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Figure 1. Surface Energy Optimized LiDAR maps. We visualize the spurious features (jitter) of reconstructed LiDAR maps, measured
by the shape operator norm |S|F defined over the surface. Our approach improves the smoothness of the surface while preserving the
geometric fidelity of the scene without incurring any additional inference time costs for large scale LiDAR sweeps.

Abstract

Neural implicit representations provide memory-efficient
signed distance field (SDF) parameterizations for large-
scale LiDAR scenes, but the geometry recovered from
sparse and often noisy inputs carries jitter and artifacts.
Classical geometric optimization techniques resolve such
artifacts with surface energy functionals, whose minimiz-
ers correspond to smooth surfaces. Motivated by this prin-
ciple, we formulate neural LiDAR mapping as the opti-
mization of energy functionals over the parameter space
of neural implicit representations. Specifically, we regu-
larize the signed distance field with an energy functional
defined on the shape operator of its level set, which repre-
sents the curvature of the surface, thus encouraging smooth-
ness along the surface. This adapts classical geometric pri-
ors to the scale of million-point LiDAR maps. Experiments
on large-scale datasets show reconstructions with improved
smoothness at preserved geometric fidelity, and no addi-
tional inference-time cost. The code is publicly available
at https://github.com/HrishikeshVish/nieo

1. Introduction
Constructing accurate geometric representations of large-
scale environments is a fundamental task in 3D computer
vision. These spatial models serve as the foundation for
downstream visual reasoning tasks, simulation frameworks,
and autonomous systems [2, 3, 33, 34, 43]. To capture

these environments, cameras and LiDAR (Light Detection
and Ranging) are the two most common sensors utilized in
practice. While cameras capture dense photometric infor-
mation, LiDAR provides the depth perception essential for
spatial modeling and geometric mapping. However, rely-
ing directly on raw LiDAR scans presents challenges. Cap-
tured point clouds can be noisy and often sparse, particu-
larly in areas with limited sensor coverage. This sparsity
makes generating high-fidelity surfaces complex, and the
resulting mapped surfaces often exhibit jitter. Ensuring that
the reconstructed surface accurately represents the continu-
ous underlying geometry while preserving localized details
remains a challenge in large-scale 3D mapping.

Neural implicit 3D reconstruction frameworks typically
map scenes using learnable continuous feature representa-
tions [23, 62]. When handling large-scale geometry, these
frameworks represent the environment using sparse hierar-
chical spatial features. This serves as a differentiable latent
state, using which an implicit neural representation learns
a continuous signed distance field (SDF) [50, 67], often
using physics-based priors derived from partial differen-
tial equations (PDE). Leveraging the connections between
the SDF and equations such as Eikonal PDE and the Pois-
son PDE [54, 67], recent works have regularized neural re-
construction through PDE based objectives. While Eikonal
and Poisson constraints provide metric consistency to the
learned field, noisy and sparsely sampled LiDAR observa-
tions can still introduce spatial jitter in the reconstructed
surfaces.
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A fundamentally different perspective on surface char-
acterization arises from smoothness priors derived from en-
ergy functionals. Neural reconstruction approaches have
used Hessians and their energies as penalties [9, 66] but of-
ten lose geometric detail due to excessive smoothing [58].
This is addressed by instead imposing constraints on the
singular Hessian [60] or by aligning gradients and the Hes-
sians [58]. However, these approaches struggle in sparse
and large-scale scenes. A key challenge in LiDAR sweeps
is that we often have large open regions spanning meters,
sampled sparsely and noisily. In these settings, Eikonal con-
straints can capture larger geometric structures, but noise
manifests as surface-level jitter. Meanwhile, classical ge-
ometry processing has long leveraged optimization strate-
gies over surface curvature energies defined by shape oper-
ators [13, 14, 17, 20, 48], which enable surface smoothing,
fairing, bending, and the tuning of surface-level irregular-
ities [35, 45], but their use in large-scale LiDAR mapping
remains unexplored.

Our Contribution. Motivated by these classical tech-
niques, in this work, we pose neural LiDAR mapping as a
surface energy optimization problem defined over the pa-
rameter space of neural representations. We consider the
energy functional defined over the shape operator, which
measures the surface variations. We find that this energy
can characterize the sharp, jitter seen on the reconstructed
surface and optimizing over it seeks a minimum energy
configuration for reconstruction. By applying this energy
as the regularizer for a sparse hierarchical neural implicit
representation, we show that the resulting maps exhibit im-
proved geometric fidelity across large-scale datasets. We
evaluate our approach on a diverse set of object-, building-
, and street-scale scenes using established LiDAR map-
ping benchmarks, including KITTI [19], MaiCity [53], and
Newer College [40]. To evaluate reconstruction of more
complex surfaces, we additionally construct a synthetic Li-
DAR benchmark from the Tanks-and-Temples [28] dataset.
We show that our method consistently achieves the high-
est overall F-scores across these benchmarks, outperform-
ing both LiDAR mapping methods and neural surface re-
construction approaches.

2. Background
2.1. Standard and Neural LiDAR mapping
Typical LiDAR mapping approaches relies on a variety of
geometric and probabilistic techniques. These involve cor-
respondence point optimization [56, 65], incremental trian-
gulation [31], Gaussian Process-based meshing [26, 42],
surfel-based meshing [7], and coverage maps [46]. Ad-
ditionally, volumetric Truncated Signed Distance Function
(TSDF) integration frameworks, such as VDBFusion [55],
provide efficient spatial data structures for merging range
sensor data. While effective, these explicit methods often
struggle to produce globally smooth manifolds from highly
sparse data.

To address the limitations of discrete meshing, im-

plicit neural representations have emerged as powerful
continuous surrogates for SDF estimation. Neural Ra-
diance Fields (NeRFs) and Neural LiDAR Fields (NFL)
[24] model scenes through coordinate-based networks [4].
For memory-efficient large-scale offline mapping, methods
such as SHINE [67], 3QFP [50], PIN-SLAM [38], and
LONER [25] introduce sparse, tree-based data structures to
accelerate neural implicit reconstruction.

2.2. Physics Based Approaches
The emerging physics-based mapping techniques integrate
mathematical priors into neural networks to constrain the
underlying geometry of the learned manifold. Among
these, data-driven approaches [22] use gradient-based data-
dependent kernels within the deep learning framework
[23, 61, 62], while physics-informed approaches embed the
governing differential equations like the Eikonal [59, 67] or
Poisson constraints [39] as loss functions to guide learning.
PUMA [54] leverages Poisson constraints for LiDAR map-
ping. Fully data-driven extensions utilize neural operators
[5, 29, 52] to implicitly model the underlying PDEs across
various graphics tasks [1, 6, 10, 51].

