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Abstract

Neural Radiance Fields (NeRF) have achieved huge success in effectively capturing
and representing 3D objects and scenes. However, several factors have impeded
its further proliferation as next-generation 3D media. To establish a ubiquitous
presence in everyday media formats, such as images and videos, it is imperative to
devise a solution that effectively fulfills three key objectives: fast encoding and de-
coding time, compact model sizes, and high-quality renderings. Despite significant
advancements, a comprehensive algorithm that adequately addresses all objectives
has yet to be fully realized. In this work, we present CodecNeRF, a neural codec
for NeRF representations, consisting of a novel encoder and decoder architecture
that can generate a NeRF representation in a single forward pass. Furthermore,
inspired by the recent parameter-efficient finetuning approaches, we develop a
novel finetuning method to efficiently adapt the generated NeRF representations to
a new test instance, leading to high-quality image renderings and compact code
sizes. The proposed CodecNeRF, a newly suggested encoding-decoding-finetuning
pipeline for NeRF, achieved unprecedented compression performance of more than
150x and 20x reduction in encoding time while maintaining (or improving) the
image quality on widely used 3D object datasets, such as ShapeNet and Objaverse.

1 Introduction

Neural Radiance Fields (NeRF) have been enormously successful in representing 3D scenes [54].
Given a handful of pictures taken from various viewpoints, it generates photo-realistic images
from novel viewpoints, proving beneficial for various applications, such as 3D photography and
navigation [34} 27, 33| [1} 136, 51]. In addition, ongoing research endeavors have enhanced its
compatibility with conventional graphics rendering engines by enabling mesh and texture extrac-
tion [56, (62| 2| [81), [70L 157, and thus, it further expands its usability. Moreover, the recent 3D
generation and editing techniques make it more valuable as a next-generation 3D media representa-
tion, opening new possibilities and applications.

The primary reason contributing to the longstanding success of image and video is the widespread
adoption of standard codec software and hardware [9} 75} 85, [65]. We simply take a picture or video
with our hand-held devices, and the encoder rapidly compresses the data. Then, the encoded data are
transmitted over network communication channels, and the receivers can consume the data with the
help of fast decoding software and hardware. We envision similar usage of 3D media using NeRF:
1) senders obtain multi-view images, 2) an encoder turns those images into a NeRF representation
(encoding), 3) the encoded representation is communicated through the network, 4) receivers decode
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the encoded data and users enjoy the contents by rendering from various viewpoints. We urge the
development of an algorithmic pipeline that can achieve rapid encoding and decoding speeds, compact
data sizes, and high-quality view synthesis to support this common practice.

Despite considerable technological progress, there has yet to be a fully satisfying solution to achieve
all of the stated goals. Training speed (encoding time) has remarkably advanced from days to a
few hours or minutes [[14, 21} |31} [55. [78. [76, 22, |45]]. However, due to the inherent drawback of
the per-scene optimization approach, they still require powerful GPU devices and at least tens of
thousands of training iterations to converge. The encoder-decoder approaches, which generate NeRF
in a single network forward pass, have been proposed [|83} 82, [15} 42 188,139} 29, 48l 20, [16} 61, 163]].
However, they primarily focus on few-shot generalization and do not consider the codec aspects,
and the rendering image quality is limited compared to the optimization-based approaches. On the
other hand, there has been extensive investigation into compact NeRF representations to minimize the
encoded data sizes [78l 164} 771140, [72} 80, 8,50, 137, [19]]. While successful, the suggested methods
are mostly based on the per-scene optimization approach, resulting in longer training iterations.

In this work, we introduce CodecNeRF, a neural codec for NeRF designed to accomplish the
previously mentioned objectives all at once. The proposed neural codec consists of a novel encoder
and decoder architectures that can produce a NeRF representation in a single forward pass. The
encoder takes as inputs multi-view images and produces compact codes that are transmitted to other
parties through network communications. The decoder that is present on both the sender and receiver
sides generates the NeRF representations given the delivered codes. This forward-pass-only approach,
as demonstrated numerous times by preceding neural codecs for image and video, can achieve rapid
encoding/decoding times and exceptional compression performance.

The forward pass alone, however, does not guarantee that the generated NeRF representation syn-
thesizes high-quality images. The primary issue stems from the scarcity of instances and diversities
within the existing 3D datasets, in contrast to the abundance found in image and video domains. This
shortage hampers the trained models’ capability to effectively generalize to new 3D test instances.
Therefore, we propose to finetune the NeRF representations on the sender side and further transmit
the finetuned ‘delta’ information to the receiver along with the codes. Then, the decoder on the
receiver side uses the transmitted codes to reproduce the initial NeRF representations and apply ‘delta’
to obtain the final NeRF representations. Since the initial NeRF representations from the forward pass
are already well-formed, the subsequent finetuning requires far fewer iterations than the per-scene
optimization approach, which results in significantly faster encoding time.

