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Abstract

Understanding the 3D geometry and semantics of driving
scenes is critical for developing of safe autonomous ve-
hicles. While 3D occupancy models are typically trained
using voxel-based supervision with standard losses (e.g.,
cross-entropy, Lovasz, dice), these approaches treat voxel
predictions independently, neglecting their spatial relation-
ships. In this paper, we propose GaussRender, a plug-
and-play 3D-to-2D reprojection loss that enhances voxel-
based supervision. Our method projects 3D voxel rep-
resentations into arbitrary 2D perspectives and leverages
Gaussian splatting as an efficient, differentiable rendering
proxy of voxels, introducing spatial dependencies across
projected elements. This approach improves semantic
and geometric consistency, handles occlusions more effi-
ciently, and requires no architectural modifications. Ex-
tensive experiments on multiple benchmarks (SurroundOcc-
nuScenes, Occ3D-nuScenes, SSCBench-KITTI360) demon-
strate consistent performance gains across various 3D oc-
cupancy models (TPVFormer, SurroundOcc, Symphonies),
highlighting the robustness and versatility of our frame-
work. The code is available at https://github.com/
valeoai/GaussRender.

1. Introduction
Understanding the 3D geometry and semantics of driving
scenes from a set of cameras is particularly challenging and
crucial in autonomous driving. This has a direct impact on
tasks such as object detection [29, 38, 41, 44, 49, 73, 95,
96], agent forecasting [12, 16, 34, 61, 63–65, 88], scene
segmentation [3, 7, 17–20, 76] and is the main concern in
3D occupancy [24, 28, 39, 42, 75].

Existing methods for 3D scene understanding employ di-
verse representation spaces and input modalities, each with
distinct advantages and limitations. Bird’s-eye view (BEV)
representations [3, 7, 19, 41, 50, 79, 94] are popular as they
integrate multi-sensor data well and are compatible with
downstream tasks like planning [21, 81, 83] and forecast-
ing [1, 19, 20, 90]. However, BEV representations collapse
the height dimension, making them less effective at cap-
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Figure 1. GaussRender, a Voxel-to-Gaussian Based Rendering
Module consistently enhances the performance of 3D occupancy
models across multiple datasets.

turing complex 3D geometries. Query-based methods pro-
vide task-specific and compact representations [44–46, 73],
but their lack of interpretability poses challenges. In con-
trast, 3D-based representations preserve spatial details but
are computationally expensive to train. In practice, meth-
ods using them are mostly trained with standard losses such
as cross-entropy, dice [67], or Lovász [4], to supervise voxel
predictions against ground truth. Nonetheless, these losses
optimize predictions independently, neglecting the spatial
relationships between voxels, as illustrated in Fig. 2. This
limitation hinders the model’s ability to understand the en-
tire geometry of an object, resulting in less effective training
and geometrical understanding.

In this paper, we propose to address this limitation by in-
tegrating 3D-2D reprojection losses into the training of 3D
occupancy models without modifying existing architectures
and introducing only minimal computational overhead. The
central idea is to project the predicted 3D voxel-based repre-
sentation into 2D perspective views and supervise the model
in the image space in addition to the standard 3D supervi-
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Figure 2. Influence of Loss Functions on the Spatial Coherence
of Voxels. Standard 3D occupancy losses (top) are applied in-
dependently to each voxel, without enforcing spatial consistency
between them. In contrast, a rendering loss with GaussRender
(bottom) promotes voxel consistency across the 3D space and en-
forces it from any viewpoint.

sions. To do so, our method, called GaussRender, creates
a Gaussian proxy for each voxel before applying Gaussian
splatting [9, 22, 32, 78, 87, 89] allowing to benefit from
its lightweight and fast rendering without the overhead of
traditional volume rendering techniques [2, 8, 54, 55]. By
rendering 2D perspective projections, we introduce spatial
relationships between elements projected on the same pixel,
penalizing incoherent predictions and forcing the spatial se-
mantic coherence of urban scenes. Moreover, our method
can seamlessly leverage new viewpoints arbitrarily located
in the scene, further improving occlusion handling and en-
riching supervision signals with diverse perspectives. By
doing so, our approach consistently improves semantic and
geometric understanding of all studied models on every
studied dataset. The key contributions of our work include:

• A plug-and-play module computing semantic and depth
rendering losses that improve 3D occupancy model’s
training without requiring changes to existing architec-
tures.

• The introduction of Gaussian splatting as an efficient
proxy for voxel rendering in 3D occupancy tasks, reduc-
ing computational overhead.

• A viewpoint-agnostic supervision framework that lever-
ages arbitrary camera poses for robust training.

• State-of-the-art results on three standard benchmarks,
with significant gains in complex driving scenes.

2. Related work

2.1. Learning 3D semantic geometry from cameras

Many model representations exist in 3D occupancy tasks,
all of which seek to be lightweight, redundancy-free, and
capable of preserving the geometric and semantic under-
standing of the scene. These criteria are particularly impor-
tant for 3D occupancy tasks, which require a high geometric
and semantic understanding of the scene, and generally re-
sult in high memory costs due to the cubic representation
of voxels. To overcome this, structured intermediate repre-
sentation spaces such as tri-plane [24], octrees [51], tensor
decompositions [92], BeV [36, 71], Gaussians [25, 27] or
compact representations [52] have emerged alongside the
development of the more traditional voxel-based represen-
tation in a multi-scale manner [75] with sometimes instance
queries [28]. Regardless of the lifting procedure or inter-
mediate representation, existing methods predict occupancy
as a voxel grid to be compared with voxel ground truths.
Thus, GaussRender is plugged once the final voxel grid is
obtained. Our module computes an additional loss, making
GaussRender architecture-agnostic.

