
Algorithm 1: Details transfer from a colored point cloud to a
UV map, which is unwrapped from a mesh that is constructed
from the point cloud.

Input: Point cloud P represented as an octree;
1 Mesh M constructed from P;
2 UV map U unwrapped from M.

Result: Texture map T; Normal map N.
3 function TRANSFER(P, M, U)
4 foreach Triangle m in M do

// Find points in P that are likely on m
5 P FINDPOINTSINPOINTCLOUD(P,m);

// Map P to the UV map U
6 foreach Point p in P do
7 c project p to m and return the barycentric

coordinates of p w.r.t. m;
8 q the point in t whose barycentric coordinates

are the same as c;
9 Q += q;

10 end
11 t triangle in U corresponding to m;
12 S Triangulate(Q, t.vertices);

// Rasterize t by triangular interpolation
13 foreach Pixel x in Triangle t do
14 s the triangle in S that bounds x;
15 N[x] interpolating x’s normal from s;
16 T[x] interpolating x’s color from s;
17 end
18 end
19 return T, N;

20 function FINDPOINTSINPOINTCLOUD(P, m)
21 P = /0;
22 N the octree node in P that bounds m;
23 foreach Point p in N do
24 if distance(p,m) thresholdd &&

angle(p.normal,m.normal  thresholdn then
25 P.add(p);
26 end
27 end
28 return P;

Our pipeline uses a low-polygon mesh throughout the workflow and
never requires a high-polygon mesh.

Metrics We evaluate our system using three primary metrics:

• Reconstruction time: the time it takes to generate the mesh and
texture/normal maps required for VR rendering.

• Rendering speed: the FPS of rendering on Oculus Go.

• Visual quality: we use the mean-opinion-score in the HDR-VDP-
2 metric [19], which is calibrated with user experience. For both
metrics, a high value indicates better visual quality.

5.2 Results

Reconstruction Speed We find that our workflow significantly reduces
the end-to-end time to reconstruct a 3D model. Figure 7 compares the
reconstruction time of our workflow with the three baselines across the
three evaluated scenes. The stacked bar charts dissect the reconstruc-
tion time into five components: high-polygon mesh construction time,
low-polygon mesh construction time, UV unwrapping time, I/O time
(reading and writing meshes, texture/normal maps, and point clouds),
and the texture/normal map generation (baking) time. Note that the
baking time in our pipeline is dominated by the point-based transfer
algorithm.

HPM has the highest reconstruction time, which is dominated by UV
unwrapping. LPM has the lower reconstruction time by significantly

Table 1: Point cloud and mesh size of the three evaluated scenes.

D11v3 NETower D31
Point cloud 28,368,767 8,652,472 31,431,682

High-polygon mesh 4,352,296 6,857,430 3,690,788
Low-polygon mesh 240,000 442,900 224,476
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Fig. 7: End-to-end reconstruction time comparison.

reducing the UV unwrapping time, as it unwraps much smaller meshes.
It, however, has the lowest visual quality as we will show later. Mesh-
level detail transfer, BLENDER, requires constructing a high-polygon
mesh and introduces significant I/O overhead as it must manipulate
high-polygon meshes throughout the workflow. Our point-based trans-
fer is significantly faster than BLENDER by avoiding constructing and
manipulating a high-polygon mesh. Across the three scenes, our sys-
tem achieves 2.3 ⇥ and 33.8 ⇥ speedup over BLENDER and HPM,
respectively.

Reconstruction RAM Consumption Figure 8 shows that our re-
construction workflow requires much less CPU RAM compared to
HPM and BLENDER since we avoid reconstructing and processing
high-polygon meshes. On average, we reduce the peak RAM consump-
tion by 51.8% and 22.7% compared to HPM and BLENDER. Note that
the peak memory consumption of our workflow is slightly higher on
D31 compared to BLENDER. Further investigation shows that this is
because D31 has the largest point cloud (Table. 1), on which our point
transfer algorithm consumes high RAM.

Rendering Speed Using low-polygon meshes for VR rendering
achieves 60 FPS, whereas using high-polygon meshes generally leads
to an FPS below of 20. Table. 2 compares the FPS across the four
workflows on the three scenes. Note that all except HPM use low-
polygon meshes and thus have the same 60 FPS.

Rendering Quality We show that our reconstruction system gener-
ates 3D models that, when rendered in mobile VR headsets, achieve
higher visual quality than simply downsampling the mesh (i.e., LPM)
and match, sometimes outperform, the visual quality of transferring