To reduce the overall size of the final code (codes + finetuning ‘delta’), we suggest parameter-
efficient finetuning (PEFT) techniques on the initial NeRF representations [24]. Finetuning the
entire decoder or NeRF representations substantially increases the code sizes to be transmitted,
negating the advantages of employing the encoder and decoder methodology. In this work, the NeRF
representation is based on K-planes method consisting of multi-resolution plane features and an MLP
network. We employ the widely used low-rank adaptation (LoRA) methods for the MLP and suggest
a novel PEFT technique for plane features inspired by the low-rank tensor decomposition method.

We have conducted comprehensive experiments using two representative 3D datasets, ShapeNet [13]]
and Objaverse [18|[17]]. The experimental results show that the proposed encoder-decoder-finetuning
method, CodecNeRF, achieved 150 more compression performance and 20x encoding (training)
speed up over the per-scene optimization baseline method (triplane) while maintaining the rendered
image quality. Additionally, we demonstrate the versatility of CodecNeRF by applying it on real
scenes from the DTU dataset [28]]. We perceive this outcome as unlocking new research opportunities
and application avenues using NeRF. The main contributions can be summarized as follows:

* We propose CodecNeRF, an encoder-decoder-finetuning pipeline for the newly emerging
NeRF representation.

* We design novel 3D-aware encoder-decoder architectures, efficiently aggregating multi-
view images, generating compact codes, and making NeRF representations from the
codes.

* We present the parameter-efficient finetuning approach for further finetuning the NeRF
representations that consist of MLP and feature planes.

* We achieved the unprecedented compression ratio and encoding speedup of NeRF while
preserving high-quality rendering.
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Figure 1: CodecNeRF encoder and decoder architecture. See (Section 3.1} for details

2 Related works

Fast training NeRF. Addressing the training time problem of the NeRF model has been the main
focus of subsequent studies. Plenoxels [22] and DVGO [76] employ 3D grid voxel approach, saving
color and density values explicitly and utilizing pruning techniques for time efficiency. TensorRF [14]
used tensor decomposition on voxel grid, while Instant-NGP [55] utilized multi-voxel grid encoded
through hashing indices. K-planes [21] demonstrated scalability to higher dimensions using multi-
scale planes combining with EG3D’s [12] triplane method while maintaining the speed advantages
of explicit 2D grid. In our approach, we also leverage multi-resolution triplanes, significantly
reducing optimization time in new objects. During finetuning, the pretrained encoder and decoder
remain frozen, updating only the decomposed feature tensors and LoRA weights, streamlining the
process. Our method, integrating multi-resolution triplanes with pretrained initialization and efficient
fine-tuning, offers a promising avenue for faster and more effective NeRF training.

Compact NeRF. Follow-up studies of NeRF aim to reduce storage size while preserving the per-
formance of the original models. TensorRF [14] and CCNeRF [80]] used tensor decomposition and
low-rank approximation to reduce model size. Also, several works [22}164] applied model pruning
scheme that can be an efficient method to reduce size. Plenoxel [22] pruned the empty voxel and
Masked wavelet representation [64] applied wavelet transform and trainable mask that can remove
coefficients. Related to quantization methods, Re:NeRF [[19] and PlenOctrees [87] used weight
quantization to compress explicit voxel grid. VQRF [40] introduced trainable vector quantization
method and VBNF [77] compressed feature grid by applying vector-quantized auto-decoder. We
designed our neural compression techniques that suitable for parameter-efficient finetuning and
achieved tremendous improvements in compression rate and also in training speed.

Neural codec for images and videos. Based on the classical rate-distortion optimization scenario
studied by Shannon [69], machine learning community generated numerous data compression
method. In image domain, along with CNN’s remarkable property as a feature extractor, encoder-
decoder [3,132] based methods proposed by Ballé [4} 5] are established as standard approaches. These
models are combined with an entropy coding, such as [66, |52, [26], and trained to minimize the
discretized code length while weighing the trade-offs between bit-rate and representation distortion.
Learning-based video compression methods, expanded from image techniques, have incorporated
time axis using optical flow [49], reference frames [41], and contextual learning [38[71]. Inspired
by neural compression methods in images and videos, we propose integrating neural codec into
parameter-efficient finetuning of 3D representations in a novel way.

3 CodecNeRF

This section describes the proposed CodeNeRF pipeline with detailed architectures and finetuning
methods. We explain the overall architecture (Section first and present detailed methods in the
following sections for each module: 3D feature construction (Section[3.2)), 3D feature compression
(Section[3.3), and multi-resolution triplanes (Section[3.4). Then, we present the training objectives
used to train the proposed architecture (Section [3.5)) and the parameter-efficient finetuning method
for generating compact codes (Section 3.6]and Section [3.7).
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Figure 2: 3D feature construction and compression architecture. See (Section and (Section
for details.