2.3. Neural Signed Distance Functions
Neural SDFs for surface reconstruction often leverage
higher-order gradient terms for improving geometric fi-
delity. The volumetric Hessian energy, introduced for sur-
face reconstruction by [9], is applied to neural fields by
RegSDF [66], which penalizes the Hessian of the implicit
function directly, minimizing the Hessian energy together
with a minimal-surface term. [58] penalizes the product of
the Hessian and the local gradient, which vanishes when the
gradient is an eigenvector of the Hessian. Neural-Singular-
Hessian [60] minimizes the determinant of the Hessian near
the surface. But these approaches can fail in large-scale and
highly sparse settings. Other methods include penalizing
the divergence of the gradient field [8], leveraging periodic
activations [44], symmetric Chamfer data terms [21], per-
turbed query coordinates [32], and neural Galerkin solvers
[63].

However, it has been shown that directly optimizing Hes-
sian energies can often lead to oversmoothing and eventu-
ally mesh degeneracy [58]. In sparse LiDAR settings, en-
suring smooth reconstructions while avoiding mesh degen-
eracy remains a key challenge. We propose to leverage the
shape operators [13, 16, 30, 36, 64], wherein, we define the
variational energy over the curvature of the level set. We
detail this in Sec. 3.

3. Problem Setup
Let χ = {xi ∈ R3, i = 1, ..., N} be the point cloud
sampled from the spatial domain Ω, where Ω ⊂ R3 de-
notes a bounded spatial domain equipped with the stan-
dard Euclidean metric. We seek to extract a surface mesh
M = (V,F), with vertices V and faces F, such that M ac-
curately reconstructs the underlying geometry of the scene.
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We define this surface as the zero-level set of a continuous
SDF, u : R3 → R, denoted by S = {x ∈ Ω | u(x) = 0}.
The discrete mesh M is extracted by applying marching
cubes to the signed distance field u. Our objective is to
learn the implicit mapping Gθ : χ→ u, where G is a neural
network parameterized by learnable weights θ.

3.1. Preliminaries
We consider scalar fields u : Ω → R, where u represents
the SDF parameterized by a neural implicit representation.
Throughout this work, we assume u ∈ H2(Ω), the Sobolev
space of square-integrable functions whose weak deriva-
tives up to second order are also square integrable. The
Hessian matrix of u is defined as [H(u)]ij = ∂2u/∂xi∂xj .

The shape operator S, as used in graphics [13, 16, 30,
36], defines the curvature of a surface. For the field u, it is
expressed through the unit normal n = ∇u/∥∇u∥ and the
tangent projector P = I − nn⊤ as

S =
P H(u)P
∥∇u∥

, (1)

whose eigenvalues are the principal curvatures κ1, κ2 and
zero, so that ∥S∥2F = κ2

1 + κ2
2 is the total curvature of the

level set [13, 64]. This can be expressed as a variational
energy over the surface Σ,

ES(u) =

∫
Σ

∥S∥F dA, (2)

whose minimizers define a smooth surface [12, 41, 64].

3.2. Neural Energy Optimization
In this section, we formalize the smoothness energy opti-
mization for large-scale LiDAR settings. Let Gθ denote the
neural implicit representation of the signed distance field u,
parameterized by learnable weights θ, so that the network
parameterizes the admissible function space. Let Xpool =
{(xi, si)}Mi=1 denote the finite set of samples drawn along
the sensor rays together with their SDF labels. At each opti-
mization step we draw a uniform random subset B ⊂ Xpool

of size N , and estimate the surface energy over B. Because
Gθ is differentiable with respect to its input coordinates,∇u
and H(u) are evaluated directly by automatic differentia-
tion.
Surface energy Optimization We estimate Eq. (2)
by its sample mean over the batch, ES(θ) =
|B|−1

∑
x∈B ∥S(x)∥F , with S as in Eq. (1). When

used alongside the reconstruction losses, the optimizer
serves as the minimizer of this expression and imposes
smoothness constraints.
Reconstruction constraints The SDF is typically modeled
as the solution to the Eikonal equation and is the standard
physics-informed loss used in surface reconstruction. Sim-
ilarly, as LiDAR surfaces tend to be non-watertight, a com-
mon loss used to ensure the interpolated points remain com-
pact is the minimal surface area constraint used in [66]. This

term helps compact geometry interpolated between sparse
observations: EM (θ) = |B|−1

∑
x∈B(ε/π) / (ε

2 + u(x)2)
where u(x) is the predicted signed distance at the sample x,
and ε = 0.08m is the width of the band around the surface
over which area is charged. We refer the reader to [66] for
the derivation of this term.

4. Training and Implementation Details
Dataset Details We evaluate our approach on standard
scene-level LiDAR sweeps. The MaiCity dataset [53] is
a synthetic dataset generated from a 3D CAD model of an
urban environment. It contains 100 frames, which were cre-
ated by simulating LiDAR scans through ray-casting tech-
niques. The Newer College dataset [40] consists of data
captured at New College, Oxford, using a handheld sensor
setup, which includes a stereo camera and a 3D LiDAR.
This dataset includes 1,500 frames and is accompanied by
precise ground truth measurements. Finally, we also bench-
mark against the KITTI dataset [19], a widely used dataset
for outdoor odometry tasks. KITTI includes sequences cap-
tured with a 64-beam LiDAR sensor, along with camera
data, and provides near ground truth estimates for incremen-
tal mapping in both urban and rural environments.

Existing LiDAR sets are often captured at street-level or
at building-level. We aim to understand the impact of sur-
face energy optimization on more complex structures. We
therefore consider Tanks-and-Temples dataset [28], whose
training scenes are captured with outside-looking-in trajec-
tories and span sculptures, large vehicles and house-scale
buildings, and whose per-scene evaluation thresholds run
from 3mm to 25mm, a range. This set contains a survey-
grade laser scan per scene together with an evaluation vol-
ume and an alignment matrix. We use five of its scenes:
Ignatius, Truck, Caterpillar, Barn and Courthouse, repre-
sentng the natural progression from object level to scene
level captures. We additionally consider the indoor Red-
wood scene [11].

Constructing a synthetic LiDAR set from Tanks-and-
Temples For each scene, Tanks-and-Temples provides an
image set, a camera trajectory, and a laser scan with an eval-
uation volume. The image set is the input a method is ex-
pected to reconstruct from, and the laser scan is held out
as the evaluation reference. To construct a synthetic Li-
DAR set, we convert the image set into a per-frame point
cloud. We use COLMAP [18] to reconstruct each scene
from the published camera poses, running feature extrac-
tion, sequential matching and point triangulation, followed
by dense multi-view stereo. This produces a depth map
per image, which we back-project into a per-frame point
cloud paired with that frame’s camera centre. Each frame is
cropped to the evaluation volume published with the scene.
The transform published with each scene includes a scale
factor, which we apply to the points, so that distances in
the converted scene are in metres. Camera intrinsics are es-
timated per scene: we project the ground-truth points into
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Figure 2. Framework architecture: Our architecture consists of an implicit neural representation and a learnable octree, trained using the
continuous smoothness energy as a geometric supervision signal.