Beyond feature representations, 3D occupancy models
have focused on additional strategies to enhance perfor-
mance. Aggregating past information refines scene rep-
resentation, improves the understanding of occluded el-
ements, and enhances current frame details [35, 36, 66,
84]. Some methods extend this to 4D forecasting, en-
abling spatio-temporal and semantic urban scene modeling
[33, 52, 72, 80]. Self-supervised learning reduces depen-
dency on voxel-based ground truths [14, 26] by estimat-
ing depth and semantic images from camera data. These
methods compare learned representations against pseudo-
labels. However, these pseudo-labels are often imprecise:
depth estimation requires rescaling, and semantics may not
align with dataset classes of 3D voxels. Supervised ren-
dering utilizes ground truths from reprojected semantic li-
dar data [57]. While more precise than pseudo-annotations,
lidar reprojections face challenges such as signal sparsity
and occlusions. GaussRender agrees with the importance
of using image projections for the 3D occupancy task, but
we stress the importance of having both a dense representa-
tion as with self-supervision and an accurate representation
as with lidar, without however requiring an external sensor.
Whatever option is chosen for the ground truth, obtaining a
comparable prediction invites us to discuss different ways
of doing renderings.

2.2. Reprojecting 3D to 2D perspective views.

Adding voxel-based depth and semantic rendering losses re-
quires projecting input and predicted voxels onto perspec-
tive image planes. While traditional differentiable rendering
methods handle 3D modalities like point clouds and meshes
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Figure 3. Comparison of Rendering Methods on 3D Occu-
pancy Predictions. Previous methods rely on imprecise pseudo-
annotations or require an additional lidar sensor, with losses com-
puted in the sensor’s reference frame. In contrast, our approach
GaussRender uses only voxel-based ground truths while allowing
flexible rendering from any viewpoint.

[31, 47], recent approaches focus on neural rendering tech-
niques and Gaussian-based methods to render other repre-
sentations.

Previous 3D occupancy methods using lidar’s reprojec-
tions as input [26, 57] rely on NeRF-based techniques to
render the predicted voxels. Neural Radiance Fields (NeRF)
[2, 15, 30, 48, 53–55, 59, 86] encode spatial information as a
continuous 5D function that maps 3D coordinates and view-
ing directions to color and density. A neural network pre-
dicts color and opacity at any point in space, allowing im-
age synthesis through ray integration from the camera’s per-
spective. NeRF effectively captures fine details and com-
plex light interactions, such as reflections and refractions.
In practice, such 3D occupancy methods using NeRF rely
on point sampling along rays. This has the drawback that
higher sampling frequencies or high-resolution renderings
increase memory usage. In addition, this rendering is also
sensitive to image quality and occlusions, which has led
to the development of auxiliary ray techniques [57, 68] to
overcome occlusions. GaussRender does not use such tech-
niques and we based our module on another rendering tech-
nique.

Recently, a Gaussian reprojection technique has emerged
[32]. It allows any 3D Gaussian to be reprojected onto a
2D Gaussian on an image while giving a close shape to the

Gaussian parameters and taking into account the accumu-
lation of Gaussians per pixel. This has enabled even more
realistic rendering, with a lower memory footprint. Initially
used for scene rendering, it has been extended to a wide
range of tasks, from scene editing [10, 74, 82] to physical
rendering [13, 58, 62, 77] and generation [11, 60, 69, 85].
Gaussian representations have recently been used in many
autonomous driving-related tasks: in pre-training [14],
world models [97], as representations for end-to-end tasks
[93], and as a 3D occupancy representation [25, 27]. In
self-supervision, GaussianOcc [14] uses a similar rendering
approach but has pseudo-labels as ground truth. In addi-
tion to having annotations that are estimated and therefore
of lesser quality than the ground truth, their reprojections
are only possible in existing cameras because they need
RGB images to estimate their pseudo-labels. GaussRen-
der allows rendering from any viewpoint with precise an-
notations. To our knowledge, our approach is the first to
study the impact of a Gaussian rendering loss based solely
on voxel annotations regardless of the model feature repre-
sentation. A recently published concurrent work [68] pro-
poses a Gaussian rendering loss but their study is limited to
a single model and derives the ground truth using an addi-
tional modality, the lidar. Since the lidar signal suffers from
the previously mentioned drawbacks, mainly occlusion and
sparsity, they developed auxiliary ray techniques based on
adjacent frames. In our case, thanks to perfect alignment,
such tricks are unnecessary and we are able to compute our
loss from any viewpoint.

3. GaussRender
We present GaussRender, a plug-and-play rendering
method to enhance 3D occupancy models. First, we explain
how to plug our module within standard pipelines (Sec. 3.1),
then we detail our Gaussian rendering approach (Sec. 3.2),
and finally, we explain multi-view supervision from arbi-
trary cameras (Sec. 3.3).

3.1. Integration of GaussRender in 3D occupancy
pipelines

Classically, vision-to-3D semantic occupancy models take
a set of N images I = {Ii}Ni=1 and predict a 3D semantic
grid of the scene O ∈ CX×Y×Z , where C is the number of
semantic classes considered, and (X,Y, Z) represents the
spatial resolution of the scene.

The standard pipeline has three steps. (1) Feature extrac-
tion: Images pass through a backbone network to produce
2D features F = {Fi}Ni=1 ∈ Rd

img, where dimg is the number
of channels for each image. (2) 3D lifting: Features are pro-
jected into 3D representations (e.g., voxels, tri-planes, etc.)
using cross-attention and self-attention blocks. (3) Voxel
prediction: All representations convert to voxels for loss
computation against ground truth, using a combination of
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Figure 5. Gaussianization of Voxels. Each voxel (left) is con-
verted to a 3D simplified Gaussian (right) with fixed position µ,
scale S, and learned opacity o. Semantics s are inherited directly
from the voxel predictions. The rotation R is set to the identity
matrix (no orientation of Gaussians).

geometric and voxelic losses.
Our method operates at the final stage, as shown in

Fig. 4, making it compatible with any 3D occupancy archi-
tecture.