3.1 Overall architecture

Fig.[1|depicts the overall encoder and decoder architecture of CodecNeRF. Given IV input images
from different viewpoints, {1(™}_,  the goal is to produce a NeRF representation (multi-resolution
triplanes). First, a 2D image feature extractor module, featy, processes all input images and generates
2D feature maps for each input image, { f)}_,. Then, the unproject and aggregation module,
unproj and agg,, lifts the 2D features to 3D features and aggregates the unprojected 3D features

into a single 3D feature, f3p € RE*V*V*V respectively (to avoid clutter notation, we assume
height, width, and depth resolutions are same, V). The 3D feature, f3p, is further processed by
axis-aligned average pooling along each axis, resulting in three 2D features (a 2D feature for each
axis), fuy, fyz, f2z € REXVXV These 2D features are used to generate multi-resolution triplanes
by triplane,, and finally, we perform the volumetric rendering to render an image using MLP,,.
Furthermore, 2D features f,,, fy., and f,. are compressed by the compression module, comp, ,
producing the minimal sizes of the codes to be transmitted. The entire pipeline is differentiable, and
we train end-to-end to optimize all learnable parameters, {6, ¢, x, ¥, w}.

3.2 3D feature construction from multi-view images

In this submodule, we construct the 3D feature from multi-view input images. To extract 2D image
features, we adopt a widely known CNN architecture using feature pyramid [43]], producing an image
features (™) given an input image I("™). We process each view image individually using the shared
feature extractor, featy. Following the conventional NeRF training scheme, we assume that we can
obtain camera poses for input view images beforehand. The 3D feature construction can be written
as follows.

fap = agg¢({unproj(f(”),cam(”),coord) N, (1)

where cam(™) denotes the camera pose for the input views. Inspired by the recent unprojection
methods [47] [46]], we first construct a 3D coordinate tensor, coord € R3*V*V XV whose resolution
is V for all axis. Then, each coordinate is projected into 2D space given the camera pose, and
the feature is extracted from the image feature f(™) using bilinear interpolation, generating the
intermediate 3D feature. We use an aggregation module agg, paramaterized ¢ to combine N

intermediate 3D features and produce the final 3D feature, f3p € REXV*V*V We use a few 3D
convolution layers to aggregate features and further extract useful information.

3.3 3D feature compression

The goal of 3D feature compression is to minimize the number of bits required to reconstruct the final
NeRF representations, and f3p from the previous stage is 3D volume, thus inefficient for storage
and transmission purposes. In this work, we opt to use explicit-implicit hybrid NeRF representation,
triplane [[12]]. Triplane representation decomposes a 3D volume into three 2D planes, serving as a



prevalent technique for the NeRF representations [211 10, [73]. It scales with O(V2) for the resolution
V as opposed to O(V3) for a dense 3D volume.

We first transform the 3D feature into three 2D features by average pooling along each axis.

fay = avgpool-z(fsp), fy. = avgpool-x(fsp), fo. = avgpool-y(fsp), 2

where avgpool-x means average pooling along x axis. Then, comp  compresses the three 2D
feature maps using vector quantization methods [23}59]. It consists of a downsampling CNN, an
upsampling CNN, and a codebook (x includes all parameters in these three modules). First the
downsampling 2D CNN module process each 2D feature map to generate low-resolution 2D feature
map, lyy, lyz, Lo € RO XV'XV' (" << (' and V' << V). Then, we find the closest code from the
codebook to perform the vector quantization.

k* = arg}fnin Ilay.ij — exlly )

where e € RE*XC s the codebook, K is the codebook size, e, € RC’ /denotes the k-th element of
the codebook, k* € {1,..., K} is the founded index, and I, ; ; € RY denotes the element of I,
indexed by (%, j) location. During training, we optimize the codebook e, and the loss function for a
training instance can be written as,

Lyq = |lsgll] - €*||§ + Acommit ||sg[e*] — lHé ) “)

where sg [-] is the stop-gradient operator, and A¢ommit regulate the commitment to codebook embedding.
With the slight abuse of notation, here we define I € R3*C *V'xV" a5 the concatenated tensor of
three low-resolution 2D feature maps, and e* € R3XC" XV V" ig the collection of the codes we
extract from the codebook for all three feature maps using Eq. (3). Finally, the upsampling CNN
produces three 2D feature maps with the increased resolutions, fu., fyz, fz- € RE*V*V. During
training, the input to the upsampling CNN is [, but e* is used for the inputs during testing.

