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ABSTRACT

The large amount of data collected by LiDAR sensors
brings the issue of LiDAR point cloud compression (PCC).
Previous works on LiDAR PCC have used range image rep-
resentations and followed the predictive coding paradigm to
create a basic prototype of a coding framework. However,
their prediction methods give an inaccurate result due to the
negligence of invalid pixels in range images and the omis-
sion of future frames in the time step. Moreover, their hand-
crafted design of residual coding methods could not fully ex-
ploit spatial redundancy. To remedy this, we propose a cod-
ing framework BIRD-PCC. Our prediction module is aware
of the coordinates of invalid pixels in range images and takes
a bidirectional scheme. Also, we introduce a deep-learned
residual coding module that can further exploit spatial re-
dundancy within a residual frame. Experiments conducted
on SemanticKITTI and KITTI-360 datasets show that BIRD-
PCC outperforms other methods in most bitrate conditions
and generalizes well to unseen environments.

Index Terms— Compression, Deep Learning, LiDAR,
Point Clouds, Range Image.

1. INTRODUCTION

Recently, LiDAR point cloud compression (PCC) has been
gaining attention in multimedia compression. By providing
3D information, LiDAR point clouds are used to perceive the
surrounding environment in the scenario of autonomous driv-
ing. However, the storage or transmission of LiDAR data is
costly. This is why we delve into the challenging problem of
LiDAR point cloud compression in this paper.

There are two mainstream approaches for LiDAR PCC.
One is tree-based, and the other is range image-based. Tree-
based approaches are memory-efficient but suffer from the
resolution degradation issue, i.e., a decrease in the number
of points in the reconstructed point cloud, as observed in [1].
Range image-based approaches utilize the operational mech-
anism of LiDAR and represent point clouds as range images
through spherical projection. Figure 1 shows an overview
of the recent range image-based approaches that follow the
predictive coding paradigm. Sun et al. [2] propose an intra-
coding method based on instance-based clustering. The in-
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Fig. 1. Comparison between our method and others. (a)
The prior method omits the coordinates of invalid pixels in
range images, resulting in inaccurate predictions (shown in
Figure 5) . Also, it only takes the previous frames as reference
frames. (b) The prior handcrafted methods are hard to capture
complex dependencies, leading to inferior compression ratio.

sight of their approach is that the regions belonging to the
same object have spatial dependencies. Their clustering al-
gorithm segments a range image into disjoint regions. An
average depth value is computed to replace all the pixel val-
ues for each region. Finally, the residual values between the
ground truth and the average depth value are encoded. Wang
et al. follow their work [2] and proposed R-PCC [1]. To
improve the runtime of segmentation, they come up with a
region-based clustering method by farthest point sampling.
The above works [1, 2] only consider the spatial redundancy
of a single frame, while the temporal redundancy is not lever-
aged. Subsequently, Sun et al. [3] are motivated by the tra-
ditional video coding standard and develop a coding archi-
tecture that considers both spatial and temporal redundancy.
Given a frame sequence, their method first classifies every
single frame into intra- or inter-frame. Then, the method in
[2] is applied for intra-frame coding. As for inter-frame cod-
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ing, a neural network consisting of convLSTM cells takes the
frames of the previous time step as input, and performs frame-
level predictions. Finally, the difference between the ground
truth and the prediction is quantized and encoded by an off-
the-shelf lossless coder such as bzip2, LZ4, or Deflate.

The prior works on range image-based method provide
a good inspiration, while several aspects could be improved.
First, the characteristics of range images are different from
color images. Therefore, it is not a good practice to apply
color image prediction algorithms directly on range images.
The question of how to leverage the properties of range im-
ages to develop a better compression algorithm has still not
been sufficiently explored. In this work, our prediction al-
gorithm is aware of the coordinates of invalid pixels in the
range images. Second, it is not optimal to perform unidirec-
tional prediction, which only considers the frames in the pre-
vious time step. We show that bidirectional prediction could
achieve higher accuracy. Third, there is still spatial redun-
dancy existing in a residual frame. Applying quantization and
then lossless coding leads to poor rate-distortion performance.
As an alternative, we employ a deep-learned framework to
deal with residual coding. With more redundancy exploited,
better rate-distortion performance could our method achieve.
To sum up, our contributions are threefold:

• We propose BIRD-PCC, a LiDAR point cloud com-
pression framework leveraging the properties of range
images and adopting a deep-learned residual coding ap-
proach.

• BIRD-PCC makes an accurate prediction by consider-
ing the coordinates of invalid pixels and employing a
bidirectional scheme. Also, its residual coding mod-
ule is more capable of exploring dependencies within
residual frames.

• BIRD-PCC achieves a superior rate-distortion perfor-
mance in most bitrate conditions and generalizes well
to an unseen, larger dataset. At the same distortion
level, it costs nearly 20% less bitrate than the baseline
range image-based method.