3.2. Gaussian Rendering
As the core idea is to project 3D semantic voxel repre-
sentation into 2D perspective views, we aim at rendering
3D voxels in an efficient and differentiable way. We thus
build a rendering strategy with Gaussian Splatting [32],
which enables faster rendering than traditional ray-casting
approaches while maintaining differentiability for gradient
backpropagation.

As illustrated in Fig. 5, we intentionally simplify the
Gaussian parametrization of voxels to simple spheres, to
avoid degenerate configurations from unconstrained opti-
mization (fixed position, scale, and rotation), and preserve
the model’s original class confidence scores (transfer of the
semantics). For each voxel at position µ = (x, y, z), we

thus create a simple Gaussian primitive with:
• µ: position inherited from voxel grid coordinates.
• s: semantic class from the model’s final prediction.
• o: opacity learned from voxel features, when such fea-

tures exist in the default model, or from the logit of the
empty semantic class.

• S = (sx, sy, sz): fixed scale determined from voxel di-
mensions.

• R = I: rotation equals to identity (no orientation).
Then, the equations related to Gaussians remain un-

changed, so the Gaussian covariance matrix Σ and the ren-
dering giving to each pixel a ‘color’ C corresponding to the
rendered semantic of the Gaussians, are computed as fol-
lows:

Σ = RSS⊤R⊤ and C =

N∑
i=1

Tiαici

with αi =
(
1− exp(−σiδi)

)
and Ti =

i−1∏
j=1

(1− αj)

where i indexes the Gaussians projected on the consid-
ered pixel, σ represent the density and δ the distance along
the ray.

For ground-truth generation, we follow the same proce-
dure but we render only the occupied voxels, assigning them
an opacity of 1. Otherwise, we use the same scale for ren-
dering the predictions, and we always position the Gaus-
sians at the voxel locations.

Overall, this differentiable rendering enables supervision
through 2D reprojection losses maintaining spatial relation-
ships between voxels — a critical feature missing in tradi-
tional voxel-wise losses.

4
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Figure 6. Arbitrary Camera Positioning in the scene with cor-
responding RGB and depth renderings. Virtual cameras can be
placed freely to enhance voxel consistency by providing com-
plementary information from diverse viewpoints, unlike previous
methods restricted to the sensor’s original perspectives.

3.3. 2D ground truth from arbitrary cameras
Camera placement strategy. Our module can render
views from any camera position in the scene, unlike pre-
vious approaches that are limited to the sensor’s original
and fixed perspective. This flexibility allows for the super-
vision of the learning process from several different angles,
including areas that are not visible to the original sensors.
We achieve this by modifying the camera parameters: both
the intrinsic and the extrinsic parameters, i.e., the type and
the location of the cameras, as illustrated in Fig. 6.

A judicious choice of camera location depends on the
complexity of the task. Depending on whether we prioritize
only visible voxels or also aim to complete invisible voxels,
we adopt a different strategy. In the latter case, we posi-
tion the cameras to capture voxels that are invisible from
the sensor, thereby providing a more external supervision
signal. The adopted strategy is to elevate the cameras and
tilt them slightly so they can see beyond the sensor while
still sharing a significant amount of information. For more
details on camera positioning, see Sec. 4.

Nevertheless, given the importance of the Bird’s Eye
View (BeV) understanding in autonomous driving tasks, we
systematically add a virtual BeV camera to obtain a more
accurate representation. This also helps provide additional
information about voxels that are not visible from the sen-
sors.

2D-rendering loss. Each rendering produces both a se-
mantic and a depth image. We compute respective L1 losses
based on these renderings:

Lcam
depth =

∣∣∣∣Depthcam
pred − Depthcam

gt

∣∣∣∣
Lcam

semantic =

∣∣∣∣Semcam
pred − Semcam

gt

∣∣∣∣
where Depthcam stands for the rendered depth images on

an arbitrary camera, Semcam stands for the semantic ren-
derings on an arbitrary camera and ”pred” denotes images
derived from predicted voxels while ”gt” denotes image de-
rived from ground truths.

Concerning BeV rendering (marked with a bev tag), since
it is positioned far from the scene, we only compute a se-
mantic loss (removing the depth loss):

Lbev
semantic =

∣∣∣∣Sembev
pred − Sembev

gt

∣∣∣∣
Thus, the overall 2D rendering loss for our module is

defined as:

L2D =
1

Ncam

∑
cam

Lcam
depth +

1

Ncam

∑
cam

Lcam
semantic + Lbev

semantic

Training loss. Finally, the training loss of the model is
simply the sum of the original 3D training losses L3D as a
combination of cross-entropy, Lovasz and dice losses and
our 2D rendering loss:

L = L3D + λL2D

where λ is the weighting factor of the 2D loss. It is equal
to 5 in all our experiments to have a contribution roughly
equal to that of 3D loss.

4. Experiments
In this section, we evaluate GaussRender on several models
and datasets to demonstrate the versatility of our rendering
module. We present experimental details in Sec. 4.1, com-
pare our results against state-of-the-art models and datasets
in Sec. 4.2, show how GaussRender enhances 3D semantic
occupancy predictions from multiple views in Sec. 4.3, and
present some ablations of our method in Sec. 4.4.

4.1. Data and models
Data. The training and evaluation are conducted on three
datasets: SurroundOcc-nuScenes [75], Occ3d-nuScenes
[70], and SSCBench-Kitti360 [40].

SurroundOcc-nuScenes is derived from the nuScenes
dataset [5], acquired in Boston and Singapore. It aggregates
the lidar annotations of nuScenes to create 3D semantic oc-
cupancy grids of 50cm3 resolution, with labels correspond-
ing to 17 lidar semantic segmentation classes. This dataset
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takes into account both visible and occluded voxels. The oc-
cluded voxels are obtained by accumulating lidar data over
the frames of the whole sequence consequently introducing
temporal artefacts over dynamic objects.