Figure 3. Qualitative comparison across scenes. One column per scene (Truck, Barn, Courthouse): input cloud, Base, and ours. All three
share a sampler, octree and decoder, so only the regularizer differs.

each image at a candidate focal length, take the outline of
the projected region, and score the mean image gradient
along it, choosing the focal length with the highest score.

Feature Encoding and Sampling: Across these datasets,
we adopt the hierarchical parameterization strategy estab-
lished by recent offline implicit models [50, 67]. We param-
eterize the SDF using a differentiable hierarchical octree-
based feature grid. Multi-resolution features are stored in
hash tables indexed by Morton codes, enabling O(1) query
access without dense memory allocation. For a given 3D

point xi, the octree features are passed into a shared 2-
layer MLP with smooth activations in between the layers.
For ground-truth supervision, we compute the ray-aligned
signed distance di from the sensor origin to the measured
LiDAR point cloud. Following the sampling strategy es-
tablished in SHINE [67], we recognize that precise SDF
values far from the surface have very little impact on the
final geometry, whereas values close to zero define the sur-
faces and should exert a higher impact. Thus, the distance
is mapped to an occupancy probability li ∈ [0, 1] using a
sigmoid function with a truncation hyperparameter σ, al-
lowing us to densely sample training points within a ±3σ
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band around the surface. For the octree and the architecture
parameterizations we use the hyperparameters and training
setups specified in SHINE [67], which we provide in Ap-
pendix section C.

Our framework is designed for unbounded, incremental
large-scale mapping. Consequently, the computational do-
main Ω dynamically expands as the sensor traverses the en-
vironment. Because the map is unbounded, we do not im-
pose classical Dirichlet or Neumann constraints on a global
boundary ∂Ω. Instead, the energy prior is evaluated point-
wise over the aggregated coordinate pool (managed via our
sliding-window sampler). This ensures the smoothness con-
straint is enforced locally.

Loss Formulation. Our architecture, based on SHINE
[67], is optimized end-to-end using a joint objective. We use
the Binary Cross-Entropy (BCE) formulation of SHINE,
which applies a sigmoid mapping to the predicted signed
distance values, (oi = σ(Gθ(xi))). This formulation re-
flects the observation that surface reconstruction is gov-
erned primarily by the zero-level set, while errors far from
the surface have little influence on the geometry.

Lbce =
1

N

N∑
i=1

[li log(oi) + (1− li) log(1− oi)] (3)

where, li denotes the label computed by applying sigmoid to
the projected distance to the surface li = σ(di). In addition
to the above loss, the standard Eikonal loss from SHINE is
employed to enforce the metric property of the signed dis-
tance field through its spatial gradients. These two terms
combine with the terms of Sec. 3 to give the objective of
Eq. (4). In practice, second-order derivatives exhibit larger
numerical magnitudes than first-order losses (Tab. 7), moti-
vating the use of smaller weights.
Total objective. The three constraints are combined with
the binary cross-entropy data term from [67] and the overall
loss is given by

L = λ1Lbce + λ2LEikonal + λSES + λMEM , (4)

and the variational problem becomes the finite-dimensional
optimization θ∗ = argminθ L(θ). λS and λM are set per
scene so that each term contributes a fixed fraction of the
total loss at initialization, measured on the untrained field.
We provide the theoretical background in Appendix Sec. A
and the optimization algorithm in Appendix Sec. B. Follow-
ing [67], we set λ1 = 0.1 and λ2 = 0.1. The single-term
ablation of Tab. 7 studies the sensitivity of that choice.

Code and configurations for all reported experiments
will be released.

Evaluation protocol: After training, the mesh is ex-
tracted by querying the field on a regular grid spanning
the occupied octree nodes and running marching cubes, so
the vertices span points beyond the training set. Accuracy

is measured from the mesh vertices to the laser scan, and
completeness from the scan to the mesh surface using exact
point-to-triangle distance, both restricted to the published
evaluation volume.

Evaluation Metrics: To quantitatively assess the fidelity
of our neural implicit reconstructions, we leverage the stan-
dard reconstruction metrics from the prior works [67]. Ac-
curacy (Acc.) measures the median distance from the re-
constructed surface to the ground-truth point cloud, whereas
Completeness (Comp.) quantifies the median distance from
the ground-truth points to the reconstructed surface, both
evaluated against the surface itself using a bounding vol-
ume hierarchy. The Chamfer-L1 (CD-L1) distance provides
a comprehensive bidirectional nearest-neighbor error. We
compute Precision (Acc. Ratio) and Recall (Comp. Ratio)
at a per-scene threshold τ to derive the overall F1 score. Fol-
lowing standard evaluation protocols, we employ an error
threshold of 10 cm for the MaiCity and KITTI datasets, and
20 cm for the NewerCollege dataset. For KITTI, we utilize
an aggregated projection of the point-cloud frames as the
ground truth, whereas NewerCollege and MaiCity provide
precomputed ground-truth point clouds.

5. Experiments

Table 1. Quantitative results on NewerCollege, KITTI and MaiC-
ity. Threshold 10 cm (MaiCity, KITTI) and 20 cm (NewerCol-
lege). Bold is best.

DATA MODEL ACC.
[cm]↓

COMP.
[cm]↓

C-L1
[m]↓

ACC.
RATIO

[%]↑

COMP.
RATIO

[%]↑

F
SCORE

[%]↑

Newer
College

PUMA 7.70 15.37 0.107 89.77 80.31 84.77
VDB
FUSION 7.10 12.40 0.095 92.81 88.56 90.63

NKSR 20.10 33.70 0.168 54.77 44.38 49.03
PIN
SLAM 11.04 9.30 0.137 62.92 96.67 76.22

3QFP 6.72 10.50 0.097 93.63 93.35 93.48
SHINE 6.70 10.00 0.084 93.80 93.60 93.70
OURS 5.68 11.18 0.082 97.08 91.88 94.41

Kitti

ImMesh 8.65 18.67 0.077 70.20 60.33 64.89
PIN
SLAM 12.33 25.81 0.09 66.43 56.70 61.18

3QFP 7.24 4.63 0.059 70.48 92.25 79.91
SHINE 7.04 4.62 0.058 72.18 92.70 81.16
OURS 6.23 4.39 0.056 75.74 93.96 83.87

MaiCity

ImMesh 6.78 6.10 0.077 73.06 84.42 78.33
PUMA 3.50 27.58 0.056 93.01 57.45 71.02
VDB
FUSION 4.00 7.10 0.044 93.01 78.22 84.97

PIN
SLAM 7.39 5.50 0.0812 61.36 88.75 72.56

3QFP 1.51 3.20 0.031 94.91 95.61 95.25
SHINE 1.11 3.25 0.029 96.61 95.20 95.90
OURS 1.07 3.79 0.024 97.94 94.17 96.01

5.1. Quantitative Results
5.1.1. LiDAR mapping baselines
We begin by discussing how our proposed approach com-
pares against LiDAR mapping baselines. While baseline ar-
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Figure 4. Neural implicit reconstruction via energy optimization. (Top) KITTI 00, bird’s-eye. (Bottom) Newer College, front view.

