denoted as LoRA and AnimateDiff-CLIP in Table 1, respectively.
For the LoRA baseline, we use Dreambooth [31] based LoRA training [16] on the reference image for
1,200 iterations and then perform per-frame inpainting using this model. To evaluate the effectiveness
of our video generation model, we compute the following three metrics: cross-frame Structural
Similarity Index Measure (SSIM) [32], Learned Perceptual Image Patch Similarity (LPIPS) [52]
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and Fréchet Video Distance (FVD) [42], the video version of the Fréchet Image Distance. To better
measure the quality of video synthesis, we take the union of the object track which provides us with a
union bounding box. We use this bounding box to crop the video and measure FVD on these crops.

Figure 4: Examples of animating reference crops in videos. Given a reference crop from first frame
(right), we inpaint the object in subsequent frames. We mask out the RoI in the target image and
generate the object inside the RoI conditioned on the reference crop. The model can learn to generate
temporally consistent videos, without specifying control conditions like object pose or edge-map.

Animating Objects Figure 4 shows the ability of GenMM to take the first frame and then place the
object in subsequent frames, also known as animating. As ground truth for a generic video synthesis
task is hard to obtain, we choose this setting so that we can compare to ground truth. Here, we know
the appearance of the object in the next few frames, which we use as ground truth. As shown in
the figure, we can place cars in crowded and occluded scenes and also generate different poses of
articulated objects like people. We compute LPIPS and SSIM with respect to the original video
frames and report them in Table 1. A lower LPIPS of 0.10 and a higher SSIM metric of 0.89, along
with the qualitative results in Figure 4, demonstrate that GenMM-synthesized videos for this task are
almost indistinguishable from other real objects in the scene.

Swapping Objects Fig 5 shows the ability of our method to take existing tracks of objects and
replace them with other objects using their reference image alone. The results show that although the
original object does not have shadows in the reference image, we are able to render photo-realistic
shadows for the reference object, once it is inserted in a new scene. Similarly, for the second example,
though the reference image has other people in the background, our method learns to focus on the
center object and inpaint based on its appearance, even when background objects are present. Also,
we do not require the source and target object to have the same shape, as is typically the case for
methods which rely on structural conditions like edgemaps, depth, etc [12, 51]. Quantitative results
for object swapping is shown in Table 1. In this case, we compute LPIPS with respect to the reference
frame as we do not have ground truth for the object’s appearance in the target video. This metric,
which we call LPIPS-Ref, provides us an indication of the closeness of the generated crop to the

Animate first frame Swap objects in video Insert objects in video

LPIPS ↓ SSIM ↑ FVD ↓ LPIPS-Ref ↓ FVD ↓ LPIPS-Ref ↓ FVD ↓

LoRA 0.31 0.75 939 0.84 1212 0.82 1415

AnimateDiff-CLIP 0.23 0.75 499 0.68 556 0.65 1232

GenMM (ours) 0.10 0.89 168 0.61 316 0.54 324

Table 1: Quantitative Results for animating, swapping, and inserting objects. Videos are evaluated for
aesthetic quality using LPIPS, structural similarity using SSIM, and overall quality of video synthesis
using FVD. For swapping and insertion, LPIPS is computed with reference image instead of the
original video (denoted as LPIPS-Ref). SSIM is only computed for animate with ground truth.
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Figure 5: Examples of swapping objects in videos. Each row shows a separate example. The red box
around the object in the leftmost column image indicates the object that needs to be replaced, and the
green box on the right images highlights the inserted object using reference. In the first row, we see
that though the reference image is from a cloudy scene and does not have prominent shadows, our
method is able to re-light the object in a new environment. We are also able to insert pedestrians and
learn their walking patterns without specifying spatial controls, such as OpenPose or depth.

reference frame (and is expected to be higher as we do not have the ground-truth video). We also
measure FVD to evaluate the quality of video synthesis. We see that across metrics, our proposed
approach outperforms other baselines, validating the efficacy of our method for swapping objects.

Inserting Objects Lastly, we show results for the insertion case, i.e., we take a reference image
and insert it into a new scene with a novel 3D trajectory. We show the rendered objects after inserting
in the video in Fig. 7 and measure quantitative metrics in Table 1. We use the same metrics as we
used in the swapping case. Fig 6 shows another comparison of object insertion with GenMM with
baseline methods. Since CLIP embeddings do not preserve the pose and color of the object, the
appearance/pose of the object is sometimes flipped after inpainting. Further, the LoRA based baseline
does not have a motion module, hence the size of the object is not consistent across frames, and
this leads to a flickering pattern. However, LoRA better captures the appearance of the reference
object compared to AnimateDiff-CLIP. GenMM leads to better aligned poses and temporally coherent
results as it has access to high resolution features of the reference object from the ReferenceNet and
has also learnt motion patterns of similar looking objects. Other methods like [12] do not work for
object insertion due to a lack of structural conditioning or aligned latent features in the source video
and end up generating content similar to the background video even when we used LoRA models
trained on the reference object. We show an example for [12] in our Appendix.