Occ3D-nuScenes is also based on nuScenes dataset.
It contains 18 semantic classes and has a voxel grid of
40cm3 resolution. One major difference with SurroundOcc-
nuScenes, is that Occ3D only evaluates the voxels visible
from the cameras at the current time frame. It does not have
lidar accumulation. Thus, it focuses on the geometric and
semantic understanding of the visible objects, rather than
extrapolating to occluded regions, leading to a simpler task.

SSCBench-Kitti360 [40] is derived from the Kitti360
dataset [43], acquired in Germany. It contains 19 semantic
classes and has a voxel grid of 20cm3 resolution resulting
in a very precise semantic of the urban scenes. It takes into
account during evaluation both visible and occluded voxels.

We briefly outline above the specific characteristics of
each dataset regarding the 3D occupancy task, but more de-
tails can be found in App. A.

Models and training details. We plug GaussRender into
three different models using different intermediate repre-
sentations: SurroundOcc [75] (multi-scale voxel-based
approach), TPVFormer [24] (tri-plane-based approach),
and Symphonies [28] (voxel-with-instance query-based ap-
proach). By doing so we validate the claim that our pro-
posed approach is compatible with any type of architecture.
For each combination of models and datasets, we follow
the same procedure. By default, if provided, we evaluate
author checkpoints; if not, we report scores from previous
papers; otherwise, we re-trained the models for the target
dataset. Each trained model uses the same training settings,
following the optimization parameters of [75]. More train-
ing details can be found in App. B.

4.2. GaussRender leads to state-of-the-art results.
4.2.1. 3D semantic occupancy results
We evaluate GaussRender across multiple models and
datasets for 3D semantic occupancy prediction. Our method
consistently improves performance without requiring other
sensors such as the lidar used in certain methods [57, 68].
Results are summarized in Tab. 1 and detailed scores by
class can be found in Appendix E.

SurroundOcc-nuScenes. On the SurroundOcc-
nuScenes dataset [75] (considering visible and occluded
voxels), GaussRender brings significant gains to all tested
models. As shown in Tab. 1, TPVFormer [24] and Sur-
roundOcc [75] reach the top two ranks. They achieve higher
IoU (+1.2% and +1.1%) and mIoU (+3.8% and +0.5%)
compared to their original implementations. Remarkably,
GaussRender enables these models to surpass recent ap-
proaches like GaussianFormerV2 [25] in both IoU and

Surround- Occ3D SSCBench
Occ nusc. nusc KITTI360

val. val. test.

Model IoU mIoU mIoU IoU mIoU

BEVDet [23] - - 19.38 - -
BEVStereo [37] - - 24.51 - -
RenderOcc (L) [57] - - 23.93 - -
RenderOcc (V+L)[57] - - 26.11 - -
CTF-Occ [70] - - 28.53 - -
TPVFormer-lidar [24] 11.51 11.66 - - -
MonoScene [6] 23.96 7.31 6.06 37.87 12.31
Atlas [56] 28.66 15.00 - - -
GaussianFormer [27] 29.83 19.10 - - -
BEVFormer [41] 30.50 16.75 26.88 - -
GaussianFormerv2 [25] 30.56 20.02 - - -
VoxFormer [39] - - - 38.76 11.91
OccFormer [91] 31.39 19.03 21.93 40.27 13.81

TPVFormer [24] 30.86 17.10 27.83 - -
w/ GaussRender 32.05 20.85 30.48 - -

+1.19 +3.75 +2.65 - -

SurroundOcc [75] 31.49 20.30 29.21 38.51 13.08
w/ GaussRender 32.61 20.82 30.38 38.62 13.34

+1.12 +0.52 +1.17 +0.11 +0.26

Symphonies† [28] - - - 43.40 17.82
w/ GaussRender - - - 44.08 18.11

- - - +0.68 +0.29

Table 1. Performance Comparison on Multiple 3D Oc-
cupancy Benchmarks. We report IoU and mIoU metrics
on SurroundOcc-nuScenes [75], Occ3D-nuScenes [70], and
SSCBench-KITTI360 [40]. The best results are highlighted in
bold. Our module, GaussRender, consistently improves perfor-
mance when integrated with standard models, achieving state-of-
the-art results across all benchmarks. Performance gains intro-
duced by GaussRender are shown in green.

mIoU, proving that older architectures can achieve state-of-
the-art results when we plug GaussRender.

Occ3D-nuScenes. On Occ3D-nuScenes [70] (filtering
unobserved voxels), GaussRender produces the top two re-
sults: TPVFormer with GaussRender achieves 30.48 mIoU
(+2.65), ranking first, and SurroundOcc with GaussRender
reaches 30.38 mIoU (+1.17), ranking second. Notably, our
approach outperforms RenderOcc [57] without requiring li-
dar inputs for loss computation. This demonstrates Gauss-
Render’s ability to learn effective 3D representations using
only cameras.

SSCBench-Kitti360. On the challenging SSCBench-
Kitti360 [43] dataset we observe +0.26 mIoU / +0.11 IoU
gains for SurroundOcc [75] and +0.29 mIoU / +0.68 IoU
gains for Symphonies [28]. While absolute gains appear
smaller here, models in this benchmark achieve tightly clus-
tered performance due to the smaller voxel size making the
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BeV Image Depth

Dataset Model IoUBeV (↑) mIoUBeV (↑) IoUImg (↑) mIoUImg (↑) L1Img (↓)

SurroundOcc-nuSc [75]

TPVFormer [24] 58.16 28.48 88.63 52.93 1.96
w/ GaussRender 59.08 +0.82 28.51 +0.03 90.79 +2.16 52.97 +0.04 1.78 -0.18

SurroundOcc [75] 58.49 27.92 88.02 48.25 2.04
w/ GaussRender 60.37 +1.88 28.43 +0.51 91.35 +3.32 49.06 +0.81 1.77 -0.27

Occ3D-nuSc [70]

TPVFormer [24] 52.99 29.15 82.92 54.73 2.40
w/ GaussRender 54.36 +1.37 29.64 +0.49 89.66 +6.68 58.07 +3.34 1.93 -0.47

SurroundOcc [75] 53.62 28.45 83.63 51.02 2.38
w/ GaussRender 55.51 +1.89 29.87 +1.42 90.00 +6.37 56.54 +5.52 1.85 -0.53

Table 2. Impact of GaussRender on Image, Depth, and BeV metrics. Comparison of BeV (IoUBeV, mIoUBeV), image-based (IoUImg,
mIoUImg), and depth metrics (L1Img) across datasets. Best results per dataset/metric are bolded with green performance deltas.

