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Figure 1: PointDreamer is a zero-shot framework to reconstruct 3D textured meshes from colored point clouds. The key idea is
to utilize 2D diffusion priors to inpaint the projected 2D multi-view sparse images to dense ones, which are finally unprojected
back to 3D to produce mesh textures. PointDreamer produces textures with enhanced clarity compared to various competitors,
such as Screened Poisson Reconstruction (SPR) [21], Neural Kernel Surface Reconstruction (NKSR) [17], and Texture Field [37].

ABSTRACT
Reconstructing textured meshes from colored point clouds is an
important but challenging task in 3D graphics and vision. Most
existing methods predict colors as implicit functions in 3D or UV
space, suffering from blurry textures or the lack of generalization ca-
pability. Addressing this, we propose PointDreamer, a novel frame-
work for textured mesh reconstruction from colored point cloud. It
produces meshes with enhanced fidelity and clarity by 2D image
inpainting, taking advantage of the mature techniques and mas-
sive data of 2D vision. Specifically, we first project the input point
cloud into 2D space to generate sparse multi-view images, and then
inpaint empty pixels utilizing a pre-trained 2D diffusion model.
Next, we design a novel Non-Border-First strategy to unproject
the colors of the inpainted dense images back to 3D space, thus
obtaining the final textured mesh. In this way, our PointDreamer
works in a zero-shot manner, requiring no extra training. Exten-
sive qualitative and quantitative experiments on various synthetic
and real-scanned datasets show the SoTA performance of Point-
Dreamer, by significantly outperforming baseline methods with
30% improvement in LPIPS score (from 0.118 to 0.068). Code at:
https://github.com/YuQiao0303/PointDreamer.

CCS CONCEPTS
• Computing methodologies→ Reconstruction; 3D imaging;
Shape representations; Appearance and texture representa-
tions; Shape inference.
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1 INTRODUCTION
3D textured mesh reconstruction from colored point cloud is a
pivotal task in computer vision, graphics and robotics. It enables the
transition from sparse and unstructured point clouds to connected
and visually-appealing meshes, facilitating applications like digital
twin [51], metaverse [54], cultural heritage preservation [53], etc.

With the great success achieved in geometry reconstruction by
learning a 3D implicit field like signed distance field (SDF) [38], oc-
cupancy field [6, 33], etc., researchers propose to learn a 3D texture
field [37] representing color information in 3D space. Nevertheless,
such approaches often yield blurry appearances [48]. In addition,
they necessitate 3D data for training, which is notoriously chal-
lenging to acquire, and the limited training data further hinder the
models’ generalization capability to unseen objects.

While the 3D textured mesh reconstruction task remains chal-
lenging, 2D vision has recently witnessed great prosperity in the
field of image super-resolution and image generation, particularly
thanks to the emergence of diffusion models [15]. Compared to 3D
vision, 2D vision is more mature, and the abundance of 2D data
offers a robust prior, which has been proven crucial for enhancing
the performance and generalization ability of deep learning mod-
els [36, 42]. Inspired by this, numerous studies [25, 27, 28, 40, 41, 49]
seek to adopt 2D diffusion models as a prior to guide 3D genera-
tion , mostly by optimizing a score distillation sampling (SDS) [40]
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loss or reconstruction loss between the generated 3D models’ ren-
dered images and 2D diffusion models’ output images. However,
they focus on text/image/un-conditioned 3D generation, leaving
point-cloud-based reconstruction unexplored. Besides, the colors
or textures are still learned or optimized in 3D space (as a texture
field or radiance field), yielding blurry appearances [48].

Going beyond existing approaches, our intuition is that, recon-
structing 3D textured meshes from colored point clouds is analo-
gous to inpainting 2D sparse images by filling empty pixels. Both
tasks focus on somehow dreaming the missing areas of the sparse
input, to achieve a more complete and coherent representation.
Intuitively, dreaming in 2D space is much easier than in 3D space,
especially with powerful tools like diffusion models. This inspires
us to convert the dreaming process into 2D space to enhance recon-
struction quality especially clarity, and then reconvert the results
back to 3D. Specifically, unlike existing works [9, 29, 40, 45] that
learns per-point colors as implicit functions in 3D space, we predict
per-pixel colors in 2D image space by 2D image inpainting, and
then directly unproject the high-quality results back to 3D space,
so as to generate clear textures for meshes.

Guided by this idea, we design PointDreamer, a novel zero-shot
framework for reconstructing high-quality textured meshes from
colored point clouds, as shown in Figure 1. With only a set of
pre-defined camera parameters from different viewpoints, an off-
the-shelf 2D diffusion model, and a geometry extraction module,
our method starts from projecting the input point cloud into 2D
to generate multi-view sparse images. The 2D diffusion model is
then adopted to inpaint the sparse images into dense ones. Finally,
we unproject the colors of dense images back to obtain the 3D tex-
tured mesh by a carefully-designed Non-Border-First unprojection
strategy. It prioritizes non-border areas during unprojection, to
circumvent inaccurate color prediction at occlusion borders and
thus avoid artifacts. Overall, we list our contributions as follows:

• We propose PointDreamer, a zero-shot framework for 3D
textured mesh reconstruction from colored point cloud. By
novelly transforming this 3D reconstruction task into 2D
inpainting, PointDreamer achieves high-fidelity appear-
ance and strong generalization ability while requiring
no extra training, and pioneers in utilizing 2D diffusion
models for 3D point cloud reconstruction.