Figure 6: Inserting objects: we show two different frames from a video sequence of GenMM against
two other baselines: LoRA and an inpainting version of AnimateDiff [13] trained on CLIP latents.
The baseline methods can flip the pose while inpainting. AnimateDiff-CLIP [13] also generates a
different color from the reference image, as CLIP features do not capture that information accurately.
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Figure 7: Given a reference image (shown on the right), we are able to consistently place the object
in the scene and generate its corresponding LiDAR points.

AbsRel error (a) ↓ AbsRel error (b) ↓ l2 error (a) ↓ l2 error (b) ↓

GenMM w/o DA w/o SAM 0.05 0.0011 1.08 0.03

GenMM w/o DA 0.048 0.0003 1.001 0.0075

GenMM 0.025 0.0002 0.531 0.0044

Table 2: LiDAR metrics for object insertion: columns (a) are computed for the LiDAR points on the
inserted object, while columns (b) are computed across all the LiDAR points in a frame. AbsRel
error computes mean absolute difference between the estimated and ground-truth range values, while
the l2 error computes the mean l2 error between the estimated and the ground-truth 3D points.

4.2 Evaluating Generated LiDAR Points

Figures 7 and 8 show qualitative examples of LiDAR outputs after inserting novel objects in the
scene. As shown, the generated LiDAR scenes are geometrically consistent and capture the shape of
inserted object and visibility constraints (self-occlusions) faithfully.

In order to quantitatively evaluate the quality of 3D lifted objects in the LiDAR space, we take scenes
with an existing object in 3D and remove it from the scene. The removed 3D object will serve as the
ground truth. In Table 2 we compare 3D reconstruction metrics of GenMM with two of its ablations,
namely, GenMM w/o DA (i.e., GenMM without DepthAnything [47]), and GenMM w/o DA w/o
SAM (i.e., GenMM without DepthAnything [47] and SAM [19]).

We compare the reconstructed shape with each of these methods with the 3D ground truth using
metrics such as AbsRel error = meani[∥d∗i − di∥/di], which calculates the absolute relative depth
error, and l2 error = meani∥p∗

i −pi∥2 between updated and the ground-truth 3D LiDAR points. Here,
d∗i and di are ground truth and reconstructed range values, respectively. Similarly, p∗

i and pi are 3D
ground truth and reconstructed points, respectively. As shown in the table, both DA and SAM enable
better reconstruction (lower reconstruction errors) with the proposed GenMM method.

5 Conclusion and Future Work

We introduced GenMM, a method to generate multimodal data for object insertion in scenes using
an object’s reference image rather than control primitives. Our approach is based on video-based
diffusion models to ensure spatial and temporal coherence in the generated video sequences. Once
images are generated, they serve as anchors for creating LiDAR point clouds, which utilize monocular
depth estimates derived from the images.

Future work will need to address the following limitations: currently, our model accounts only for
geometry, not LiDAR intensities, and assumes objects are opaque, which could reduce effectiveness
for transparent surfaces like windows. As our work builds upon existing image generation methods,
we inherit both the positive and negative societal impact of such methods. Our LiDAR generation
is conditioned on the inserted objects hence it cannot generate independent data and thus does not
contribute any negative effects independently.

9
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Figure 8: We show zoomed in range (top row) and birds eye view (bottom row) for the LiDAR
points. Left column shows the original image/lidar where we insert a car. The top row highlights that
our image and LiDAR point clouds are aligned after synthesis. LiDAR points with different color
correspond to different depth, notice how LiDAR color changes after car is introduced.
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A Appendix

Here, we show more visual examples for object insertion, swapping, animation and multi-modal data
generation.

Figure 9: Video object swapping. Left: input, Middle: generated, Right: reference objects. A yellow
car replaced by a white car. Note the realistic rendering relighting of the newly added car in sun and
shadows, despite the reference image having different lighting conditions.

Figure 10: Video object swapping. Left: input frames, Middle: generated frames, Right: reference
objects. A car with tail/headlights off being replaced by another car with tail/headlights on.
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Figure 11: Video object insertion. Left: input frames, Middle: generated frames, Right: reference
objects. We insert a car and a minivan in a video and show two different frames for this task.
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Figure 12: Multi-modal Video object insertion. Left: input frame, Middle: generated frame, Right:
reference car. We insert a back view of a car and show its corresponding LiDAR map. The middle
row highlights that our image and LiDAR point clouds are aligned after synthesis.
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Figure 13: Multi-modal Video object insertion. Left: input frame, Middle: generated frame, Right:
reference person. We insert a person in front of the white truck and show its corresponding LiDAR
map. The middle row highlights that our image and LiDAR point clouds are aligned after synthesis,
also notice the change in color of the lidar pixels on person to green as the lidar range changes for the
inserted person.
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Figure 14: Multi-modal Video object insertion. Left: input frame, Middle: generated frame, Right:
reference car. We insert a side view of a car and show its corresponding LiDAR map. The middle
row highlights that our image and LiDAR point clouds are aligned after synthesis.

Figure 15: Visual results for object insertion using Tokenflow. As we can see, Tokenflow ends up
generating background pixels.
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