Supervision 2D ground-truth IoU (↑) mIoU (↑)
SelfOcc [26] Pseudo-labels - 9.30
GaussianOcc [14] Pseudo-labels - 9.94
RenderOcc [57] Lidar - 19.33
GSRender [68] Lidar - 21.36
GaussRender Voxels 41.14 22.15 +0.79

Table 3. Performance Comparison of Models trained with 2D
Ground Truth on Occ3d-nuScenes validation set. We used a
TPVFormer model to train 3D occupancy with L2D loss without
L3D loss. Previous results are reported from [68]. ‘Pseudo-labels’
refer to 2D annotations generated via depth and semantic esti-
mation models, ‘Lidar’ denotes labels obtained through lidar-to-
image reprojection, and ‘Voxels’ correspond to Gaussian render-
ing performed on voxel representations. The best results are in
bold.

segmentation task more difficult. — even modest improve-
ments are difficult to achieve.

Our results show that GaussRender consistently en-
hances various architectures leading to state-of-the-art re-
sults, reaches top results without requiring projected lidar
annotations, and remains effective across different dataset
scales and annotation densities. This demonstrates the fun-
damental benefits of GaussRender for 3D semantic occu-
pancy learning.

4.2.2. Training with only 2D rendering objective
To evaluate the effectiveness of GaussRender to capture the
semantics and the geometry of urban scenes. We isolate
our module by comparing the 3D IoU and mIoU of a class
of models doing 3D occupancy solely trained with 2D su-
pervision (L2D) without 3D supervision (L3D). To compare
with other methods, we plug GaussRender into TPVFormer.
As shown in Tab. 3, with 22.15 mIoU, it outperforms both
RenderOcc [57] (+2.82 mIoU) and GSRender [68] (+0.79
mIoU). Moreover, unlike these methods, GaussRender does
not require auxiliary rays from adjacent frames, making it
simpler to implement and computationally less expensive.

4.3. Finer-grained multi-view metric analysis

Classical 3D semantic occupancy metrics provide aggre-
gated scene-level scores, treating all voxels with equal im-
portance. This can dilute performance variations across re-
gions, and viewpoints, and does not fully reflect the model’s
ability to localize objects and surfaces accurately — one of
the key objectives of the 3D semantic occupancy task. To
address this, we introduce in the context of 3D occupancy
training, additional evaluation metrics that capture different
aspects of spatial understanding. Bird’s-Eye-View (BeV)
metrics — critical for motion forecasting and planning —
measure spatial accuracy using IoUBeV and mIoUBeV. In
parallel, sensor-view metrics assess geometric and semantic
consistency from the perspective of the original ego-vehicle
position through IoUImg, mIoUImg, and L1Img depth error.

To ensure a fair comparison and quantify the potential
gains provided by our module, we convert voxel outputs of
models trained with and without GaussRender to Gaussian
representations using a unified protocol. Voxels are con-
verted to Gaussian using fixed scales aligned with ground
truth, semantic labels transferred from voxel predictions,
and an opacity set to 1 for occupied voxels. Then, the ren-
derings are calculated.

Our multi-view analysis is presented in Table 2. We ob-
serve that the use of GaussRender enhances all metrics si-
multaneously, with systematic gains associated with differ-
ent combinations of datasets and models. We particularly
note gains in image-space IoU of +2.16 / +6.68 and in depth
L1 error of -0.18 / -0.53. But also GaussRender improves
spatial understanding with BEV IoU gains of +0.82 / +1.89.
Moreover, both TPVFormer and SurroundOcc show signifi-
cant improvements across all datasets and evaluations. This
evaluation highlights that the use of GaussRender not only
improves 3D occupancy predictions but also enhances con-
sistency with BeV and 2D sensor observations.
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SurroundOcc-nuSc [75] Occ3d-nuSc [70]

Camera
positioning IoU (↑) mIoU (↑) IoU (↑) mIoU (↑)

Sensor 27.3 10.7 41.14 22.15
Elevated 28.4 11.2 40.0 15.2
Random 28.0 9.3 40.1 12.7

Table 4. Impact of different Camera Positioning Strategies on
3D semantic occupancy performances. The architecture used is
TPVFormer [24]. Models are trained using only L2D without L3D

but are evaluated on 3D IoU and mIoU.

4.4. Ablations studies
4.4.1. Impact of supervising with virtual viewpoints
A key advantage of GaussRender is that instead of relying
on lidar data and specific ray configurations we directly ren-
der voxels allowing us to render from arbitrary viewpoints.
To explore the impact of different virtual camera place-
ments, we evaluate several positioning strategies described
below:
• Sensor Strategy: Cameras are placed at the original po-

sitions and orientations from the dataset.
• Random Strategy: Cameras are randomly positioned

within the scene by applying a pitch and yaw variation of
±10° and a forward-backward shift from ±10m relative
to the original ego position.

• Elevated Strategy: Cameras are lifted by 8m while tilted
20° downward. This provides a wider field of view and
reduces voxel occlusion.
Table 4 quantifies the impact of these strategies on the

final 3D predictions. The choice of camera placement
should be tailored to the specific task. If the goal is to pre-
dict only visible voxels, as in Occ3D-nuScenes [70], us-
ing sensor-aligned viewpoints yields the best results. How-
ever, if the objective is to also infer occluded regions, as
in SurroundOcc-nuScenes [75], placing virtual cameras to
maximize the visibility of these areas provides better super-
vision. The random strategy further highlights the impor-
tance of careful camera positioning: placing cameras arbi-
trarily often leads to poor 3D metrics, as they mainly ob-
serve empty space.