• We design Non-Border First (NBF) Unprojection, a novel
unprojection strategy for 2D-to-3D re-conversion that effec-
tively avoids artifacts caused by inaccurate color prediction
near occlusion borders.

• Experiments on various benchmarks show the SoTA per-
formance of PointDreamer, by significantly outperforming
baseline methods both quantitatively and qualitatively.

2 RELATEDWORK
2.1 Textured Mesh Reconstruction from

Colored Point Cloud
While many works [2, 33, 39, 47] focus on reconstructing surfaces
from non-colored point clouds, textured mesh reconstruction from
colored point cloud remains a field to be further explored. Tradition-
ally, (Screened) Poisson Surface Reconstruction (SPR) [20, 21] recon-
structs texturedmeshes by solving the Poisson equation, but it relies

on accurate per-point normals as input. In contrast, DHSP3D [57]
optimizes a MeshCNN in 3D space and XYZ/RGB maps in 2D UV
space by self-supervision, but it does not support arbitrary topol-
ogy. Recently, a more common practice [13, 17] is to learn two
3D implicit fields or hyper-representations for geometry and tex-
ture, respectively. For geometry reconstruction, Signed Distance
Field (SDF) [13], Occupancy Field [5], Neural Kernel Field [17],
Deep Marching Tetrahedra (DMTet) [13, 43], etc. are optional shape
representations to be learned or optimized. For texture reconstruc-
tion, a texture field [37] consisting of separated functions for red,
green and blue channels is generally fitted, supervised by MAE loss
for per-point color [5, 17] or reconstruction loss [13] for images
from differentiable rendering. Unfortunately, such methods without
powerful prior often suffer from relatively blurry texture [22]. To
address this, we are the first, to the best of our knowledge, to per-
form the 3D reconstruction task by 2D inpainting to take advantage
of existing high-performance 2D vision techniques.

2.2 Representations of Colored 3D Objects
Researchers have explored various ways to represent 3D objects
or scenes with colors. To begin with, CMR [18] and its follow-
ers [11, 16, 24, 60] regard a shape as the deformation of a sphere
with fixed UV mapping, thus only supporting spherical topology.
Unlike them, NeRF variants [1, 34, 35] or DMTet [43] with texture
field [37] have shown their advantages in representing power and
generation quality [4, 9, 27–29, 40, 46, 50] thanks to the techniques
of volumetric rendering and differentiable rendering [23]. Recently,
3D Gaussian Splatting [22] has drawn considerable attention where
3D scenes are represented as a set of 3D Gaussians. However, as
mentioned before, learning or optimizing colors in 3D space often
results in blurry textures [48]. In contrast, we directly predict high-
fidelity colors in 2D image space by utilizing the power of a 2D
pre-trained diffusion model, which can be further unprojected to
3D meshes to obtain clearer textures.

2.3 Diffusion Models for 3D Shape Generation
With the success of 2D diffusion models, researchers have explored
extending applications of diffusion models to 3D field. An intuitive
idea is to apply the diffusion process on 3D representations, such
as a DMTet grid [30], occupancy or SDF field [62], or 3D feature tri-
plane [13]. To fully capitalize on the abundant availability of 2D data,
more researchers seek to directly “lift” results of 2D diffusion mod-
els to 3D. Most of these works [4, 9, 25–29, 32, 40, 41, 44, 46, 49, 50]
optimize a NeRF, a DMTet or 3D Gaussianss by SDS [40] or recon-
struction loss to make the generated 3D scene similar to the result of
a given 2D diffusionmodel (e.g. Stable-Diffusion). View-conditioned
diffusion models [28] or multi-view diffusion models [29, 46] are
developed by fine-tuning existing models for generating multi-
view-consistent images. Most of these works still learn or optimize
colors in 3D space. They tend to be time-consuming during opti-
mization, and suffer from relatively blurry results in unseen views.
Instead of optimizing a 3D representation from scratch to follow the
images generated by 2D diffusion models, we propose to directly
adopt colors of the 2D images, by unprojecting them back to 3D,
for higher-quality texture reconstruction.



Figure 2: Pipeline of ourmethod. Given a colored point cloud,
we first reconstruct its untextured mesh. Then, the colored
point cloud is projected to 2D to produce sparse multi-view
images, which are further inpainted to form the dense ones.
Finally, we unproject the results back to 3D to output the
associated textured mesh.

3 METHOD
Given a 3D point cloud with per-point XYZ coordinates and RGB
colors, our goal is to reconstruct its associated textured mesh. Un-
like existing works that learn or optimize colors in 3D space [37, 40]
or UV space [5, 57], we propose PointDreamer, a novel approach by
conducting color prediction in 2D image space to leverage the pow-
erful 2D diffusion priors. Figure 2 presents our designed pipeline
with four steps. First, we employ a geometry extraction module to
reconstruct an untextured mesh from the input point cloud. Next,
with a set of fixed viewpoints, we perform 3D-to-2D conversion by
projecting the input point cloud into 2D, producing sparse multi-
view images. After that, we conduct color prediction in 2D space
by inpainting the empty pixels in the sparse images to form dense
ones based on a pre-trained 2D diffusion model [7]. Finally, we
propose a novel Non-Border-First strategy to convert the 2D results
back to 3D by unprojecting the colors in the dense images to the
untextured mesh to produce the desired textured mesh. Note that
with the 2D diffusion priors, our method is zero-shot requiring no
extra training on 3D datasets.