Table 2. Ablation study evaluating the impact of different physics-
informed formulations on the Newer College dataset.

Method ACC.
[cm]↓

COMP.
[cm]↓

C-L1
[m]↓

ACC.
RATIO

[%]↑

F
SCORE

[%]↑
Eikonal 6.70 10.00 0.084 93.80 93.70
Poisson 6.55 18.25 0.141 95.63 63.09
Energy Only 6.68 17.12 0.125 93.05 65.27
Eikonal + Dirichlet Energy 6.57 11.41 0.083 95.12 93.39

Eikonal + Surface Energy 5.68 11.18 0.082 97.08 94.41

chitectures approximate a valid SDF, they often lack a gov-
erning prior to manage the structural noise inherent in mas-
sive, noisy point clouds. As reported in Tab. 1 (where ours
refers to energy optimized SHINE framework), our frame-
work improves surface Accuracy and F-scores across all
three benchmarks. Compared to the strongest performing
baselines, our approach yields accuracy improvements of
approximately 11.5% on KITTI (from 7.04 cm to 6.23 cm)
and 15.2% on Newer College Dataset (from 6.70 cm to 5.68
cm). When processing millions of LiDAR points, where
prior models overfit to sparse regions and produce topolog-
ical jitter, the energy formulation biases the network toward
well-conditioned, smooth SDF. In contrast, we find MaiCity
to have more marginal improvements. We observe that this
is because the baselines already perform well on this syn-
thetic dataset, where the points are largely well structured.
We provide qualitative visual results in Fig. 4 as well as
Appendix Fig. 10. We find that our proposed approach im-
proves over regularizations defined by Poisson forms [39],
and Dirichlet energy forms [49], as shown in Tab. 2. First,
Energy Only optimization performs poorly because it lacks

the Eikonal constraint, which enforces the metric structure
of the signed distance field and anchors the implicit rep-
resentation to a valid distance function. Second, the en-
ergy operator is sensitive to the high-frequency fluctuations
present in the observations, producing gradient magnitudes
several orders larger than the primary reconstruction losses.
Thus, the energy term must be heavily down-weighted, with
the optimum occurring near (3e−9). In this regime, it oper-
ates not as a competing metric constraint, but as a princi-
pled geometric inductive bias. It resolves the ill-posedness
of sparse point cloud mapping by identifying the geometri-
cally smoothest and most structurally stable manifold from
the family of valid distance fields satisfying the Eikonal
constraint. Lastly, simpler first-order or Laplacian-based
regularizers provide weaker geometric constraints, which is
consistent with prior works [47, 48].

5.1.2. Neural Reconstruction Baselines
To analyze our approach more rigorously, we compare
our optimization approach with eight baselines - RegSDF
[66], DiGS [8], SIREN [44], GradHess [58], Singular Hes-
sian [60], DiffCD [21], Stochastic Preconditioning [32] and
NeuralSSD [22]. To ensure fairness in comparison, we
setup all these approaches over the base SHINE architecture
(Denoted by Base). We leverage the Tanks-and-Temples
dataset, which provides objects of increasing complexity,
ranging from vehicles to building complexes. This enables
us to analyze how the approach behaves in objects with
complex curved surfaces such as trucks, and on large pla-
nar surfaces seen in buildings. Besides F-score, Chamfer
distance and normal-augmented F-score from [66], we mea-
sure the vertex count and, the energy reduction (∆E), which
is the ratio of curvature energy of the regularization method
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Table 3. Reconstruction metrics and field characteristics.
Quantitative comparisons against neural reconstruction baselines.
† denotes settings with lower vertex count and lower energies, but
higher Chamfer distance and lower F-scores than baseline, indi-
cating oversmoothing.

Scene Method F
Score↑

CD-L1

(mm)↓
F

Scoren↑ ∆E
Vert.
(M)

Tr
uc

k

Base 52.4 8.64 45.8 — 6.42
RegSDF [66] 51.6 8.95 49.4 2.48† 3.40†

NeuralSSD [63] 51.7 8.79 46.3 2.88† 2.00†
GradHess [58] 52.0 8.71 46.0 1.07 5.21
Sing. Hessian [60] 52.5 8.65 45.9 0.56 5.63
DiGS [8] 52.3 8.65 45.2 0.81 6.04
SIREN [44] 51.3 8.79 45.3 0.06 5.39
DiffCD [21] 52.1 8.66 45.3 1.01 6.13
Stoch. Prec. [32] 52.4 8.65 45.8 1.05 5.68
Ours 54.1 8.59 50.7 1.96 4.39

B
ar

n

Base 40.8 19.55 26.6 — 6.71
RegSDF [66] 37.2 20.59 26.3 2.01† 4.37†

NeuralSSD [63] 39.9 21.07 33.7 1.58† 4.50†
GradHess [58] 40.3 19.32 29.4 0.56 9.57
Sing. Hessian [60] 42.0 19.38 34.5 0.39 9.63
DiGS [8] 40.5 19.47 32.3 0.16 9.09
SIREN [44] 40.2 19.29 29.2 0.02 6.32
DiffCD [21] 40.9 19.22 26.5 0.96 7.45
Stoch. Prec. [32] 41.4 19.52 34.2 0.69 10.34
Ours 43.3 19.19 36.8 1.21 5.23

C
ou

rt
ho

us
e

Base 26.0 71.09 15.5 — 5.19
RegSDF [66] 24.5 71.21 15.1 1.74† 3.42†

NeuralSSD [63] 25.9 74.14 17.2 2.08† 3.66†
GradHess [58] 26.1 72.36 16.1 1.42 4.71
Sing. Hessian [60] 26.9 71.26 15.7 0.66 5.11
DiGS [8] 27.8 71.34 15.5 0.25 4.98
SIREN [44] 25.2 71.11 16.8 0.83 5.02
DiffCD [21] 27.9 70.94 15.8 0.97 5.14
Stoch. Prec. [32] 27.5 71.42 15.4 1.12 4.88
Ours 28.3 70.32 17.4 1.60 3.69

to the baseline SHINE method. Full definitions are provided
in Appendix Sec. E.2. We present the results in Tab. 3, with
visual results in Fig. 4, Fig. 3 with additional visuals in the
Appendix.