4.4.2. Gaussianization of voxels
An important parameter of our rendering process is the
fixed size of the Gaussians used to represent voxels. To
study the impact of the Gaussian scale, we train a TPV-
Former [24] model on Occ3d-nuScenes [70], and vary the
scale for both ground-truth and predicted renderings. In this
study, we trained models using only the 2D rendering losses
(Sec. 3.3), omitting the usual 3D voxel losses to focus on the
effect of scale on rendering metrics.

Our results, in Fig. 7, indicate that the Gaussian scale
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Figure 7. Impact of Fixed Gaussian Scales on 3D mIoU and
IoU using TPVFormer [24] trained using only L2D without L3D

on Occ3d-nuScenes [70] validation set.

is critical to the model’s performance. We need to find the
right balance: if the Gaussians are too large, only a few will
cover the entire image and the loss will be backpropagated
mainly from the closest elements. Conversely, if the Gaus-
sians are too small, gaps will appear between the voxels,
resulting in a sparse activation that causes the model to ren-
der only the empty class, yielding very low metric values.

From a theoretical point of view, since voxels have a
fixed size, it is logical that the optimum size should be re-
lated to the size of the voxels. The intuition is to represent
a voxel by a spherical Gaussian with a standard deviation
such that 2σ = c where c is the voxel side, i.e., analytically,
for Occ3d-nuScenes and SurroundOcc-nuScnees we obtain
σ = 0.25 and for SSCBench-KITTI360, σ = 0.1.

5. Conclusion
In this paper, we propose GaussRender a Gaussian render-
ing module tailored for 3D occupancy tasks. Our Gaussian-
based rendering requires no external sensor and operates
solely on voxels, making it compatible with any existing ar-
chitecture and achieving performance improvements across
all studied datasets and models leading to state-of-the art
results.

GaussRender is easy to plug and introduces only a single
degree of freedom (the scale of the Gaussians) while main-
taining a low computational and memory overhead and al-
lowing to render voxels from any viewpoint. In addition, we
show that systematically using loss functions that enhance
the spatial coherence of 3D predictions is essential to im-
prove 3D occupancy results while ameliorating 3D-2D con-
sistency between voxels and their reprojection in the image
and in BeV.
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formers for real-time map-view semantic segmentation. In
IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition, CVPR 2022, New Orleans, LA, USA, June 18-
24, 2022, 2022. 1

[95] Zhuofan Zong, Dongzhi Jiang, Guanglu Song, Zeyue Xue,
Jingyong Su, Hongsheng Li, and Yu Liu. Temporal enhanced
training of multi-view 3d object detector via historical object
prediction. In IEEE/CVF International Conference on Com-
puter Vision, ICCV 2023, Paris, France, October 1-6, 2023,
2023. 1

[96] Jian Zou, Tianyu Huang, Guanglei Yang, Zhenhua Guo,
Tao Luo, Chun-Mei Feng, and Wangmeng Zuo. Unim2ae:
Multi-modal masked autoencoders with unified 3d represen-
tation for 3d perception in autonomous driving. In Com-
puter Vision - ECCV 2024 - 18th European Conference, Mi-
lan, Italy, September 29-October 4, 2024, Proceedings, Part
XXII, 2024. 1

[97] Sicheng Zuo, Wenzhao Zheng, Yuanhui Huang, Jie Zhou,
and Jiwen Lu. Gaussianworld: Gaussian world model for
streaming 3d occupancy prediction. CoRR, 2024. 3

13



GaussRender: Learning 3D Occupancy with Gaussian Rendering

Supplementary Material

A. Datasets
The evaluation is performed on three datasets:
SurroundOcc-nuScenes [75], Occ3d-nuScenes [70],
and SSCBench-Kitti360 [40].

SurroundOcc-nuScenes and Occ3D-nuScenes are de-
rived from the nuScenes dataset [5]. nuScenes provides
1000 scenes of surround view driving scenes in Boston
and Singapore split in three sets train/val/test of size
700/150/150 scenes. Each comprises 20 seconds long and is
fully annotated at 2Hz using one ground truth from 5 radars,
6 cameras at resolution 900 × 1600 pixels, one LiDAR,
and one IMU. From the LiDAR annotations, SurroundOcc-
nuScenes [75] derived a 3D grid of shape [200, 200, 16]
with a range in [−50, 50] × [−50, 50] × [−5, 3] meters at
a spatial resolution of [0.5, 0.5, 0.5] meters, annotated with
17 different classes, 1 representing empty and 16 for the
semantics. The Occ3d-nuScenes [70] dataset has a lower
voxel size of 0.4 meters in all directions while keeping
the same voxel grid shape with a range of [−40, 40] ×
[−40, 40] × [−1, 5.4] meters. It contains 18 classes: 1 rep-
resenting empty, 16 for the semantics, and 1 for others.

SSCBench-Kitti360 [40] is derived from the Kitti360
dataset [43]. Kitti360 consists of over 320k images shot
by 2 front cameras at a resolution 1408 × 376 pixels and
two fisheye cameras in the surburban area covering a driv-
ing distance of 73.7km. Only one camera is used in the
3D occupancy task. SSCBench-Kitti360 [40] annotates for
each sequence a voxel grid of shape [256, 256, 32] with a
range in [0, 51.2] × [−25.6, 25.6] × [−2, 4.4] meters at a
voxel resolution of 0.2 in all directions. The provided voxel
grid is annotated with 19 classes: 1 representing empty and
18 the semantics.