3.4 Multi-resolution triplanes

The previous works [55] 21} 1441135, 25| 58] have shown that using a multi-resolution representation
efficiently encodes spatial features at different scales. It encourages spatial smoothness across
different scales, superior convergence, and better accuracy. Building upon these observations,
employing different spatial resolutions would help reduce the number of features stored at the
highest resolution, thus allowing for additional compression of our model. Given this motivation, we
propose a hierarchical 3D-aware convolution block, triplane, that generates a multi-resolution
triplane revised from the one introduced in [84]. It introduces rolled-out tri-planes that attend to all
components from the relevant rows and columns, enabling cross-plane feature interaction.

(.fwyvfyzafwz) :triplanew(fl‘yafyzafwz)v (5)

where fo, = {f1,, f2,, f2,} is a set of multi-resolution triplane features for ‘zy’ plane, and f}, €

ROXVIxVi_ 2 e REOXV2xV2 and f3 € RY*V5*V5 are different resolution features.

The proposed triplane renderer consists of two distinct MLP heads, coarse and fine, for decoding the
RGBs and densities. Given a 3D coordinate p € R3, the decoder collects the tri-plane features at
three axis-aligned projected locations of puy, Pyz, Pz € R2, using bilinear interpolation. We simply
concat the tri-plane features across the different scales and aggregate by summation.

ftri(p) = Z concat(intp(.fl},apk)vintp(fl?apk)aintp(fl?apk))? (6)
ke{zy,yz,xz}
C(p)a 0(p) = MLPw(ftri (p)ap, PE(d))7 (7)

where intp(-, -) bilinearly interpolates the features given the projected 2D coordinates, concat(-)
concatenate the interpolated features, fi;(p) € R3 is the feature to be processed by an MLP network
to generate ¢(p) and o (p), the color and density of a point. PE(d) is the view direction after applying
the positional encoding. Finally, the volume rendering [53] is applied to render the images using the
two-pass hierarchical importance sampling method proposed by [54].
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Figure 3: Parameter-efficient finetuning. See (Section[3.6) for details.

3.5 Training objective

Here, we train our base model in an end-to-end manner with its fully differentiable properties. We
use L2 loss, denoted as L,,1, to measure the pixell-wise difference between the ground truth images
and rendered images.

Spatial total variation (TV) regularization encourages the sparse or smooth gradient, thereby ensuring
that the feature planes do not contain erroneous high-frequency data [21} 14, [73]]. We use the standard
L2 TV regularization as default to make the distribution of the triplane features smoother, as it
regularizes the squared difference between the neighboring values in the feature maps.

R SN » ol |

ke{zy,yz,xz} s=1 4,5

_ . 2 . N 2
Toig— fli,i—l,jHQ + ‘ foig— fli,i,j—lHQ) ) (8)

where T = 3C (V2 + Vi + V) is the total number of features across all triplanes and resolutions.
The final objective function for a training instance can be written as follows,

£ = Ergb + ﬁvq + )\tvctv~ (9)

3.6 Parameter-efficient finetuning

While the NeRF representations generated by the encoder and decoder modules are of high quality,
their generalization performance on a new scene can be limited. Similar to other NeRF generalization
models [79} 7], our approach can also leverage finetuning of NeRF representations to enhance visual
quality for new scenes during testing time. However, effective model finetuning is severely hindered
by the growing computational costs and memory storage as the model size increases. To tackle this
issue, LoRA [24]] is a widely used parameter-efficient finetuning (PEFT) method for adaptation of
large-scale models, mainly explored in NLP and computer vision domains. LoRA has shown that only
training adapter can achieve promising performance, on par with or better than the full finetuning.
Thus, we propose to adapt PEFT in our test time optimization, and to the best of our knowledge, we
are the first to apply PEFT to 3D NeRF representation. We first generate multi-resolution triplanes
using multi-view test images, and train only the triplanes and decoder in a efficient way.

Parameter efficient triplane finetuning. We propose a tensor factorization scheme to efficiently

finetune triplane representation. Let f,j € RE*VsxVs be the triplanes generated by the encoder
and decoder for a scale ‘s’ and plane ‘k’ (s € {1,2,3} and k € {zy,yz,zz}). The final triplane

representations are expressed by f,j +A fg, and A f,‘: € REXVsxVs js constructed by a tensor product
between matrices and vectors.

R
Afp = vioM;,, (10)
r=1
where M}, € RV=*Vs denotes r-th matrix for the ‘k’ plane and scale ‘s’, v; € R€ is the r-th vector

for all three planes and scale ‘s, and o : RY x RV+*Vs — R V=xVs jg a tensor product. During
finetuning, we freeze f; and only updates A f7. We apply this scheme for every feature planes in



multi-resolution triplanes and used R = 1 for higher compression rates (for ablation studies over
different decomposition methods, please refer to the supplementary materials) . For initialization, we
use a common technique, setting all matrices to random values and all vectors to zeros. It makes our
delta to be zero at the start of the training.