Our key observations are that our approach consistently
exhibits the highest F1-score as well as normal-aligned F1-
score while reducing the Chamfer distance. We observe
that RegSDF and NeuralSSD generate surfaces which ex-
hibit the highest reduction of energy as well as the low-
est vertex count. This is consistent with the known over-
smoothing issues observed in these methods [58, 60]. We
observe that this results in the formation of holes within the
oversmoothed surface, as shown in Appendix Fig. 16. In
contrast, DiffCD exhibits moderate energy reduction, with
improved surface variance ratio, but struggles to resolve the
jitter completely, as shown in Fig. 1. Similarly, SIREN, Sin-
gular Hessian and stochastic preconditioning exhibit mod-
erate to minimal changes.

Limitation: While the energy-based approaches resolve
high-frequency structural noise, they inherently create a
conservative geometric bias regarding surface complete-
ness. Because the objective explicitly penalizes spatial
variations in the normal field, which mathematically cor-
respond to large Hessian magnitudes, the network resists
high-curvature topologies. Consequently, baselines can
achieve marginally higher absolute completeness on spe-

cific datasets (e.g., PIN-SLAM reaching 9.30 cm on New-
erCollege compared to our 11.18 cm, or SHINE achiev-
ing 3.25 cm on MaiCity vs. our 3.79 cm). Empirically,
we observe that this shift toward structurally constrained,
noise-reduced mapping directly translates to improved per-
formance and stability in downstream tasks.

5.2. Cost-Performance Tradeoff
Embedding higher-order geometric priors inevitably in-
creases the cost of training, since the curvature energy re-
quires evaluating second-order spatial derivatives through
automatic differentiation. Compared to first-order objec-
tives such as the Eikonal loss, this incurs additional mem-
ory consumption and computation during optimization. We
investigate this overhead in Fig. 5, which computes the
wall-clock time by simulating autograd operations over
40K steps. The second-order formulation requires approx-
imately 45 minutes of training time compared to 25 min-
utes for a first-order baseline, reflecting the cost of enforc-
ing second-order geometric regularity.

Importantly, this overhead is incurred only during train-
ing. The Hessian energy shapes the parameters of the
neural implicit representation, embedding the smoothness
prior directly into the learned field. Once optimization is
complete, inference consists only of evaluating the neural
implicit function itself, requiring no Hessian evaluations,
higher-order derivatives, or auxiliary optimization proce-
dures. Consequently, mesh extraction and downstream de-
ployment incur no additional computational overhead be-
yond that of a conventional neural implicit representation.

As an academic point of comparison, one may also con-
sider optimizing the fourth-order biharmonic residual as-
sociated with the Euler–Lagrange equation of the surface
Hessian energy (also shown in Fig. 5). Such a formula-
tion requires nested higher-order automatic differentiation
and rapidly becomes computationally prohibitive. Our ex-
periments indicate that a direct fourth-order implementation
requires nearly 300 minutes of training, yielding approxi-
mately a 6.6× increase in runtime relative to our Hessian
energy formulation.

What that additional training time buys is shown in the
middle panel of Fig. 5, which evaluates accuracy at interme-
diate checkpoints, not only at convergence. The two meth-
ods separate within the first few thousand iterations: the en-
ergy leads by 0.85 points at 15k, 0.9 at 25k, and 1.5 at 40k.
The unregularized baseline peaks near 25k and then drifts
back, while the regularized field continues to improve. The
prior therefore shapes the optimization trajectory from the
outset and does not act as a late correction to an already-
converged solution.

The number of points at which the Hessian is evaluated
is the sampler batch size, fixed by the optimizer, so it is in-
dependent of scene extent and of the number of captured
points. Figure 5 (right) compares the peak GPU memory
with the number of input points. The optimized SHINE
framework does not incur significant GPU overheads for the
second-order derivative compared to the first. We contrast
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step on Truck. (Right) Peak GPU memory against Hessian point count.

memory consumption for different scenes in the Appendix
Tab. 5.

Table 4. SLAM accuracy (ATE RMSE, m) against LiDAR odom-
etry (above) and LiDAR SLAM (below) on Newer College. Ours
is an energy-optimized PIN-SLAM variant.

Method 01 02 quad e math e ug e cloister stairs Avg.

F-LOAM [57] 6.74 - 0.40 0.26 0.09 7.69 - 3.04
KISS-ICP [56] 0.62 1.88 0.10 0.07 0.33 0.30 - 0.55

SuMa [7] 2.03 3.65 0.28 0.16 0.09 0.20 1.85 1.18
MULLS [37] 2.51 8.39 0.12 0.35 0.86 0.41 - 2.11

MD-SLAM [15] - 1.74 0.25 - - 0.36 0.34 -
SC-LeGO-LOAM [27] - 1.30 0.09 - - 0.20 3.20 -

PIN-LO [38] 2.08 5.32 0.09 0.09 0.07 0.19 0.07 1.13
PIN-SLAM [38] 0.43 0.31 0.09 0.09 0.07 0.15 0.06 0.17

OURS 0.39 0.31 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.15 0.04 0.15
All sequences are with loops. The best result is bold and the second best is underscored. 7 denotes failure.
- indicates the number is not reported and unavailable using the open-source code.

5.3. Downstream Tasks
To investigate whether the geometric regularity induced by
our energy formulation extends beyond surface reconstruc-
tion, we evaluate its impact on Simultaneous Localization
and Mapping (SLAM). In neural implicit SLAM systems,
pose estimation is performed by directly registering incom-
ing scans against the learned signed distance field (SDF),
with the optimization relying on both the predicted distance
values and their spatial gradients. Consequently, the quality
of the implicit representation can directly influence down-
stream localization performance. While the Eikonal ob-
jective constrains the magnitude of the SDF gradient, our
Hessian energy additionally regularizes its spatial variation,
promoting a smoother and more coherent implicit geometry
throughout the mapped environment.

To quantitatively evaluate this effect, we measure the
root-mean-square error (RMSE) of the absolute trajec-
tory error (ATE) using Umeyama alignment on the Newer
College benchmark. As shown in Tab. 4, incorporating
our energy-optimized implicit representation into the PIN-
SLAM mapping backend yields consistent improvements in
localization accuracy without modifying the odometry or
optimization pipeline. Averaged across all evaluated se-
quences, our method achieves an ATE RMSE of 0.15 m

compared to 0.17 m for the original PIN-SLAM formula-
tion, corresponding to an 11.8% reduction in average trajec-
tory error. Improvements are also observed on several indi-
vidual sequences, including sequence 01 (0.43 m→ 0.39 m,
9.3%), quad e (0.09 m→ 0.08 m, 11.1%), and stairs (0.06 m
→ 0.04 m, 33.3%). Although the proposed energy formula-
tion is designed as a reconstruction prior and not a localiza-
tion objective, these results indicate that improving the reg-
ularity of the learned implicit field can positively influence
downstream registration accuracy, highlighting the utility of
energy-optimized neural representations for robotics appli-
cations, although a detailed analysis of this interaction re-
mains an interesting direction for future work.