B. Models and implementation details
We integrate our rendering module and associated loss into
three different models: SurroundOcc [75] (multi-scale
voxel-based approach), TPVFormer [24] (triplane-based
approach), and Symphonies [28] (voxel-with-instance
query-based approach). Each model is retrained using the
same training settings, following the optimization param-
eters from SurroundOcc. No extensive hyperparameter
searches are conducted on the learning rate; the goal is
to demonstrate that the loss can be integrated at minimal
cost into existing pipelines. All models were trained for
20 epochs on 4 A100 or H100 GPUs with a batch size of

D
at

a Tr. time Memory usage
Model (HH:MM) (GB)

TPVFormer 21:44 25.3GB
+GaussRender 24:00 +10.4% 28.1GB +11.1%

SurroundOcc 26:38 23.0GB

Su
r.O

cc
-n

us
c

+GaussRender 29:19 +10.5% 24.2GB +5.2%

TPVFormer 7:02 29.3GB
+GaussRender 8:16 +14.0% 31.7GB +8.2%

SurroundOcc 11:12 15.5GB

SS
C

B
.K

.3
60

+GaussRender 11:56 +6.1% 17.6GB +13.5%

Table 5. Training Time and GPU Memory Usage across models
and datasets without or with our module using four renderings per
scene, two for BeV (ground truth and predictions) and two for
another camera (ground truth and predictions). Test performed on
a 40GB A100.

1, using an AdamW optimizer with a learning rate of 2e−4

and a weight decay of 0.01. For each combination of mod-
els and datasets, we evaluated existing checkpoints if pro-
vided; otherwise, we reported the scores from previous pa-
pers when available, or we re-trained the models. In par-
ticular, we retrained SurroundOcc on Occ3D-nuScenes and
SSCBench-KITTI360 and we used the official checkpoint
for Symphonies [28] while noticing there is a discrepancy in
IoU / mIoU between the reported value in the paper and the
actual one of the official checkpoint, as explained in their
GitHub issue 1.

C. Computational cost
Our module introduces a memory overhead for each ren-
dering it performs. If we want to select cameras dynami-
cally during training, we will therefore run each rendering
for predictions and annotations. As our rendering strategy
selects a camera and always keeps the BeV, we therefore
have 2 renderings per input, making a total of 4 renderings
at each iteration. As illustrated in the table, the additional
cost in terms of memory and time is low Tab. 5 even if in the
two datasets studied, the renderings are in very high resolu-
tion. In addition, if we pre-select camera locations, we can
pre-process the annotation renderings, and we can always
render at a lower resolution if needed.

D. Gaussian scaling
In addition to the quantitative justification presented in the
paper, we can see qualitatively in Fig. 7 the impact of the

1https://github.com/hustvl/Symphonies/issues/5
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(a) σ = 0.06 (b) σ = 0.2 (c) σ = 0.4

(d) σ = 0.06 (e) σ = 0.2

Figure 8. Visualization of different Gaussianized Voxels for dif-
ferent Datasets and Scales. The first row represents data from
Occ3d-nuScenes [70] while the second and third rows are data
from SSCBench-Kitti360 [40].

scale on the rendering. We need to find the right balance: if
the Gaussians are too large, only a few will cover the entire
image and the loss will be backpropagated mainly from the
closest elements. Conversely, if the Gaussians are too small,
gaps will appear between the voxels, resulting in a sparse
activation that causes the model to render only the empty
class, yielding very low metric values.

E. Scores detailed per class
The following tables give the detailed IoU and mIoU scores
of the models studied for each dataset. Tab. 7 concerns
the Occ3D-nuScenes dataset [70], Tab. 8 the SSCBench-
KITTI360 dataset [40] and Tab. 6 the SurroundOcc-
nuScenes dataset [75].
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MonoScene [6] 23.96 7.31 4.03 0.35 8.00 8.04 2.90 0.28 1.16 0.67 4.01 4.35 27.72 5.20 15.13 11.29 9.03 14.86
Atlas [56] 28.66 15.00 10.64 5.68 19.66 24.94 8.90 8.84 6.47 3.28 10.42 16.21 34.86 15.46 21.89 20.95 11.21 20.54
BEVFormer [41] 30.50 16.75 14.22 6.58 23.46 28.28 8.66 10.77 6.64 4.05 11.20 17.78 37.28 18.00 22.88 22.17 13.80 22.21
TPVFormer-lidar [24] 11.51 11.66 16.14 7.17 22.63 17.13 8.83 11.39 10.46 8.23 9.43 17.02 8.07 13.64 13.85 10.34 4.90 7.37
OccFormer [91] 31.39 19.03 18.65 10.41 23.92 30.29 10.31 14.19 13.59 10.13 12.49 20.77 38.78 19.79 24.19 22.21 13.48 21.35
GaussianFormer [27] 29.83 19.10 19.52 11.26 26.11 29.78 10.47 13.83 12.58 8.67 12.74 21.57 39.63 23.28 24.46 22.99 9.59 19.12
GaussianFormerv2 [25] 30.56 20.02 20.15 12.99 27.61 30.23 11.19 15.31 12.64 9.63 13.31 22.26 39.68 23.47 25.62 23.20 12.25 20.73

TPVFormer [24] 30.86 17.10 15.96 5.31 23.86 27.32 9.79 8.74 7.09 5.20 10.97 19.22 38.87 21.25 24.26 23.15 11.73 20.81
w/ GaussRender 32.05 20.85 20.2 13.06 28.95 30.96 11.26 16.69 13.64 10.57 12.77 22.58 40.69 23.49 26.41 24.97 14.41 22.94

(gain) 1.19 3.75 4.24 7.75 5.09 3.64 1.47 7.95 6.55 5.37 1.80 3.36 1.82 2.24 2.15 1.82 2.68 2.13

SurroundOcc [75] 31.49 20.30 20.59 11.68 28.06 30.86 10.70 15.14 14.09 12.06 14.38 22.26 37.29 23.70 24.49 22.77 14.89 21.86
w/ GaussRender 32.61 20.82 20.32 13.22 28.32 31.05 10.92 15.65 12.84 8.91 13.29 22.76 41.22 24.48 26.38 25.20 15.31 23.25