3.1 Geometry Extraction: Point to Surface
The first step in PointDreamer is to reconstruct an untextured
mesh from the input point cloud. Since color information does not
need to be considered in this step, many existing point-to-surface
methods [2, 33, 39, 43] can be employed. In our implementation, we
directly adopt the state-of-the-art POCO [2] considering its high
performance. Section 4 provides ablation experiments by using
different geometry reconstruction methods.

Figure 3: Illustration of hidden point removal, without which
the results would be messed up.

3.2 Projection and Inpainting
As shown in Figure 2, we design a projection module for 3D-to-
2D conversion, followed by an inpainting module for 2D color
prediction by inpainting sparse multi-view images into dense ones.

3.2.1 Projection: 3D to 2D. Directly projecting the whole point
cloud into 2D would incorporate points from occluded parts that
should not be visible from the given view. This would mess up the
inpainting results and subsequent mesh textures; see the bottom
of Figure 3 as an example. Therefore, before generating the sparse
images, we precess the input point cloud by the “Hidden Point Re-
moval” operator [19], which works by transforming the input and
extracting the points that reside on its convex hull. With pre-set
camera parameters of 𝐾 viewpoints (𝐾 = 8 in our implementation)
and associated visible point clouds, we conduct camera transforma-
tion to these points to get their corresponding pixel coordinates in
2D image space. These pixels are painted according to their associ-
ated 3D points’ colors, producing 𝐾 sparse images. Comparisons of
different 𝐾 values can be found in our supplementary file.

3.2.2 Inpainting: Sparse to Dense. Any 2D inpainting method
that fills empty pixels in input images can serve as our inpainting
module. We propose to use the state-or-the-art DDNM [55] based
on a pre-trained unconditional 2D diffusion model [7] to inpaint the
multi-view sparse images into dense ones I = {𝐼𝑘 }𝐾𝑘=1. In this way,
the strong prior provided by the 2D diffusion model can facilitate
high-quality inpainting. So far, we have completed color prediction
purely in 2D space instead of 3D or UV space.

3.3 Unprojection: 2D to 3D
With color prediction conducted in 2D space, we now need to
convert the result back to 3D. Specifically, the goal is to use the
extracted untextured mesh and inpainted multi-view posed images,
to generate the associated textured mesh. Regarding this, we design
a novel approach namely “Non-Border-First Unprojection”.

The top of Figure 4 illustrates the basic idea of the unprojection
module. As can be seen, we represent mesh texture as a texture
atlas T by applying UV mapping to a mesh M via Xatlas [59],
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Figure 4: Top: Illustration of input and output of the unprojection module, which unprojects colors of 2D multi-view images
to a 3D mesh. Middle Left: An naive unprojection implementation. For each 3D point p, from all views where p is visible,
the highest-direction-priority view is chosen to paint p. Example point p’s corresponding pixel in the selected view 𝑎 is with
inaccurate color since it’s near an occlusion border, producing an artifact. Bottom Right: our proposed Non-Border-First
Unprojection. Observing the correspondence between occlusion border in 2D image space and visibility in UV space (both
marked by sky blue dashed lines), we prioritize non-border-areas in UV space to avoid such artifacts.

following [9, 31]. A texture atlas is an RGB image containing dif-
ferent charts. Each chart is a continuous area in UV space that
corresponds to a continuous segment ofM in 3D space. Each pixel
T [𝑢, 𝑣] of a chart corresponds to a surface point p ofM. Therefore,
our goal is to assign a color for each chart pixel T [𝑢, 𝑣]. Given a set
of multi-view posed images I = {𝐼𝑘 }𝐾𝑘=1, p can be seen in zero, one,
or more images. If p is visible in 𝐼𝑘 , we denote 𝐼𝑘 ’s corresponding
pixel as 𝐼𝑘 [𝑖𝑘 , 𝑗𝑘 ]. See the top of Figure 4 as an example, where a
3D point p is visible in two views 𝑎 and 𝑏, and we mark it with a
red circle together with its corresponding multi-view image pixels
𝐼𝑎 [𝑖𝑎, 𝑗𝑎], 𝐼𝑏 [𝑖𝑏 , 𝑗𝑏 ], and texture atlas pixel T [𝑢, 𝑣].

Point p’s visibility in view 𝑘 can calculated by whether its depth
value is no bigger than the corresponding pixel of the 𝑘’s depth
map. If p is visible only in one view, the corresponding color of
𝐼𝑘 [𝑖𝑘 , 𝑗𝑘 ] can be directly adopted as the color of p and T [𝑢, 𝑣]. If
p can be seen in no view at all, we can set some rules to deal with
it. If p can be seen in more than one view, we can try to fuse the
corresponding colors or select one best view. Various unprojection

strategies differ in how to fuse views or select the best view. Here
we introduce three implementations for unprojection.