Parameter efficient MLP finetuning with LoRA. Additionally, we factorize linear layers in decoder
MLP using LoRA method for MLP finetuning. Using two PEFT methods, we can achieve massive
reductions in trainable parameters during test time optimization (Fig. [3). The training objective is
same with the base model except for the vector qauntization loss.

3.7 Entropy coding finetuning deltas

We leverage neural compression methods that have demonstrated efficacy in image and video domains
to seek to achieve the optimal compression rate [4, 5,138} 41L[71]. We adopt a fully factorized density
model [3] to our proposed parameter-efficient finetuning of the triplanes. We model the prior using
a non-parametric density, which is convolved with a standard uniform density in a differentiable
manner (please refer to [5] for more details). Then, our training objective is defined as follows.

3

R
Low= Y, D> —logp(M;,), (1)

ke{zy,yz,xz} r=1 s=1
L= £rgb + )\rate/_’,em —+ )‘tvﬁtv, (12)

where .t Will balance between the quantization error and the code length. We only applied the
entropy model to the feature matrices for triplane features, and after finetuning, updated matrices
M . are quantized and compressed, while other weights, wq, wp, vy are stored with 32-bit precision
as a convention. Please see the supplementary for the details and entropy coding on MLP (LoRA).

4 Experiments

4.1 Datasets

To evaluate our method, we conduct experiments on 1) ShapeNet [13] for category-specific view
synthesis, 2) Objaverse [[18] for category-agnostic view synthesis, and 3) DTU MVS dataset [28]]
for real scenes. In ShapeNet, we selected ‘car’ and ‘chair’ classes with 224 X224 image resolution
, and used the same training/testing split in DISN [86]. For Objaverse, we sourced images from
One-2-3-45 [46], which consists of 46k 3D objects, and constructed our own split of 36,796 training
objects and 9,118 test objects. Lastly, we follow PixelNeRF [88] DTU dataset split with 88 scenes
for training and 15 scenes for testing. Images are rendered at a resolution of 256 x256 in Objaverse
and DTU datasets.

4.2 TImplementation Details

To train our base model, we randomly choose 16 input images and camera poses to produce a triplane
representation and predict the remaining novel views. In the finetuning stage, we first generated
an initial representation using predetermined 16 view indices and trained the triplane feature with
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an MLP decoder in an optimization-based approach. We finetune the model using 24 images and
then test it on the remaining views. Note that the 16 images used to generate the initial triplane
representations are a subset of the 24 training images and the same images are all used to train baseline
models for a fair comparison. For DTU dataset, we choose 8 images for training, and 16 images for
finetuning. We set the LoRA’s rank to 4 and connected it to every layer in the decoder. Different rank
sizes showed a trade-off between compactness and quality. Please see the supplementary for the more
details and ablation study.

4.3 Results

Object-level Benchmarks. To assess the efficacy of our method in test time optimization, we employ
K-planes [21] as our baseline model, which has shown fast training and compact representation.
We revised the architecture based on our method for a fair comparison, and this model will be
referred to as "Triplanes’. We evaluated the performance under three different scenarios starting
from our generated triplane initializations: 1) full finetuning, 2) parameter-efficient finetuning, and 3)
parameter-efficient finetuning with the proposed entropy coding.

Table 1: Compression performance. Table 2: The rendered image quality.
Component Total size in MB (codes + finetuning deltas) Tripl CodecNeRF CodecNeRF CodecNeRF CodecNeRF
Triplanes | Full FT | PEFT | PEFT++ | W/O FT PSS (FulFT)  (PEFT) (PEFT++)  (w/o FT)
Codebook . 0.003 | 0.003 | 0.003 0.003 Obj | 2744 30.34 30.05 30.12 21.85
Feature 33.03 33.03 1.033 0.036 . Car 29.51 30.51 29.51 30.37 23.52
MLP 13173 | 1343 WEEERE . Chair | 31.54 35.17 35.47 35.66 21.19
Total 46203 | 46.165 1269 | 0272 [ 0.003

Table 3: Quantitative results of the proposed methods evaluated on ShapeNet car, chair categories,
and Objaverse datasets (denoted by ‘Obj’). ‘Full FT* denotes full finetuning, ‘PEFT++’ denotes
parameter efficient finetuning with entropy coding, and ‘MSIM” is MSSSIM.

