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Abstract

Static LiDAR scanners produce accurate, dense, col-
ored point clouds, but often contain obtrusive arti-
facts which makes them ill-suited for direct display.
We propose an efficient method to render photore-
alistic images of such scans without any expensive
preprocessing or training of a scene-specific model.
A naive projection of the point cloud to the output
view using 1×1 pixels is fast and retains the avail-
able detail, but also results in unintelligible render-
ings as background points leak in between the fore-
ground pixels. The key insight is that these projec-
tions can be transformed into a realistic result us-
ing a deep convolutional model in the form of a U-
Net, and a depth-based heuristic that prefilters the
data. The U-Net also handles LiDAR-specific prob-
lems such as missing parts due to occlusion, color
inconsistencies and varying point densities. We also
describe a method to generate synthetic training data
to deal with imperfectly-aligned ground truth images.
Our method achieves real-time rendering rates using
an off-the-shelf GPU and outperforms the state-of-
the-art in both speed and quality.

1 Introduction

Despite the tremendous progress in novel view syn-
thesis from RGB photos, LiDAR offers some com-
pelling advantages: accuracy, high density, ability to
operate in dark conditions, large area coverage, to
name a few. Modern scanners also output colored
points, which are estimated using a spherical camera

array embedded in the scanner. Such colored clouds
can be rendered directly using standard graphics ren-
dering. But such renderings are also prone to specific
artifacts. Scans are typically composed of multiple
point clouds captured originating from different scan-
ner positions within a scene, leading to the following
problems:

• Incomplete coverage: even with multiple
viewpoints, LiDAR scans contain significant
gaps when foreground objects occlude the back-
ground, and because the scanner does not fully
cover the vertical field-of-view.

• Color inconsistencies: When point clouds
from different scanner positions are merged,
view-dependent lighting effects such as reflec-
tions and, imaging and post-processing defects
can cause color discrepancies between different
views.

• Density variations: The density of points de-
creases with distance from the scanner, leading
to a wide variety of sampling densities in the
merged point clouds.

One could imagine preprocessing the point cloud
to obtain a higher quality version without said arti-
facts and rendering it instead. But this would imply a
tremendous input-sensitive cost before the cloud can
be displayed, given the enormous size which can eas-
ily approach dozens or hundreds of millions of points.
Instead, we are interested in a real-time method that
is mainly output-sensitive. To this end, we project
the points directly to the output view as 1×1 pixels.
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The only required preprocessing to mitigate severe
input-sensistivity is a fast spatial partitioning using
a simple uniform grid to enable view frustum culling.

Unfortunately, a naive point projection produces
unintelligible renderings as background points leak
in between the foreground pixels (see leftmost image
in Fig. 1). We address this via a real-time neural
image reconstruction method based on a classic con-
volutional U-net. This not only produces photore-
alistic results, but also mitigates the aforementioned
LiDAR artifacts. We found that filtering out leaked
background points before the image is passed to the
U-net increases perceptual quality and detail. These
background points do not bear any relevance w.r.t.
reconstructing the foreground, and reduce the task
of the reconstruction U-net to inpainting the gaps
aside from mitigating LiDAR artifacts. We imple-
ment this filter using a depth-guided heuristic. We
also describe a method to generate synthetic training
data to deal with imperfectly-aligned ground truth
images.

2 Related Work

Point cloud rendering is a decades-old research topic,
that departs from the classic notion of connected
primitives such as triangles, and instead displays sur-
faces directly as points. Due to space limitations, we
will only discuss recent work that focuses on leverag-
ing deep learning.

Neural Point Cloud Rendering The major-
ity of methods train neural feature vectors on a per
scene basis [1], or require encoding them using a pre-
trained network [2]. Rendering involves projecting
the feature-enriched points and reconstructing them
using CNNs, typically a U-net. While some methods
obtain features from the point cloud itself [3], oth-
ers rely on a set of registered photographs from the
same scene [2], [4], [5]. Because each point requires
such features, these methods do not scale well with
input size, which can easily run into dozens of mil-
lions of points for LiDAR scans. Our method foregoes
any form of scene-specific training or encoding by di-
rectly rasterizing colored points into the output view,
requiring only a U-net to reconstruct the final image.

Filtering Our depth-guided filter is designed to
discard unwanted background information. A simi-
lar problem has been addressed in InvSfM [6], where
the authors train a dedicated U-net to resolve fore-
ground visibility, but this comes at the cost of in-
creased inference time and requires a suitable ground
truth dataset. NPBG++ [2] employs a depth heuris-
tic similar to ours to transfer input image features to
aggregated features on the point cloud. Theirs oper-
ates on only one level that has to set based on the
chosen dataset, whereas ours is multi-resolution.