6. Conclusion

In this work, we introduced an energy-based framework
for neural implicit surface mapping that embeds classical
smoothness priors directly into continuous signed distance
fields. By treating the neural implicit representation as a
parameterization of the minimum-energy configuration of a
continuous energy functional, our formulation unifies vari-
ational geometry processing with modern neural field rep-
resentations while remaining computationally practical for
large-scale LiDAR mapping. Experiments demonstrate that
this energy-driven perspective consistently improves recon-
struction fidelity and geometric regularity while generaliz-
ing naturally to downstream robotics tasks such as localiza-
tion and mapping. Broadly, we believe this work establishes
energy optimization as a principled foundation for integrat-
ing classical geometric priors into neural implicit represen-
tations, opening new directions for physically grounded 3D
scene understanding.
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A. Theoretical Background
This section collects the definitions used in Sec. 3. All are
established results, restated here in our notation with their
sources.

Shape operator of a level set. For u with ∇u ̸= 0, the
unit normal of the level set is n = ∇u/∥∇u∥, and the Ja-
cobian of this normal field is Dn = P H(u)/∥∇u∥ with
P = I − nn⊤. Restricting Dn to the tangent space gives
the shape operator [16, Eq. 4],

S =
P H(u)P
∥∇u∥

,

whose eigenvalues are the principal curvatures κ1, κ2 and
zero. The same expression is used for neural implicit sur-
faces in [36, Eq. 1].

Bending energy. As S is symmetric with eigenvalues
(κ1, κ2, 0), its squared Frobenius norm is ∥S∥2F = κ2

1 +
κ2
2 = 4H2 − 2K, where H and K are the mean and

Gaussian curvature of the level set [20]. The integral∫
Σ
∥S∥2F dA is the bending energy of the surface, equal to

the squared norm of its second fundamental form [13, 20].
Where

∫
Σ
K dA is fixed, as for a closed surface by Gauss–

Bonnet, this energy is equivalent to the Willmore functional∫
Σ
H2 dA [16, 20].

The L1 form. [41] study Hessian smoothness energies
under the L1 norm and show that their minimizers are piece-
wise smooth, with non-smoothness concentrated on a sparse
set of ridges, where the corresponding L2 energy produces
uniformly smooth minimizers.

Relation to the ambient Hessian. Under the Eikonal
condition ∥∇u∥ = 1, differentiating ∥∇u∥2 = 1 gives
H(u)∇u = 0, so ∇u spans the null space of H(u) and its
remaining eigenvalues are the principal curvatures [58, 60].
In that case ∥H(u)∥F = ∥S∥F , and the volumetric Hessian
energy of [9, 66] coincides with Eq. (2).

B. Optimization Algorithm
We optimize the neural implicit representation by evaluat-
ing the Hessian prior natively within the parameter space.
Because our geometry is parameterized by a neural net-
work, the Hessian operator can be evaluated efficiently
through double automatic differentiation. The optimization
procedure for a given scene is detailed in Algorithm 1.

Remark. The octree features are interpolated with the
polynomial scheme implemented in the SHINE codebase
[67], f(t) = 3t2 − 2t3 for spatial queries. Each axis
is passed through f independently, and the eight corner
weights are the products of the three resulting factors. Be-
cause its first derivative vanishes smoothly at the voxel

Algorithm 1 Neural Energy Optimization

Require: Pre-computed coordinate pool Xpool, Feature
Octree O, MLP Decoder Gθ, Max Iterations T , Batch
Size B.

1: Initialize network parameters θ, octree features, and
variance parameter σ.

2: for t = 1 to T do
3: Sample random mini-batch of coordinates X ⊂

Xpool of size B
4: Require Gradient: X .requires grad (True)
5: Query multi-resolution features: F ← O(X )
6: Predict SDF values: Ŝ ← Gθ(F )
7: // Compute First and Second-Order Derivatives
8: G← ∇X Ŝ (via first-order autograd)
9: Initialize Hessian matrix H ∈ RB×3×3

10: for i = 1 to 3 do
11: H[:, i, :] ← ∇XG[:, i] (via second-order auto-

grad)
12: end for
13: // Compute Optimization Objectives
14: LSDF ← BinaryCrossEntropy(Ŝ, Sgt, σ)
15: LEikonal ← 1

B

∑
x∈S(1−∥G∥2)2 (If applicable)

16: n← G/∥G∥2, P ← I − nn⊤

17: S← PHP/∥G∥2 (shape operator, Eq. (1))
18: LSurface ← 1

B

∑
∥S∥F

19: LMinimal ← 1
B

∑ ε/π

ε2+Ŝ2
, ε = 1/εm

20: // Total Loss and Backpropagation
21: Ltotal ← LSDF + λeLEikonal + λsLSurface +

λmLMinimal

22: Backpropagate Ltotal

23: Update θ, O, and σ via Adam optimizer
24: end for

boundaries (t ∈ {0, 1}), the interpolated feature field main-
tains continuity. When composed with the smooth activa-
tions of the MLP decoder, the ∇2

X Ŝ terms are piecewise
continuous (f ′′(t) = 6− 12t), and exist almost everywhere
(a.e.) in the Lebesgue sense. This enables the energy to be
optimized stably via autograd.

B.1. Smoothing Behaviour of the Energy

The smoothing behaviour induced by the continuous for-
mulation is illustrated in Fig. 6. For a signed distance field
corrupted by additive Gaussian perturbations, direct opti-
mization of the energy removes high-frequency oscillations
from the volumetric field, producing smooth zero-level sets
and well-conditioned iso-contours.
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Figure 6. Energy optimization in SDF fields. A noisy field with
artifacts (left) becomes smooth on minimizing the energy func-
tional (right).

Connection to Classical Mesh Smoothing

The proposed formulation is a continuous, mesh-
free counterpart to geometric smoothing in classical
mesh processing. Penalizing curvature on a discrete
mesh requires finite-difference operators, lumped
mass matrices and conic relaxations [41]. Impos-
ing the prior directly on the continuous signed dis-
tance field evaluates the same quantity through auto-
matic differentiation, so the smoothing emerges dur-
ing standard neural optimization without auxiliary
variables or specialized solvers (Fig. 6).

Table 5. Cost follows octree occupancy, not scene size. Feature
memory is C × d× 4 bytes at d=8.

Scene Finest ℓ (m) C (M) Feat. mem (MiB) α

Ignatius 0.005 7.41 226 −2.40
Truck 0.0075 16.88 515 −2.28
Caterpillar 0.010 16.99 518 −2.37
Barn 0.020 19.71 602 −2.24
Courthouse 0.050 11.72 358 −2.09

C. Additional Quantitative Results
Table 3 reports the three scenes the qualitative figures ac-
company: one object-scale (Truck) and two building-scale
(Barn, Courthouse). The remaining scenes are evaluated
under an identical protocol. We consider an additional in-
door scene Redwood[11], which is RGB-D and its ground
truth is registered to the camera trajectory rather than pub-
lished in a shared frame, so its absolute distances carry

a larger residual than the Tanks-and-Temples scenes. We
present the results in Tab. 6.