Iteration

Data Method 0 500 1000 2000
PSNR SSIM MSIM | PSNR SSIM MSIM | PSNR SSIM  MSIM | PSNR  SSIM  MSIM
Triplanes 833 0.703 0.221 | 2593 0916 0.952 | 26.80 0930 0.942 | 2839 0949 0.974

Car CodecNeRF (PEFT) 2352 0.880 0922 | 29.06 0.941 0977 | 2996 0952 0.981 | 3046 0958 0.981
CodecNeRF (PEFT++) . . . 2891 0939 0976 | 29.81 0.950 0.980 | 30.36 0.956 0.982
Triplanes 836 0729 0250 | 24.11 0.906 0872 | 27.69 0.945 0957 | 29.62 0.960 0.970
Chair | CodecNeRF (PEFT) 21.19 0.877 0.867 | 32.65 0972 0988 | 33.84 0.978 0.991 | 3457 0982 0.992

CodecNeRF (PEFT++) - - . 3221 0969 0987 | 3352 0.977 0991 | 3432 0982 0.992
Triplanes 1144 0.788 0352 | 21.58 0.852 0.855 | 2443 0896 0.926 | 26.06 0918 0.950
Obj CodecNeRF (PEFT) 21.85 0.852 0.865 | 2848 0.929 0967 | 2920 0.939 0973 | 29.76 0.946 0.978

CodecNeRF (PEFT++) . . . 28.16 0926 0965 | 2892 0.935 0971 | 2945 0943 0.975

Table |1| and Table [2| shows the component level storage comparison (on Objaverse dataset) and
rendered image quality, after trained with 10k iterations. Our method can store and transmit the
3D representation (150x compactness) with better quality compared to the baseline model. The
qualitative results in Table [3| and Fig. [] (a), our method shows fast encoding progress from its
initialized representation and improvement on all metrics (measured in PSNR, SSIM, and MS-SSIM).
Also, in Fig.[4] (b), we plot the storage requirement that the receiver can perfectly restore the encoded
representation. Due to the improved generalization capability of our method, we outperform the
per-scene optimization-based baseline, Triplanes, in novel view synthesis. Remarkably, the PEFT
method showed comparable or better performance across the data with fewer trainable parameters.
The qualitative results in Fig.[6]presents the novel view synthesis results across the finetuning iteration,
illustrating the generalization ability and fast encoding speed of our methods.

Scene-level Benchmarks. We further demonstrate the applicability of our method to real scenes using
the DTU datasets. Our method, CodecNeRF, is compared with representative optimization-based
methods, TensoRF [14]] and 3D-GS [31]], as shown in Table@ As previously stated, we utilized 16
training images and tested on the remaining views. Our method was trained for less than a minute to
evaluate its fast encoding ability. Fig.[7]presents the novel view synthesis results on the DTU datasets.
Both quantitative and qualitative results indicate that our method surpasses TensoRF and 3D-GS in
terms of quality, even with a compact representation. Please refer to the supplementary material for
additional examples and detailed training configuration.



Table 4: Perfromance comparison on DTU datasets.

Method PSNR SSIM Train(s) Size (MB)
TensoRF Mean 1648 0597 2353 24.05
SD 183 013 1276 0.086
Mean 1577  0.58 64.0 156.9
3D-GS SD 225 0142 623 123.59
Mean  20.15 0667 364 0.89
Ours (PEFT) SD 229 0116 135 0.038
Mean 1845 0567 589 0.403
Ours (PEFT++) | gy 1.84 0097  1.99 0.002
In-depth Evaluations. @ We
conducted a detailed compari- o TTvE
son of our model with both e 21 %027m8
fast and compact specialized 270 // 20
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As illustrated in Fig. [5] our
method demonstrates the abil-
ity to achieve fast encoding and
a high compression ratio, out-
performing each representative
model in both aspects.
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Feature Visualization We also visualized the delta feature maps across finetuning iterations based
on our entropy coding method. As shown in Fig.[8] the feature maps following the entropy coding,
eliminate unnecessary components across the different resolutions, and get a high compression ratio
resulting from quantization. This observation aligns with our intuition that employing different spatial
resolutions would help reduce the quantity of information stored at each resolution, thus making the
use of entropy models as an ideal strategy.
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Figure 8: Visualization of delta feature maps trained with entropy coding. The averaged Y Z planes
across the channel dimensions are shown in the different resolutions.

5 Limitations and Future Works

While CodecNeRF demonstrates promising performance in terms of fast encoding speed and compres-
sion ratio, it is important to acknowledge that the current framework still possesses limitations. First,
further technical advancements are essential to encode more complicated scenes and objects, such as
large-scale scenes (e.g., Mip-NeRF 360 datasets). Block-wise or hierarchical codings are promising
directions to be explored, and training on large 3D scenes or videos could enhance the adaptability of
CodecNeRF for such scenarios. Second, to support other NeRF representations, including instant
NGP or 3D Gaussian Splatting, it will require modifications to the current architecture and training
algorithms, potentially involving a point-based neural encoder and decoder. To further improve the
rendering quality and encoding speed, we may consider investigating the utilization of larger encoder
and decoder architectures and incorporating learned 2D priors [68] [60] as a form of supervision.
Lastly, we can utilize advanced techniques in neural codecs or weight-pruning methods to optimize
compression performance.