3.3.1 Naive Unprojection: Only Use Direction Priority. An
intuitive idea to pick the best view for p or T [𝑢, 𝑣] is by direction
priority, as shown in the middle left part of Figure 4. Specifically, for
each view 𝑘 where point p can be seen, we calculate the direction
priority score 𝑠p (𝑘), defined as the cosine similarity of p’s normal
direction n and view 𝑘’s camera direction d𝑘 . The view with the
highest direction priority is chosen to paint p and T [𝑢, 𝑣]. For
example, in the middle left part of Figure 4, p is painted to gray
according to 𝐼𝑎 [𝑖𝑎, 𝑗𝑎] since view 𝑎 has a higher direction priority.
Also, if there are a few points invisible from any view, we can still
assign a view by direction priority.

While this naive unprojection strategy serves adequately for
most points, it produces artifacts under certain circumstances; see
again the middle left part of Figure 4, where a gray artifact is visible
in the reconstructed textured mesh that should have been brown.
Through analysis, such artifacts appear in border areas, that is, the



area near the border of occluded (e.g. bottom side of the brown seat
in Figure 4) and occluding part (e.g. the gray bottom of the chair)
of the shape in a posed image 𝐼𝑘 when the former is occluded by
the latter from view 𝑘 (e.g. view 𝑎). In such areas, the inpainting
module may inaccurately delineate the boundary separating the
two parts, e.g. too large gray bottom in view 𝑎, resulting in artifacts.

3.3.2 Optimization-based Unprojection. Instead of selecting
one single view by direction priority, 3D generation method Dream-
Gaussian [48] adopts an optimization-based unprojection strategy
to get the textured mesh from multi-view images. The idea is to op-
timize the texture atlas by the multi-view per-pixel loss between the
inpainted multi-view images {𝐼𝑘 }𝐾𝑘=1 and the rendered images of
the reconstructed textured mesh. In this way, the optimization pro-
cess kinds of fuses corresponding colors in different views instead
of selecting the best one. However, it cannot ignore the inaccurate
colors in the border areas, so the artifacts can only be reduced in-
stead of eliminated. This inspires us to design a non-border-first
strategy to address this issue.

3.3.3 Non-Border-First Unprojection (NBF). The bottom of
Figure 4 illustrates the idea of our proposed novel unprojection
strategy namely Non-Border-First Unprojection, which begins with
detecting border areas in multi-view images, so as to paint the
texture atlas while ignoring them. After that, if some atlas pixels
remain unpainted since their associated 3D points can not be seen
from any non-border area, we then select from all areas, whether
they are border areas or not, to paint the rest pixels. Now the
question is, how to accurately detect border areas.

Interestingly, we find that, the borders between occluded and
occluding parts of the shape in image 𝐼𝑘 (2D space) often correspond
to the borders between visible and invisible areas in “view 𝑘 visible
texture atlas T𝑘 ” (UV space), where T𝑘 is defined as a texture atlas
in which only visible areas in view 𝑘 are filled and rest invisible
areas are empty. See the bottom of Figure 4 as an example, where
such border areas are marked by sky blue dashed lines. In posed
images 𝐼𝑎 and 𝐼𝑏 , these areas divide the occluded brown seat and
the occluding gray bottom, while in view 𝑎 and 𝑏 visible texture
atlas T𝑎 and T𝑏 , these areas divide the visible (painted) and invisible
(transparent) parts in view 𝑎 and 𝑏, respectively. The reason for this
correspondence of UV visibility border and 2D occlusion border is
that, a continuous area within a chart of the texture atlas usually
corresponds to a continuous segment of the 3D surface. When a
chart contains both visible and invisible regions in a given view
𝑘 , it often indicates that the corresponding 3D areas of invisible
regions are occluded by some other part of the shape. Therefore,
we design our Non-Border-First unprojection strategy as follows.

(1) We paint “view 𝑘 visible texture atlas map” T𝑘 for each view
𝑘 defined as above.

(2) We calculate the border areas by dilating the edges between
visible and invisible areas in T𝑘 given a certain dilation
kernel size as a hyperparameter.

(3) We paint the final texture atlas T considering only non-
border areas in T𝑘 . During this, if a point is visible in more
than one view’s non-border-areas, we select the best view
with the highest direction priority.

(4) If there remain some unpainted pixels in T , we now check
the previously ignored border areas to paint them, during
which we still select among views by direction priority.

(5) If some points cannot be seen from either view, we assign
it with a view by direction priority considering all areas in
all views whether they’re border areas or not.

(6) We experimentally find that additionally optimizing from
the generated texture atlas by only calculating the loss of
non-border pixels would further enhance the performance.

In this way, our non-border-first strategy can reasonably elimi-
nate artifacts caused by inaccurate color prediction in border areas.
We conduct experiments to verify the effectiveness of our proposed
strategy in Section 4.

4 EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS
4.1 Experimental Settings
4.1.1 Datasets. To evaluate the performance of ourmethod against
other competitors, we use three benchmark datasets in our experi-
ments.

(i) ShapeNetCoreV2 [3]: A large-scale synthesis 3D object
dataset, where we follow [9] to use the official test splits of chair,
car, and motorbike categories for evaluation since they contain rela-
tively complex textures. The test sets of the three categories contain
around 1300, 690 and 70 samples, respectively.

(ii) Google Scanned Objects (GSO) [8]: A real-scanned 3D
object dataset and we use all its 1030 samples for evaluation unlike
existing works [29, 31] that only use 30 of them.

(iii) OmniObject3D [58]: A real-scanned 3D object dataset with
6000 samples. For efficiency, we randomly select 100 objects for
evaluation.