Figure 7. Energy-optimized neural points. Smoothness energy
embedded in PIN-SLAM on Newer College; estimated trajectory
in blue.

C.1. Baseline weight ablation
Each compared regularizer is swept about its own declared
weight, under an identical sampler, octree and decoder
(Fig. 8). A scale of 1 is the weight the corresponding paper
reports, so the absolute settings differ by orders of magni-
tude between methods and the sweep is plotted on a loga-
rithmic weight axis. We present the optimized settings in
Tab. 10 with other hyperparameters in Tab. 9.

D. Additional Qualitative Results
Figure 9 repeats the comparison of Fig. 3 on the remain-
ing scenes. As there, columns share a viewpoint per scene
and are scaled with the scene’s own extent, so apparent size
tracks physical size rather than filling the panel.

Figure 10 presents visual comparisons across LiDAR
mapping benchmarks of Tab. 1. Newer College is shown
from outside the quad looking in, under grazing illumina-
tion chosen so that the window reveals cast shadow; MaiC-
ity is a 30× 30m section of the street. Neither dataset pro-
vides colour – MaiCity is synthetic LiDAR with no inten-
sity channel and Newer College’s fused cloud carries none
– so the input panels are shaded by height rather than by
measured radiometry. We provide close up comparisons in
Fig. 4.

D.1. Per-scene curvature maps
Figure 1 shows the level-set curvature ∥S∥F on Ignatius;
the same visualization is presented in Fig. 11, Fig. 12,
Fig. 13, Fig. 14, Fig. 15, for every remaining scene. Within
a row a lighter panel is smoother than the unregularized
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Table 6. Reconstruction quality and field regularity, remaining scenes. Columns and protocol are identical to Tab. 3;

Scene Method F-Score↑ CD-L1 ↓ F-Scoren ↑ Energy Reduction Verts (M)

Ig
na

tiu
s

Base 67.7 3.09 59.7 — 2.03
RegSDF [66] 59.0 3.55 49.1 3.30 1.49
NeuralSSD [63] 61.6 3.45 51.4 3.56 1.29
GradHess [58] 69.1 3.05 59.7 0.97 1.78
Singular Hessian [60] 68.9 3.05 61.6 0.91 1.80
DiGS [8] 69.6 3.05 61.7 0.72 1.96
SIREN [44] 68.1 3.09 58.7 0.05 1.99
DiffCD [21] 70.01 3.02 62.2 1.36 2.08
Stoch. Precond. [32] 69.9 3.02 62.1 1.03 1.98
Ours 72.0 3.01 62.3 2.70 1.64

C
at

er
pi

lla
r

Base 45.1 7.89 36.4 — 6.96
RegSDF [66] 43.75 8.42 37.5 2.75 3.28
NeuralSSD [63] 43.6 9.61 36.6 3.60 2.79
GradHess [58] 44.1 9.73 34.5 1.25 5.53
Singular Hessian [60] 44.3 8.05 32.0 0.57 6.55
DiGS [8] 45.6 7.89 31.1 0.83 6.75
SIREN [44] 45.9 8.01 32.4 0.45 6.82
DiffCD [21] 46.3 7.80 31.3 1.06 7.11
Stoch. Precond. [32] 45.2 7.94 37.2 1.09 6.86
Ours 47.9 7.91 34.4 1.87 4.73

R
ed

w
oo

d

Base 54.2 34.61 45.2 — 2.92
RegSDF [66] 50.1 38.33 46.0 2.44 2.20
NeuralSSD [63] 48.3 34.52 39.0 2.49 1.82
GradHess [58] 51.2 33.84 41.5 0.06 2.75
Singular Hessian [60] 55.0 34.09 44.7 0.27 3.04
DiGS [8] 54.1 34.62 44.4 0.59 2.96
SIREN [44] 54.8 33.99 45.1 0.52 2.97
DiffCD [21] 54.3 34.46 45.2 1.39 2.93
Stoch. Precond. [32] 54.1 34.67 45.1 1.00 2.92
Ours 56.5 34.83 46.7 1.69 2.63
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Figure 8. Baseline weight profiles. F-score against the scale applied to each regularizer’s own declared weight, octree and decoder. A
scale of 1 is the weight published by the corresponding work; the declared weights differ by orders of magnitude between methods, and
stoch precond sigma m is a perturbation radius in metres rather than a loss weight, so the shared axis is relative.

reconstruction and a darker one is rougher. The scale is
per scene and the ranges differ by more than an order
of magnitude between them (for example 24–476m−1 on
Truck against 7.5–150m−1 on Barn), so panels are compa-
rable within a row and never across rows. Curvature alone
does not establish quality: a method can lower it by recon-

structing less surface, which is why these panels are read
together with the other metrics. In Fig. 16, we highlight
the impact of oversmoothing caused by directly penalizing
the Hessian energy, which introduces holes into the recon-
structed surface.
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Figure 9. Qualitative comparison, remaining scenes. One column per scene (Ignatius, Caterpillar, Redwood): input point cloud, Base,
and ours. Redwood is indoor RGB-D, and its world frame is the first camera pose, so it is re-oriented to a level floor before framing.

Table 7. Ablation of the energy weight on Newer College. Scales
are set proportional to the nominal Eikonal loss magnitude.

WEIGHT SCALE e−5 e−7 e−9 e−11

Avg. Scaled Energy Magnitude 2.86 7.8e−1 9.7e−2 1.5e−3

Reconstruction F Score [%] 5.44 64.73 93.95 91.44

E. Implementation and Experimental Details

To manage memory effectively and ensure scalable opti-
mization, we employ a sliding-window data sampler and
a multi-resolution feature octree. The structural parameters

of the decoder remain constant across all scenes: a 2-layer
MLP with a hidden dimension of 32, querying a feature oc-
tree with an 8-dimensional feature vector per node.

E.1. Dataset-Specific Hyperparameters
To accommodate the varying spatial scale and sensor den-
sities of different environments, specific hyperparameters
were tuned per dataset (summarized in Table 8).
• KITTI (Sequence 00): Due to the massive scale of the

outdoor trajectory, we utilized a slightly larger octree leaf
voxel size of 0.3 m. The network was optimized for
40, 000 iterations with an initial learning rate of 0.05.

15



Figure 10. Qualitative comparison on the LiDAR benchmarks. Rows: Newer College, MaiCity. Columns: input cloud (coloured by
height), SHINE [67], 3QFP [50], ours. SHINE is retrained here from the authors’ released configuration, so all three share the input, poses
and a 10 cm marching-cubes grid.

Figure 11. Level-set curvature ∥S∥F on Truck. Range 24–476m−1.

Figure 12. Level-set curvature ∥S∥F on Barn. Range 7.5–150m−1.