2. RELATED WORK

Tree-based LiDAR Point Clouds Compression. The tree
data structure is a memory-efficient representation for sparse
point clouds. Draco [4] and MPEG G-PCC [5] are well-
known tree-based methods with KD-tree and octree data
structures, respectively, but neither uses deep-learned ap-
proaches. Recently, several deep-learned octree compression
techniques have emerged. Huang et al. [6] propose to use
stacks of MLPs that extract tree node features and predict
the distribution of a node symbol, given the features of the
ancestor nodes. To take temporal dependencies into account,
Biswas et al. [7] propose using the node features from the

previous time step so that the entropy model can make a more
accurate prediction of the distribution. To further exploit the
dependencies between tree nodes, Fu et al. [8] propose an
entropy model that considers not only ancestor nodes but also
sibling nodes. Besides, they propose an attention mechanism
for calculating the weights of different nodes.

Tree-based methods have been widely explored in recent
years and thought of as solutions for LiDAR point cloud com-
pression. However, the number of points of the decoded point
cloud is not guaranteed to be the same as that of the origi-
nal point cloud. This may lead to a divergence of resolution
between the ground truth and the decoded point cloud, while
range image-based methods do not suffer from this issue.

3. THE PROPOSED METHOD

3.1. Overview

Our compression pipeline is illustrated in Figure 2. The
setting is consistent with prior works [1, 2, 3], focusing
solely on 3D geometry coordinates rather than point at-
tributes. Given a sequence of LiDAR point clouds, each
point cloud is converted into a range image representation
x = {x1, x2, · · · , xT } following the formula in section III.
of [1]. The range image sequence is then split into a bunch of
coding units. For each coding unit, the first and last frames
in the time steps are treated as intra-frames, while the middle
k frames are treated as inter-frames. Note that k is a hyper-
parameter, and we take k = 1 in this work. Assuming that at
the time step t, the coding unit is denoted by {xt−1, xt, xt+1}.
R-PCC [1] is adopted to deal with intra-frame coding. As for
inter-frame, our prediction module takes decoded intra-frame
as reference frames and generates a prediction x̄ (section
3.2). The residual frame rt is formulated as the difference be-
tween the ground truth frame xt and the predicted frame x̄t.
Subsequently, the residual frame is encoded into a bitstream
through the residual coding module (section 3.3).

3.2. Inter-frame Prediction

A few research [12, 13, 14] has illustrated that a U-Net archi-
tecture with skip connections is capable of frame interpola-
tion or extrapolation. A simple approach for frame prediction
is to naively set the reference frames and predicted frames as
the input and output of the U-Net, respectively. However, this
will lead to a low-quality range image output. To address this
issue, motion information like optical flow is commonly uti-
lized to make a more accurate prediction in the field of deep-
learned video compression [15, 16]. However, this strategy
does not apply to range images due to the intrinsic difference
between color images and range images.

It is noticed that several of the coordinates in the range im-
age are invalid pixels, where the pixel values are zero. These
invalid pixels are caused by the absence of LiDAR laser sig-
nal return. In our prediction design, we leverage this property
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Fig. 2. Our inter-frame compression pipeline. (a) The prediction network takes decoded intra-frames x̂t−1, x̂t+1 and the
mask mt as inputs and generates a prediction x̄t. (b) The residual coding network ga and gs consist of stacks of convolutions,
residual blocks [9] and attention blocks [10]. For more details about the hyperprior model, please refer to [11]. Note that both
the encoded mask and the encoded residual frame should be considered as the bitstream to be stored or transmitted.

and demonstrate that the coordinates of these invalid pixels
are essential information to perform an accurate prediction.
Precisely, we extract a binary mask mt from the inter-frame
xt following the formula shown below:

mt(i, j) =

{
0 if xt(i, j) = 0

1 if xt(i, j) 6= 0
, (1)

where (i, j) is image coordinates. This binary mask is applied
as a filter to the last layer of the U-Net, refining the prediction
result. Note that the binary mask is considered as side infor-
mation [17]. Thus, we losslessly encode it into a bitstream by
bzip2. As for network training, the objective function is the
L1 loss between the ground truth and the predicted frame.

3.3. Residual Frame Coding

The task of residual frame coding is to encode a residual
frame into a bitstream. The method of prior work [1, 2, 3] first
quantizes the residual frame and applies a lossless coder such
as bzip2 to perform residual coding. However, the predic-
tion in the former stage may not be accurate enough. Hence,
there is spatial redundancy within a residual frame. The prior
handcrafted methods are not capable of fully exploiting re-
dundancy, leading to a poor compression ratio.