For each textured mesh from the above datasets, we sample
30000 colored points as input. Note that, our approach works in a
zero-shot manner, which can be directly applied to objects from
various datasets or categories, requiring no extra training but only
an off-the-shelf 2D diffusion model [7].

4.1.2 Metrics. To evaluate the quality of the reconstructed 3D
textured mesh, we follow existing works [28, 29, 31, 60] to compare
the similarity between multi-view images rendered by the recon-
structed mesh and ground-truth mesh. Specifically, we render 20
multi-view images on each mesh for a thorough assessment and
four similarity metrics are calculated: Peak Signal-to-Noise Ratio
(PSNR), Structural Similarity Index Measure (SSIM) [56], Learned
Perceptual Image Patch Similarity (LPIPS) [61], and Fréchet Incep-
tion Distance (FID) [14]. PSNR measures pixel-level similarity. SSIM
considers both pixel values and structural information. LPIPS uses
a pre-trained deep neural network to assess image similarity, imitat-
ing human perception better than PSNR and SSIM. FIDmeasures the
statistical distance between the distribution of two datasets. PSNR
and SSIM scores indicate higher quality as their values increase,
whereas lower values of LPIPS and FID reflect better performance.

4.2 Baselines
To fully evaluate the performance of our method, we compare it
with three kinds of baselines:



Figure 5: Qualitative results of textured mesh reconstruction
on ShapeNetCoreV2 dataset.

(1) Non-deep-learning method: We choose the classical Screened
Poisson Reconstruction (SPR) [21] for comparison. Note that SPR
requires per-point normal as input, and we estimate it via Principal
Component Analysis (PCA).

(2) DHSP3D [57] and NKSR [17]: These are two recent networks
for textured mesh reconstruction and we employ the official code
provided by the authors. Similar to SPR, NKSR also requires point
normals as additional input.

(3) Texture Field [37]: Since we cannot find any existing open-
source texture-field-based method requiring only colored point
clouds as input, we thus design a baseline network inspired by [13].
The key idea is to learn a 3D feature tri-plane from the input point
cloud and then decode RGB values for the query points. We train
it on the official training split of the mentioned three categories
of ShapeNetCoreV2, supervised by per-point color MSE loss fol-
lowing [13]. During inference, we employ the above-mentioned
POCO [2] to reconstruct untextured meshes and utilize our trained
texture field network to infer textures by querying colors for the
associated 3D point of each texture atlas pixel. In this way, both
our proposed PointDreamer and the texture field baseline adopt the
same geometry module for a fair comparison. Please refer to our
supplementary file for more details about the training and inference
of our texture field baseline.

4.3 Main Results
4.3.1 Qualitative comparisons. Since DHSP3D is much slower
than othermethods (about 4-6 hours per shape compared to < 2min),

Figure 6: Qualitative results of textured mesh reconstruction
on Google Scanned Objects dataset.

Figure 7: Qualitative results of textured mesh reconstruction
on OmniObject3D dataset.

we randomly select two objects from GSO dataset for efficiency
when comparing our method against DHSP3D; see Figure 8. For
other methods (i.e., SPR, NKSR & texture field), we present the
visual comparisons on each dataset separately; see Figures 5, 6 and
7.

Figures 5- 7 show that our method, though zero-shot, achieves
much clearer and more realistic textures than baselines, thanks
to the strong 2D diffusion prior. Besides, SPR and NKSR, which
both rely on per-point normals as input, sometimes yield redundant
geometry mainly due to the wrongly-estimated normal direction.



Figure 8: Qualitative results on textured mesh reconstruction
comparing our method and DHSP3D.

Table 1: Comparisons on textured mesh reconstruction per-
formance on ShapeNetCoreV2 dataset.

ShapeNet Cat. Method PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ LPIPS ↓ FID ↓

Chairs

SPR 24.10 0.931 0.0923 12.03
NKSR 23.05 0.931 0.0964 29.11
T.F. 26.12 0.947 0.0664 6.83
Ours 26.29 0.952 0.0570 4.90

Cars

SPR 23.46 0.929 0.0882 43.89
NKSR 21.01 0.919 0.0961 131.05
T.F. 22.42 0.919 0.0868 38.08
Ours 22.78 0.930 0.0727 12.41

Motorbikes

SPR 15.09 0.809 0.2139 106.09
NKSR 18.13 0.905 0.1008 175.42
T.F. 21.17 0.926 0.0635 40.06
Ours 21.20 0.930 0.0562 28.42

Table 2: Comparisons on textured mesh reconstruction per-
formance on GSO and Omniobject3D datasets. “T.F” denotes
Texture Field.

Dataset Method PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ LPIPS ↓ FID ↓

GSO

SPR 27.11 0.907 0.1200 27.43
NKSR 24.65 0.900 0.1184 36.51
T.F. 25.53 0.894 0.1276 46.44
Ours 27.24 0.923 0.0827 9.32

OmniObject3D

SPR 30.20 0.927 0.0998 40.13
NKSR 26.77 0.919 0.1048 50.14
T.F. 28.08 0.914 0.1121 65.61
Ours 29.78 0.941 0.0683 18.23

The texture field baseline, which is trained on ShapeNetCoreV2,
performs much worse on the newly-seen dataset of GSO and Om-
niobject3d, indicating a lack of generalization ability.