(gain) 1.12 0.52 -0.27 1.54 0.26 0.19 0.22 0.51 -1.25 -3.15 -1.09 0.50 3.93 0.78 1.89 2.43 0.42 1.39

Table 6. Semantic voxel occupancy results on the SurroundOcc-NuScenes [75] validation set. The best results are in bold. Our module
GaussRender achieves state-of-the-art performance when integrated with standard models. Previous results are reported from [25].
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MonoScene Voxels 6.06 1.75 7.23 4.26 4.93 9.38 5.67 3.98 3.01 5.90 4.45 7.17 14.91 6.32 7.92 7.43 1.01 7.65
BEVDet Voxels 19.38 4.39 30.31 0.23 32.26 34.47 12.97 10.34 10.36 6.26 8.93 23.65 52.27 24.61 26.06 22.31 15.04 15.10
OccFormer Voxels 21.93 5.94 30.29 12.32 34.40 39.17 14.44 16.45 17.22 9.27 13.90 26.36 50.99 30.96 34.66 22.73 6.76 6.97
BEVStereo Voxels 24.51 5.73 38.41 7.88 38.70 41.20 17.56 17.33 14.69 10.31 16.84 29.62 54.08 28.92 32.68 26.54 18.74 17.49
BEVFormer Voxels 26.88 5.85 37.83 17.87 40.44 42.43 7.36 23.88 21.81 20.98 22.38 30.70 55.35 28.36 36.0 28.06 20.04 17.69
CTF-Occ Voxels 28.53 8.09 39.33 20.56 38.29 42.24 16.93 24.52 22.72 21.05 22.98 31.11 53.33 33.84 37.98 33.23 20.79 18.0
RenderOcc Lidar 23.93 5.69 27.56 14.36 19.91 20.56 11.96 12.42 12.14 14.34 20.81 18.94 68.85 33.35 42.01 43.94 17.36 22.61
RenderOcc Voxels+Lidar 26.11 4.84 31.72 10.72 27.67 26.45 13.87 18.2 17.67 17.84 21.19 23.25 63.2 36.42 46.21 44.26 19.58 20.72
TPVFormer Voxels 27.83 7.22 38.90 13.67 40.78 45.90 17.23 19.99 18.85 14.30 26.69 34.17 55.65 35.47 37.55 30.70 19.40 16.78
TPVFormer w. GR Voxels 30.48 9.84 42.3 24.09 41.79 46.49 18.22 25.85 25.06 22.53 22.9 33.34 58.86 33.19 36.57 31.84 23.55 21.8
(gain) 2.65 2.62 3.40 10.42 1.01 0.59 0.99 5.86 6.21 8.23 -3.79 -0.83 3.21 -2.28 -0.98 1.14 4.15 5.02
SurroundOcc Voxels 29.21 8.64 40.12 23.36 39.89 45.23 17.99 24.91 22.66 18.11 21.64 32.5 57.6 34.1 35.68 32.54 21.27 20.27
SurroundOcc w. GR Voxels 30.38 8.87 40.98 23.25 43.76 46.37 19.49 25.2 23.96 19.08 25.56 33.65 58.37 33.28 36.41 33.21 22.76 22.19
(gain) 1.17 0.23 0.86 -0.11 3.87 1.14 1.50 0.29 1.30 0.97 3.92 1.15 0.77 -0.82 0.73 0.67 1.49 1.92

Table 7. Semantic voxel occupancy results on the Occ3D-nuScenes [70] validation set. The best results are in bold. Our module
GaussRender achieves state-of-the-art performance when integrated with standard models. Previous results are reported from [25, 57].
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MonoScene * 37.87 12.31 19.34 0.43 0.58 8.02 2.03 0.86 48.35 11.38 28.13 3.32 32.89 3.53 26.15 16.75 6.92 5.67 4.20 3.09
VoxFormer * 38.76 11.91 17.84 1.16 0.89 4.56 2.06 1.63 47.01 9.67 27.21 2.89 31.18 4.97 28.99 14.69 6.51 6.92 3.79 2.43
OccFormer * 40.27 13.81 22.58 0.66 0.26 9.89 3.82 2.77 54.30 13.44 31.53 3.55 36.42 4.80 31.00 19.51 7.77 8.51 6.95 4.60
SurroundOcc 38.51 13.08 21.31 0.0 0.0 6.05 4.29 0.0 53.88 12.56 30.89 2.57 34.93 3.59 29.03 16.98 5.61 6.66 4.39 2.62
SurroundOcc w. GR 38.62 13.34 21.61 0.0 0.0 6.75 4.5 0.0 53.64 11.93 30.24 2.67 35.01 4.55 29.81 17.32 6.19 8.49 4.8 2.59
(gain) 0.11 0.26 0.30 0.0 0.0 0.70 0.21 0.0 -0.24 -0.63 -0.65 0.10 0.08 0.96 0.78 0.34 0.58 1.83 0.41 -0.03
Symphonies (official checkpoint) 43.40 17.82 26.86 4.21 4.92 14.19 7.67 16.79 57.31 13.60 35.25 4.58 39.20 7.96 34.23 19.20 8.22 16.79 6.03 6.03
Symphonies w. GR 44.08 18.11 27.37 3.24 5.12 14.69 8.76 16.70 58.05 13.87 35.70 4.76 40.09 7.88 34.76 19.20 8.22 16.49 8.64 6.50
(gain) +0.68 +0.29 +0.51 -0.97 +0.20 +0.50 +1.09 -0.09 +0.74 +0.27 +0.45 +0.18 +0.89 -0.08 +0.53 0.00 0.00 -0.30 +2.61 +0.47

Table 8. Semantic voxel occupancy results on the SSCBench-KITTI360 [40] test set. The best results are in bold. Our module
GaussRender achieves state-of-the-art performance when integrated with standard models. Previous results are reported from [28].
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