6 Conclusion

In this work, we introduced CodecNeRF, a novel encoding-decoding-finetuning pipeline designed for
fast encoding and decoding, compact codes, and high-quality renderings. Our experimental results
demonstrated a significant performance improvement over a strong NeRF baseline model across
commonly used 3D object datasets, including ShapeNet and Objaverse, as well as the scene-level
DTU MVS dataset. We believe that our framework has a potential to pave the way for new research
directions and broaden the applications of NeRF. Our work provides compelling evidence that 3D
representations can be encoded with efficiency comparable to that of traditional image and video
data.
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Appendix

A Additional Results

A.1 Category-agnostic: NeRF synthetic dataset

Figure 9: Novel view synthesis results on NeRF synthetic dataset
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We have applied our methods using the model which was trained with the Objaverse dataset, on the
NeRF synthetic dataset [54]. To accommodate the dataset to our model, we downscaled the original
dataset resolution from 800x 800 to 256 x256. The entire training set was utilized for finetuning, and
novel views were generated to demonstrate the results. We performed finetuning over 500 iterations,
with each instance taking approximately 30 seconds. The results indicate that our method exhibits
rapid and robust generalization performance on complex data.

A.2 Category-agnostic: Objaverse
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A.3 Category-specific: ShapeNet
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Figure 14: Novel view synthesis results on ShapeNet ‘Car’
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Figure 15: Novel view synthesis results on ShapeNet ‘Car’ dataset with 5000 itertaions
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Figure 17: Novel view synthesis results on ShapeNet ‘Chair’ dataset with 5000 itertaions
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Table [5and Table [ show the component level storage used in the ShapeNet dataset, in which the
rendered image resolution is 224 x224. We used the same multi-resolution triplane in main paper, but
the MLP decoder is different in number of layers and hidden dimension. Please see Appendix [D.3]
for the details. The values in the table were measured using the same methodology as in the main
paper after 10k iterations. One notable thing is the compressed triplane feature size is bigger than the
Objaverse version (0.036MB). We suspected that this phenomenon came from the different capacities
of the MLP decoder, and in Fig. [T8] we compared the progress of feature compression with and
without freezing the MLP decoder. The results showed that the gap between freezing and training
MLP is bigger in the Objaverse dataset. Considering there are more MLP decoder parameters in the
Objaverse model, we found that the decoder’s volume contributes to the high compression ratio of
the triplane feature.

Table 5: Compression performance on Table 6: Compression performance on
ShapeNet ‘Car’ dataset. ShapeNet ‘Chair’ dataset.
Component Total size in MB (codes + finetuning deltas) Component Total size in MB (codes + finetuning deltas)
P Triplanes | Full FT | PEFT | PEFT++ | WO FT P Triplanes | Full FT | PEFT | PEFT++ | WO FT
Codebook . 0.003 | 0.003 | 0.003 | 0.003 Codebook . 0.003 | 0.003 | 0.003 | 0.003
Feature 33.03 | 33.03 | 1.033 | 0.058 . Feature 33.03 | 33.03 | 1.033 | 0.050 .
MLP 2392 | 2.368 | 0.086 | 0.086 . MLP 2392 | 2.368 | 0.086 | 0.086 .
Total 35422 | 35401 | 1.122 | 0.147 | 0.003 Total 35422 | 35401 | 1.122 | 0.139 | 0.003
0.12 0.12
—&— MLP train —A— MLP train
A MLP freeze MLP freeze
0.10 4 0.10 1
g 0.08 - g 0.08
Q KD
o o
g g
2 0.06 1 2 0.06
(%] %)
0.04 1 0.04
0.02

T T T T T T T T T
2000 3000 4000 5000 6000 7000 8000 9000 10000

¢ 2000 3000 4000 5000 6000 7000 8000 9000 10000
Iteration

Iteration
(a) Objaverse dataset (b) ShapeNet dataset

Figure 18: Triplane feature compression comparison. We used the ‘Car’ dataset for (b). We omitted
the values before the 2000 iteration because the difference was almost negligible. The depicted
storage sizes are only the compressed triplane feature sizes.