In Figure 8, the red cup in the first row shows that DHSP3D
does not support arbitrary topology. This is because it optimizes
meshCNN and 2D XYZ map from the convex hull of the input point
cloud, enforcing the output mesh to adhere to the hull’s topology.
Besides, DHSP3D suffers from less realistic textures with jagged or
unclear edges, since its purely self-prior property only enables it to
predict point colors considering corresponding neighbors, without
the ability to dream the unseen like our PointDreamer.

Table 3: Comparisons on anti-noise ability on chair category
of ShapeNetCoreV2 dataset. “Noisy” denotes adding Gaussian
noise with a standard deviation of 0.005 to the input point
cloud.

Method
PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ LPIPS ↓ FID ↓

Clean Noisy Clean Noisy Clean Noisy Clean Noisy
SPR 24.10 19.64 0.9311 0.8840 0.0923 0.1702 12.03 65.25
NKSR 23.05 22.79 0.9307 0.9288 0.0964 0.1017 29.11 44.02
T.F. 26.12 26.01 0.9467 0.9436 0.0664 0.0711 6.83 8.21
Ours 26.29 26.26 0.9524 0.9516 0.0570 0.0574 4.90 4.93

4.3.2 Quantitative comparisons. We summarize the quantita-
tive results in Tables 1 and 2. We can see that our method outper-
forms baselines on most metrics and datasets, especially on the
two perceptual metrics FID and LPIPS with a significant margin.
However, regarding PSNR, which prioritizes pixel-level accuracy
and thus may differ from human perception of quality, our method
is sometimes outperformed by SPR. We assume that SPR predicts a
point’s color by somehow fusing nearby points’ colors, leading to
blurry textures but safely avoiding extreme pixel-level errors. On
the contrary, our method dreams the colors by its diffusion prior.
While achieving visually better results, a few pixels with extremely
high errors may lower the overall PSNR score.

4.4 Impact of Degraded Input Quality
4.4.1 Anti-Noise Ability Analysis. We compare the anti-noise
abilities of our method and baseline methods by applying them
on point clouds with manually added Gaussian noise (standard
deviation = 0.005) from the chair category of ShapeNetCoreV2
dataset. Table 3 shows the results, where our method, even with
noisy input, outperforms baselines with clean input, indicating a
strong anti-noise ability. Visual comparisons can be found in our
supplementary file.

4.4.2 Sparsity Test. To evaluate our method’s ability to deal with
sparse input, we decrease the input point number from 30k to 20k
gradually, and present the results in Table 4. We can see only a
small performance drop, and even with only 20k points as input,
our method outperforms baseline methods with 30k points as input;
see results in Table 1 “Chairs” category. Again, visual comparisons
can be found in our supplementary file.

4.5 Method Component Analysis
We here compare different implementations for sub-modules (geom-
etry extraction, inpainting and unprojection module) of our method
by replacing one module at a time while keeping others unchanged.
All experiments in this subsection are conducted on the full test
set of the chair category of ShapeNetCoreV2 dataset with Gaussian
noise (standard deviation = 0.005).

4.5.1 Geometry Extraction. In addition to POCO, we further
explore extracting geometry by SPR and depth inpainting to in-
vestigate how the geometry extraction module influence the final
reconstructed textured mesh. Depth inpainting refers to inpainting
projected sparse 2D depth maps instead of RGB images, and then
reconstructing geometry from the inpainted dense depth maps by



Table 4: Comparisons on our method’s performance with
increased input point cloud sparsity.

Point Number PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ LPIPS ↓ FID ↓

30k 26.2910 0.9524 0.0570 4.9048
25k 26.2761 0.9517 0.0580 5.2412
20k 26.2553 0.9509 0.0594 5.6960

Figure 9: Geometry extraction module replacement results
comparing our POCO against SPR and Depth Inpainting.

Figure 10: Inpainting module replacement results compar-
ing our adopted DDNM against nearest interpolation, linear
interpolation, and DiffPIR.

depth fusion [12]. Please refer to our supplementary file for more
details and the quantitative results. We present the visual com-
parisons in Figure 9. We can see that, compared to POCO, both
SPR and depth inpainting suffer from noisy geometry, resulting in
noisy textures. Clearly, a higher-performance geometry extraction
module contributes to a more refined reconstructed textured mesh.

4.5.2 2D Inpainting. We compare different inpainting modules
in our pipeline, including nearest interpolation, linear interpola-
tion, DiffPIR [63] and our adopted DDNM, where DiffPIR is another
diffusion-based 2D image restoration method with inpainting abil-
ity. We provide the visual comparisons in Figure 10 and quantitative
results in our supplementary file. As can be seen, the other three
methods, though perform overall reasonably, fail to produce as clear
textures as DDNM, indicating the importance of a strong inpainting
module to the reconstruction performance.

4.5.3 Unprojection. We present the comparison results of differ-
ent unprojection strategies in Figure 11 and Table 5.

• “Opt. Scratch” denotes optimizing the texture atlas from
scratch [48];

Figure 11: Qualitative results of replacing our unprojection
strategy with others. “Opt.” denotes “Optimize”.

Table 5: Quantitative results of replacing our NBF unprojec-
tion strategy with others. “Opt.” denotes “Optimize”.