Direct Rendering Pointersect [7] renders colored
point clouds based on a model that is trained to pre-
dict ray intersection tests. This approach is scene ag-
nostic and works on different types of point clouds,
such as RGBD and LiDAR. The main drawback of
this technique is its inference time, as rendering one
image can take up to several minutes. It also does
not address the difficulty of mitigating defects and
gaps seen in LiDAR scans.

3 Method

The different steps of our method are: projecting the
points to the output view, filtering the points using a
depth-based heuristic, final reconstruction with a U-
net and generating training data for the latter. The
following paragraphs detail these steps. See Fig. 1
for an overview.

Point Cloud Projection We first project the
points from the point cloud to the desired view. We
implement a simple frustum culling approach based
on a lightweight space partitioning method in the
form of a uniform grid to achieve constant time com-
plexity at render time. This only takes 30ms per 1M
points, measured with our CPU implementation on
a high-end desktop. After culling, each point is ras-
terized as a 1×1 to preserve the maximum amount of
detail. Soft z-buffering resolves collisions by averag-
ing the colors of points that arrive at similar depths,
given a small depth threshold. In regions where pix-
els on the front do not cover the full area, the back-
ground may leak into the foreground. While using
larger splats can reduce this leakage, it also obscures
detail in dense regions. To resolve this issue, we pro-
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Frustum culling and projection

Camera

Depth-based filtering U-Net
Depth filtered RGBDARaw Projection (RGBDA) Reconstructed RGB

See Fig. 2

Figure 1: This figure provides an overview of the proposed method. A space-partitioned point cloud is
projected onto the camera view using frustum culling, generating RGB, depth (D) and binary fill mask
(A). The depth channel is used for depth filtering, as detailed in Fig. 2. A fully convolutional U-Net then
processes the resulting depth-filtered RGBDA image to produce the final output.

pose a heuristic depth filter in the next paragraph.
Depth filtering We propose a heuristic based on

hierarchical min-pooling. Each min-pooling step re-
moves background points. We then upsample each
min-pooled level starting from the coarsest level back
to the original resolution. Each step restores the orig-
inal foreground pixels while discarding the ones from
the background. The key idea is that for any group
of 2×2 pixels at a given level, we can discern between
foreground and background using a threshold based
on the corresponding 1×1 depth at the parent level.
We refer to Fig. 2 for more info, and the supplemen-
tary material for implementation details.
U-Net Reconstruction The original U-Net [8]

focused on segmentation, where the goal was to seg-
ment biomedical images. Other works have shown
that this architecture performs well for other image-
processing tasks, such as denoising [9]. We modify
the U-Net to take RGBDA as input, where D repre-
sents z-buffer depth, and A (alpha) indicates whether
a point was projected on this pixel. Points that were
discarded by our depth-guided filtering will also have
a zero alpha value. Instead of using cross-entropy
loss combined with pixel-wise soft-max, we take in-
spiration from novel view synthesis [10] and combine
L1loss and a perceptual similarity loss to balance
pixel-level accuracy with perceptual similarity.

Lfinal = λ1 ∗ L1 + λ2 ∗ LPIPS,

where λ1 = 0.9 and λ2 = 0.1. We also added Batch
normalization after each convolutional step during
downsampling to accelerate training. We trained
our network for 170 epochs on 36 ScanNet++ v1
scenes [11], consisting of 19,188 training image pairs

and 4,798 test image pairs, where each pair consists
of a ground-truth image and a rendered LiDAR point
cloud image. We used random crops of 320×320 pix-
els to reduce memory usage during training.

Training Data GenerationOur network was ini-
tially trained on the ScanNet++ v1 dataset, which
provides LiDAR scans with registered camera poses.
However, we found that these poses do not produce
pixel-perfect registration, making it challenging to
teach the network to produce sharp details. We
therefore generate a synthetic dataset based on the
ScanNet++ v1 data by modifying ground truth reg-
istered photos to make them visually similar to a raw
point cloud projection. The most important aspect is
the effect of missing points due to point cloud sparsity
and discarded points after depth-guided filtering. To
this end, we project the point cloud from the slightly
misaligned pose corresponding to the ground truth
image, but only retain the depth Ds and alpha chan-
nel As. The ground truth’s (RGB)gt pixels of the
ground truth are zeroed where As is zero, yielding
(RGB)s, such that the final training pair becomes
[(RGBDA)s, (RGB)gt]. To further improve general-
ization, we simulate multiple scanner poses by apply-
ing random brightness and contrast variations. See
supplementary material for details.