Figure 13. Level-set curvature ∥S∥F on Courthouse.

Figure 14. Level-set curvature ∥S∥F on Caterpillar.

• MaiCity & Newer College (NCD): These datasets fea-
ture higher local density and tighter structural boundaries.
We utilized a finer octree leaf voxel size of 0.2 m and a
reduced learning rate of 0.01. Optimization converged ef-

fectively at 20, 000 iterations.
• Other Scenes: The other settings were all trained for
40, 000 iterations.
Across all datasets, the energy weights were kept uni-
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Figure 15. Level-set curvature ∥S∥F on Redwood. Absolute values are not comparable with the Tanks-and-Temples scenes: this is an
indoor RGB-D reconstruction at a much coarser threshold.

Base
Volumetric Hessian

+ Min. surface

Curvature energy
Curvature energy

+ Min. surface

Figure 16. Qualitative effect of each energy term. A close-up
of the hood panel of Truck under four objectives, all sharing a
sampler, octree and decoder. The unregularized surface is pitted;
directly regularizing via Hessian energy exhibits oversmoothing,
resulting in a hole; the curvature energy removes it while the sur-
face stays closed.

form (λh = 3e−9, λe = 0.1) to demonstrate the robust-
ness and scale-invariance of our continuous formulation.
By maintaining a constant Eikonal weight, the network is
universally forced to represent a valid metric distance field
(∥∇u∥2 ≈ 1), allowing the Hessian energy to act strictly
as a second-order smoothness prior without competing for
the fundamental gradient structure. All input point clouds
underwent a uniform voxel downsampling with a resolution
of 0.05 m prior to network evaluation.

E.2. Metric Definitions and Table Conventions
The conventions below apply to Tab. 3 and Tab. 6.

Accuracy and completeness. Both are exact point-to-
surface distances computed with a BVH, not distances to a
point sample of the mesh. A point sample carries a discreti-
sation floor of roughly 0.5/

√
density, which on these scenes

is comparable to the threshold τ itself, so it would mea-
sure tessellation rather than geometry. Accuracy is point-to-
point on the predicted side because several ground truths are
unstructured clouds with no faces; completeness is point-
to-surface. The two are therefore not perfectly symmetric,

Parameter KITTI MaiCity Newer College
Octree Leaf Voxel Size 0.3 m 0.2 m 0.2 m
Voxel Downsampling 0.05 m 0.05 m 0.05 m
Batch Size 4096 4096 4096
Iterations 40,000 20,000 20,000
Learning Rate 0.05 0.01 0.01
SDF Loss Type BCE BCE BCE
Energy Loss Weight 3e−9 3e−9 3e−9

Eikonal Loss Weight (λe) 0.1 0.1 0.1

Table 8. Hyperparameter configurations across evaluation
datasets.

which we state rather than paper over.
Ground-truth point counts (M), which Comp. and

Cov. Ret. are measured against: Truck 8.07, Barn 12.75,
Courthouse 59.14, Ignatius 5.02, Caterpillar 7.26, Redwood
16.89.

E.3. Complete Parameter Listing (all scenes, all
methods)

Table 9 and Tab. 10 give every training and evaluation pa-
rameter used for the six scenes of Tab. 3 and Tab. 6. Both
are generated directly from the configuration file that each
run wrote into its own output directory, so they record what
was executed rather than what was intended.
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Parameter Truck Ignatius Caterpillar Barn Courthouse Redwood

Input
Frame stride (every frame) 5 2 6 3 3 16
Crop radius rpc (m) 8 8 8 15 40 8
Min. range (m) 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2
Voxel downsample (m) 0.008 0.005 0.01 0.01 0.025 0.01
Global z shift (m) 7.8 7.3 -157.65 21.3 17.79 –
Octree
Leaf voxel size (m) 0.008 0.005 0.01 0.02 0.05 0.02
Tree levels (world / feat.) 12 / 4 12 / 4 12 / 4 13 / 4 13 / 4 12 / 4
Feature dim. 8 8 8 8 8 8
Polynomial interpolation ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Sampler
Surface sample range (m) 0.024 0.015 0.03 0.03 0.075 0.05
Surface samples / ray 3 3 3 3 3 3
Free-space begin ratio 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Free-space end dist. (m) 0.16 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.5 0.3
Free samples / ray 3 3 3 3 3 3
Loss (shared)
Main loss sdf bce sdf bce sdf bce sdf bce sdf bce sdf bce
σsigmoid (m) 0.008 0.005 0.01 0.01 0.025 0.02
Eikonal weight λe 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
Optimizer
Batch size 4096 4096 4096 4096 4096 4096
Weight decay 1e−7 1e−7 1e−7 1e−7 1e−7 1e−7
Marching cubes
mc res (m) 0.008 0.005 0.01 0.01 0.025 0.01
Octree-masked MC ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
MC visibility level 2 2 2 2 2 2
Evaluation protocol
Threshold τ (m) 0.005 0.003 0.005 0.01 0.025 0.05
GT voxel size (m) 0.003 0.002 0.003 0.0067 0.0167 0.01
Acc. truncation (m) 0.017 0.01 0.017 0.033 0.083 0.1
Comp. truncation (m) 0.05 0.03 0.05 0.1 0.25 0.5
Normal threshold (◦) 30 30 30 30 30 30
Sample density (pts/m2) 1e6 2.27e6 1e6 – – –
Crop volume ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ –

Table 9. Per-scene training and evaluation parameters. Read from the configuration each run wrote into its own output directory. Shared
by all ten methods on that scene; parameters that differ between methods are in Tab. 10. Conventions: Sec. E.3.

Method Quantity Truck Ignatius Caterpillar Barn Courthouse Redwood

Base Learning rate 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01

RegSDF Learning rate 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Weight 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003

NeuralSSD Learning rate 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Weight 3e−5 3e−5 3e−5 3e−5 3e−5 3e−5

GradHess Learning rate 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Weight 3e−7 3e−7 3e−7 3e−7 3e−7 3e−7

Singular Hessian Learning rate 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Weight 1e−4 1e−4 1e−4 1e−4 1e−4 1e−4

DiGS Learning rate 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Weight 3e−4 3e−4 3e−4 3e−4 3e−4 3e−4

SIREN
Learning rate 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Weight 3e−4 3e−4 3e−4 3e−4 3e−4 3e−4
Activation sine sine sine sine sine sine

DiffCD Learning rate 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Weight 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

Stoch. Precond. Learning rate 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
σsp (m) 0.08 0.05 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.05

Ours
Learning rate 0.001 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Weight 3.12e−6 1.279e−6 5.546e−6 3.972e−5 1.693e−4 1.748e−5

Table 10. Per-method parameters. The only quantities that differ between methods on a scene; the rest are in Tab. 9. Each method enables
one regularizer on the common backbone. Each weight is the setting that maximized F-score in the sweep of Fig. 8, applied unchanged to
every scene.
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