Unprojection Module PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ LPIPS ↓ FID ↓

Opt. Scratch [48] 26.1939 0.9473 0.0592 5.2619
Naive 26.2225 0.9500 0.0587 5.1068

Opt. Naive 26.2477 0.9511 0.0580 4.9389
NBF 26.2729 0.9512 0.0579 5.0309

Opt. NBF 26.2565 0.9516 0.0574 4.9326

• “Naive” selects the best views by direction priority;
• “NBF” selects the best views by our proposed Non-Border-

First strategy;
• “Opt. Naive” further optimizes the obtained atlas of “Naive”;
• “Opt. NBF” further optimizes the obtained atlas of “NBF”

while considering only loss in non-border areas.
The first row of Figure 11 shows an example, where optimiz-

ing from scratch fails on areas unseen from any view due to oc-
clusion. Both rows show that the naive unprojection yields the
above-mentioned artifacts from border areas, which can be slightly
reduced by further optimization. Only our NBF and Opt. NBF nearly
eliminate such artifacts. Table 5 also shows that our proposed NBF
and Opt. NBF outperform other unprojection strategies.

5 CONCLUSION, LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE
WORK

Conclusion.We propose PointDreamer, a novel zero-shot frame-
work for textured mesh reconstruction from colored point cloud.
PointDreamer predicts colors by 2D inpainting to utilize the strong
diffusion prior and achieves SoTA performance. We also propose a
novel “Non-Border-First” strategy to unproject the colors of pre-
dicted 2D images back to 3D space.
Limitation and Future Work. The main shortcoming of our pro-
posed method is its relatively low speed. We employed one NVIDIA
GeForce GTX 3090 GPU and it takes about 100s for our method to re-
construct a textured mesh, compared to NKSR’s 0.64 s. It takes about
72 s for DDNM [55] to inpaint our 8 multi-view images, which takes
most of the time. Replacing DDNM with a faster inpainting module
may increase our reconstruction speed. In the future, we may seek
to address this issue, and further explore 3D-aware inpainting and
relighting-supported texture reconstruction.
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A APPENDIX: IMPLEMENTATION DETAILS
A.1 Texture Field Baseline
A.1.1 Network architecture. Inspired by works [13, 43] that
represent 3D information by a feature tri-plane, we adopt the net-
work architecture of the open-source Convolutional Occupancy
Network [39], which also follows a tri-plane representation. Specif-
ically, we modify its one-dimensional output head for occupancy
prediction to three-dimensional for RGB color prediction.

A.1.2 Training. We follow 3DGen [13] to train the network by
the per-3D-point MSE loss on predicted and GT colors of sampled
3D points. Additionally, we also tried to employ the per-2D-pixel
MSE loss of 2D images rendered from GT meshes and predicted
meshes by differentiable rendering, but the experimental results are
worse, as shown in Figure 12. Therefore, we adopt the per-3D-point
MSE loss in our manuscript. We train the texture field network on a
single NVIDIA GeForce GTX 3090 GPU with a batch size of 24 and
a learning rate of 0.0001 for 2592, 024 iterations (about 356 epochs).

A.1.3 Inference. During inference, we first use POCO [2] to pre-
dict an untextured mesh from the input point cloud, and apply UV
mapping to it by Xatlas [59], which produces the 3D positions of
each valid pixel in the texture atlas. We query the color of each of
these 3D positions by our trained texture field network, to inpaint
the texture atlas, so as to obtain the final textured mesh.

3D Per-Point2D Per-Pixel GT 3D Per-Point2D Per-Pixel GT

Figure 12: Visual comparisons of the Texture Field baseline
trained with different losses. “2D per-pixel” denotes render-
ing the generated textured mesh to multi-view 2D images,
and then calculating the MSE loss between the rendered and
GT images. “3D per-point” denotes calculating MSE loss be-
tween the predicted and GT colors of sampled 3D points.

A.2 Depth Inpainting for Geometry Extraction
With 2D inpainting adopted as the key for our texture reconstruc-
tion, we can also introduce it to geometry reconstruction, by in-
painting 2D depth maps instead of RGB images. Specifically, we
follow the following steps to reconstruct untextured meshes from
the input point cloud, as shown in Figure 13:

(1) We generate multi-view sparse depth maps by projecting
3D points to 2D, and assigning the value of each pixel as
the depth value of the corresponding 3D point. Note that,
similar to generating our sparse RGB images, hidden point
removal is conducted for each viewpoint before projecting.

(2) Since depth fusion requires depth maps’ background pixels
to have infinite values to produce a reasonable mesh, we
generate foreground masks by projecting 3D points to 2D
space with a relatively big point size, i.e. the number of 2D
pixels occupied by each 3D point. In this way, most fore-
ground pixels (pixels that should correspond to a point on
the 3D mesh) can be occupied, and we use the closing oper-
ation of morphology to fill the rest small holes. In addition,
since we use a big point size to generate the foreground
mask, the mask would be bigger than the ground truth, so
we shrink the generated mask by erosion.

(3) We inpaint the foreground pixels of the sparse depth maps
into dense ones by nearest interpolation considering effi-
ciency.

(4) We produce an untextured mesh by depth fusion based on
the inpainted dense depth maps, and conduct mesh simplifi-
cation [10] and Taubin Smooth [52] to it as post-processing,
to get the final untextured mesh.