We also trained a version of our U-net that does not
expect a depth-based filtered input. To generate the
synthetic training data we modify the above approach
to include background leakage from the point cloud in
the training images. This requires deciding whether a
filled pixel (As = 1) is part of the foreground or back-
ground, which is made by our depth-guided filtering
heuristic. Foreground pixels are then set to (RGB)gt,
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Figure 2: On the left, the hierarchical structure is illustrated, where we use minpooling with kernel size
2×2 and stride 2 to downsample the image n times. Upsampling then occurs until the original image size
is reached. On the right, an upsampling step is depicted. First, a Laplacian kernel is applied to the min-
pooled(i-1) image for edge detection. If the pixel being upsampled in upsampled(i-1) is a non-edge pixel, its
value is compared to the corresponding four pixels in min-pooled(i). For edge pixels, these four values are also
compared with the eight neighboring pixels in upsampled(i-1). A filtering factor, filter strength, determines
how many points are retained, with smaller values producing sparser results. This process generates an
upsampled image, where unfiltered pixels remain empty. If this is not the final upsampling step, empty
pixels are filled using linear interpolation from upsampled(i-1).

while background ones receive (RGB)s. Pose mis-
alignment on the latter pixels is less of a concern as
the network should learn to ignore them.

Table 1: This table compares our method to Pointer-
sect [7] at two resolutions: 1920×1440 and 960×720,
using full-size point clouds. We evaluate both meth-
ods with PSNR, LPIPS, SSIM, and rendering speed.
Our method outperforms Pointersect in image qual-
ity and is over 2000 times faster in rendering.

Method PSNR↑ LPIPS↓ SSIM↑ FPS↑
Ours (1920×1440) 16.10 0.34 0.74 13.63
Pointersect (1920×1440) 14.94 0.49 0.60 0.006

Ours (960×720) 16.29 0.34 0.71 49.71
Pointersect (960×720) 14.97 0.48 0.55 0.021

4 Experiments

Our method is implemented in CUDA, allowing for
real-time rendering of point clouds. All experiments
were run on an NVIDIA GeForce RTX 4090 and 13th
Gen Intel(R) Core(TM) i9-13900KF. Training took
around 60 hours on the same machine. We evaluated
our method on a random subset of 55 scenes from
ScanNet++ v2 and removed them from our training
set. For comparison, we evaluate our method against
Pointersect [7]. The point clouds have an average
size of 23 million points without any decimation. Re-
sults are shown in Table 1 and Fig. 3. We note
that metrics in Table 1 are subject to slightly inac-
curate poses of ground truth images in ScanNet++,
and the color distribution of the ground truth images
the point colors of the LiDAR scanner do not align
because they originate from different cameras. Still,
we present them here due because we believe they
provide a reasonable indication of quality. We also
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Figure 3: This figure illustrates the steps in our method and compares with Pointersect [7]. We show a
low-density scenario by decimating the point cloud to 10% and a high-density scenario. In both cases, our
method produces a more naturally looking image overall w.r.t. Pointersect. Specifically, Pointersect is not
able to fill large and small gaps (indicated in red), and exhibits more noise (indicated in blue).

compared reconstruction with and without the depth
filter and noticed little to no difference in quality met-
rics. However, we notice a clear difference upon visual
inspection. Using the depth filter tends to produce
sharper details. It also includes more high-frequency,
noisy artifacts than without the depth-guided filter.
The latter does better at filling holes but tends to
produce a more blurred and washed-out appearance.
We find that using the depth filter results in clearer,
more apprehensible images, especially for scenes with
high depth complexity where background leaking is
more prominent. A visual comparison can be found
in the supplementary material.

5 Discussion & Conclusion

We have shown that our approach can render im-
ages from LiDAR-based point clouds in real-time by
combining our depth heuristic with a compact U-Net,
and ensuring perfectly registered training data pairs
using synthetic rendering. We have compared our

approach to the state-of-the-art and show that our
approach achieves higher quality images and 3 orders
of magnitude speedup.

Our approach addresses a subset of challenges in
the realm of neural point cloud rendering of static Li-
DAR data. Our work focuses on obtaining real-time
rendering rates with relatively simple implementation
and modest training requirements. Other challenges,
such as large-scale defects in point clouds due to re-
flective, transparent, or moving objects still need to
be addressed. Some of these artifacts can be seen in
the supplementary video.
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cilitates the transition to digital-physical work envi-
ronments.
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