Our learning-based approach is motivated by the recent
research on learned color image compression [9, 10, 11, 18].
A variational autoencoder (VAE) is adopted to achieve trans-
form coding. We show that it is also applicable to LiDAR
residual signals. Specifically, during the encoding stage, an
encoder network ga performs a non-linear transformation that
maps the input from a pixel space into a latent space. To as-
sist in the feature extraction performed by ga, we concatenate
the binary mask mt and the input residual frame rt. The re-
sultant latent codes are then quantized and losslessly encoded

into a bitstream by an arithmetic coder [19]. In order to es-
timate the distributions of the quantized latent codes, several
entropy models have been proposed [10, 11, 18]. We opt for
the hyper-prior model [11] in our design due to its simplicity
and efficiency. At the decoding stage, the decoder network
gs inversely transforms the quantized latent codes into a re-
constructed residual frame r̂t. The binary mask mt is applied
as a filter to the last layer of gs, refining the decoded residual
frame. The Lagrangian training objective is a combination of
rate and distortion (MSE), the same as [11].

4. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

4.1. Settings

Dataset. The prediction network and residual coding network
are trained on 18.5k and 34k frames from the SemanticKITTI
[20] dataset separately. The evaluations with baselines are
conducted on the unseen, larger KITTI-360 [21] dataset.
Evaluation metrics. Bit-per-point (bpp) is adopted as our
bitrate metric. As for the distortion metric, we use Chamfer
distance which is also adopted and defined in [6, 22].
Baselines. Two tree-based baselines and one range image-
based baseline are selected in experiments. Draco [4] is an
open-source compression algorithm based on kd-tree released
by Google. G-PCC [5] is a compression standard based on
octree proposed by MPEG. R-PCC [1] is a range image-based
method that only performs intra-frame coding.

4.2. Quantitative Results of Rate-distortion Curves

To show the generalizability of BIRD-PCC, we compare the
rate-distortion performance with the selected baselines on the
unseen KITTI-360 dataset. Figure 4(a) shows the quantita-
tive results, indicating our method outperforms R-PCC at low
bitrates and surpasses tree-based methods at high bitrates.
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Fig. 3. Visualization of the ground truth and decoded point clouds of various compression methods. From left to right:
Uncoded ground truth, Ours, G-PCC, and R-PCC. The error color bar is shown at the bottom. Best viewed in color and zoom-in.
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Fig. 4. Rate-distortion (RD) performance. (a) RD curves
with our method and the baselines on KITTI-360. (b)
RD curves with various residual coding methods on Se-
manticKITTI.

w/ side information w/o side information

Fig. 5. The comparison of predicted frames w/ the mask
(left) and w/o the mask (right) applied. The predicted
frames back-projected to point clouds are shown. It is ob-
vious that the center area bounded by the green region has
more noise points in the case of not applying a mask.

4.3. Qualitative Results

In Figure 3, the decoded point clouds of our method, R-PCC,
and G-PCC are visualized. Our method could achieve lower
distortion while the bitrate is still less than the others. More-
over, our method maintains the distribution pattern of points,
particularly apparent in the central o-shaped area where the
point density should be high. However, octree-based G-PCC
fails to maintain the pattern due to voxelization.

Table 1. Prediction results of various designs.
Method L1 ↓ RMSEb↓ Acc.@0.1b↑

Avg. dist. between frames 2.250 0.322 49.2%
Bidirectional w/o SIa 1.354 0.393 52.5%
Unidirectional w/ SIa 0.338 0.333 59.7%
Bidirectional w/ SIa 0.288 0.302 63.6%

a SI: Side Information (Mask)
b The RMSE and accuracy metric is defined in [3] and [22].

4.4. Ablation Study

Choice of prediction module. We compare the prediction
quality of different choices of frameworks. In Table 1, we
show the effect of the binary mask during frame prediction.
Also, we compare the unidirectional approach [3] and the
bidirectional approach. For the sake of fairness, we use the
previous two frames as reference frames to make a prediction,
and the network backbone is still a U-Net in the experiment
of the unidirectional case. The experiments show that our de-
sign has the best prediction quality in all metrics. To exhibit
the benefit of the binary mask, we visualize the prediction re-
sults in Figure 5.
Choice of residual coding module. Different methods of
residual frame coding are compared, including our deep-
learned method and the prior handcrafted method. The same
residual frames are encoded by various methods under differ-
ent bitrate conditions. The results are shown in Figure 4(b). It
is worth mentioning that our method could achieve 40% less
bitrate than the prior method at the same level of distortion.

5. CONCLUSIONS

With the growth of the amount of data captured by LIDAR
sensors, it becomes increasingly worthwhile to explore how
to compress this type of data effectively. In this paper, we
present BIRD-PCC, aiming to find a solution for inter-frame
coding for LiDAR point clouds. We use a bidirectional pre-
diction framework and consider the coordinates of invalid
pixels to make a more accurate prediction. In addition, we
use a learning-based approach to exploit the redundancy in
the residual frame more effectively. The experimental results
on the KITTI-360 dataset show that the rate-distortion per-
formance of BIRD-PCC outperforms the prior range image-
based method and generalizes well to unseen environments.
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