B APPENDIX: MORE EXPERIMENTAL
RESULTS

B.1 Effect of Different 𝐾 Values (Number of
Viewpoints for Projection and Inpainting)

To investigate the effect of different numbers of viewpoints (de-
noted as 𝐾 ) for projection and inpainting, we conduct experiments
on the motorbike category or ShapeNetCoreV2 dataset by using
different 𝐾 values including 6, 8, and 20. Table 6 shows the distri-
bution of cameras for each setting, together with the quantitative
results. We can see that more views contribute to a slightly higher
reconstruction quality. Visual comparisons in Figure 14 also show
that, an insufficient number of views would produce artifacts in
invisible or occluded areas, thus impacting the performance.

Considering that using 𝐾 = 20 views is only slightly better than
setting 𝐾 = 8, but inpainting more views’ images can be much
more time-consuming, we set the number of views to be 8 for
most datasets in our manuscript to balance both effectiveness and
efficiency. The only exception is the motorbike category from the
ShapeNetCoreV2 dataset, for which we use the 20 views instead,
considering motorbikes’ more complex geometry and topology.

B.2 Visual Comparisons: Impact of Degraded
Input Quality

B.2.1 Anti-Noise Ability Analysis. Figure 15 presents the visual
comparisons of our method and baseline methods’ reconstructed
meshes from noisy or clean input point clouds. Overall, we have the
following observations, which are consistent with the quantitative
results in our manuscript:

(1) As expected, all methods produce higher-quality textured
meshes with clean input point clouds compared to noisy
ones.

(2) Our PointDreamer shows a relatively high anti-noise ability,
where only a small performance drop is observed when
giving noisy input.
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Figure 13: Pipeline of extracting geometry by depth inpainting.

Table 6: Quantitative results of using different 𝐾 values (numbers of viewpoints for projection and inpainting) on the motorbike
category of ShapeNetCoreV2 dataset. More views contribute to a slightly higher reconstruction quality.

Viewpoint Number Camera Distribution PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ LPIPS ↓ FID ↓

6 At the centers of each face of a cube 20.8755 0.9273 0.0585 33.2870
8 Evenly distributed on a Fibonacci Sphere 21.0664 0.9287 0.0572 30.2113
20 On the 20 vertices of a regular icosahedron 21.2013 0.9299 0.0562 28.4213

6 Views 8 Views 20 Views Ground Truth

Figure 14: Visual comparisons of our reconstructed meshes
with different𝐾 values (numbers of viewpoints for projection
and inpainting). An insufficient number of views would lead
to artifacts in invisible or occluded areas.

(3) Our PointDreamer with noisy input point clouds shows
an even better visual effect compared to baseline methods
with clean inputs.

B.2.2 Sparsity Test. Figure 16 shows the visual comparisons of
our PointDreamer’s reconstructed meshes with different numbers
of points as input. There is a very small performance drop intro-
duced by decreasing the input point number, which can sometimes
be hard to notice by human eyes. This indicates a relatively high
robustness of our method towards varying degrees of input sparsity.

B.3 Quantitative Results of Method Component
Analysis

B.3.1 Geometry Extraction. We provide the quantitative results
of replacing our geometry extraction module from POCO to SPR
and Depth Inpainting in Table 7. As can be seen, POCO, as a state-
of-the-art deep-learning-based surface reconstruction approach,
outperforms the other two methods by a significant margin, espe-
cially regarding FID. This is consistent with the visual comparisons
(see Figure 9) in our manuscript where both SPR and Depth In-
painting suffer from noisy geometry and thus low-quality textures.
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Figure 15: Visual comparisons of our PointDreamer’s and baseline methods’ reconstructed meshes, with noisy or clean point
clouds as input. Our PointDreamer shows a strong anti-noise ability by producing high-quality textures even with noisy input.

Table 8: Quantitative results of replacing our inpaintingmod-
ule fromDDNMtonearest interpolation, linear interpolation,
and DiffPIR.

Inpainting Module PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ LPIPS ↓ FID ↓

Nearest Interpolation 26.1175 0.9457 0.0618 11.0205
Linear Interpolation 26.1739 0.9474 0.0612 9.4725

DiffPIR 26.1582 0.9456 0.0652 9.4823
Our Adopted DDNM 26.2565 0.9516 0.0574 4.9326

20k Points 25k Points 30k Points Ground Truth

Figure 16: Visual comparisons of our PointDreamer’s recon-
structed meshes with different numbers of points as input.
There is a small performance drop when adopting sparser
input, which sometimes can be hard to notice by human eyes.

Table 7: Quantitative results of replacing our geometry ex-
traction module from POCO to SPR and Depth Inpainting.

Geometry Module PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ LPIPS ↓ FID ↓

SPR 19.4071 0.8752 0.1777 74.9854
Depth Inpainting 26.2502 0.9466 0.0717 20.7198

Our Adopted POCO 26.2565 0.9516 0.0574 4.9326

B.3.2 2D Inpainting. We provide the quantitative results of re-
placing our 2D inpainting module from DDNM [55] to nearest in-
terpolation, linear interpolation, and DiffPIR [63] in Table 8. DiffPIR
is another 2D-diffusion-based image restoration approach with in-
painting ability. As can be seen, DDNM outperforms the other three
methods thanks to its strong inpainting ability, which is consistent
with the visual comparisons (see Figure 10) in our manuscript.
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