A4 DTU MVS dataset

In Fig.[I9] we provides additional results of novel-view synthesis using DTU dataset test scenes. As
previously mentioned in main paper, we adopted PixeINeRF’s split scheme [88]] to remove the overlap
across the train/val/test sets and perform a more accurate cross-scene generalization benchmark. In
finetuning stage, we trained our models with 1k iterations which take less than a minute. For the
baseline methods, we trained 3D-GS [31] with 7k iterations and TensoRF [14] with 4k iterations.
While we know the baseline models are trained for a longer duration in terms of wall-clock time,
we used our configuration to evaluate the fast encoding ability. Also we only utilized the low-rank
tensor decomposition method on triplanes in finetuning stage and set all decoder parameters as
trainable. Due to the compact MLP decoder in DTU model (0.28MB), we still can get the highly
compressed representation. For implementation details of our base DTU model and the baseline
model configurations, please refer to Appendix
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Figure 19: Novel view synthesis results on DTU MVS dataset

B Ablation studies

B.1 Tensor decomposition

In Fig.[20land Table[7] we ablated our model on Objaverse dataset, with respect to tensor decom-
position methods. The parameter-efficient finetuning method is used in experiments: all training
configurations are fixed except for the tensor decomposition technique. Method B simply decom-
pose the triplanes into two low-rank tensors. Taking the smallest resolution as an example, we
decompose the triplane feature A f1 € R3*32x64x64 into two small tensors hy; € R3*32x64x4 apd
hyy € R3X32%64x4 We ysed rank number 4 for every resolution. In method C, we also decomposed
the triplanes into 2 parts, but more parametric efficient way. Continuing with the same example as
before, the feature A f! € R3%32x64x64 i decomposed into he; € R3*32 and hy € R%4%64 and
only the size of h.o varies as the resolution changes. We select our method considering the trade-offs

between encoding speed and compression ratio.

0 T N
32 1 ,//
Lo 0 ] Table 7: Storage.
. { JOE e
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v Ours 1.033
el ¥ B 1.376
E oy C 0.345
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lteration

Figure 20: Ablation study over decomposition methods.
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B.2 Entropy coding on decoder

We ablated our model on Objaverse dataeset, with respect to entropy coding on MLP decoder, LoRA.
We used a spike-and-slab prior [67]], a mixture of two Gaussians (a wide and a narrow distribution),
to approximate the entropy and compress the decoder weights. As shown inn Fig. 2] the code length
of the LORA weight increases along the iteration. After surpassing 1000 iterations, however, the
rate of increase becomes very small, and the degradation in performance is negligible. Although
it obviously requires less storage than the unapplied version, we left it out because it goes against
our goal of progressive compression during the finetuning stage. We visualized the histogram of the
decomposed triplane features and LoRA weights after entropy coding. Fig.[22]and Fig.[23]describe
the progress of compression across the iterations.
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25 T T T T T T 0.00 T T T T T T
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(a) PSNR vs. Iteration (b) Storage vs. Iteration

Figure 21: Ablation study over decoder compression. In the right figure, "Feat. comp." denotes
triplane feature compression with our decomposition method, "MLP comp." denotes the MLP decoder
compression only using LoRA weights, and the "Total" value is the sum of compressed triplane
features which is decomposed and compressed LoRA weights.

aaaaa L | 1 |_|ﬂ Ll .
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Figure 22: Feature value histogram. We used the highest resolution decomposed feature matrix
M3 € R3*1x256x256 for the visualization. The first row displays the histogram with entropy coding,
and the next row shows the histogram without entropy coding.

B.3 Number of the rank of LoRA
In Table[§|and Fig.[24] we ablated our model on Objaverse dataset, with respect to the rank of LoRA.

The experiment uses the parameter-efficient finetuning method: all training configurations are fixed
except for the rank of the LoRA. The result shows that the higher rank number does not contribute to
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Figure 23: MLP weight histogram. We visualized the histogram with the first layer weights of LoRA.
The first row depicts the results with the weight entropy model, and the next row shows the histogram

without the weight entropy model.

the performance, but it makes the storage size bigger. So, we choose the rank number 4 in our whole

experiment.
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Figure 24: Ablation study over number of rank.

C Additional Experiments

C.1 Generalization Performance

We additionally evaluate our method for different objectives. Table[9]shows the quantitative results
compared with previous generalizable novel view synthesis methods [88] [42]] which use only a single
input view. While we acknowledge that our method utilizes more input views, we evaluate our
method without finetuning to assess the robust generalization capabilities. Our encoder-decoder
method can handle various views, enabling a more comprehensive understanding of the scene from
multiple perspectives. We trained our model using the same datasets [30] and evaluated without

the 16 input views in each test set. For the baseline [88] 42] metrics, we re-evaluate their pretrained

models.
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Table 9: Generalization performance. ‘NMR’ denotes the class-agnostic ShapeNet dataset defined
in [30].

Cars Chairs NMR

Methods PSNR SSIM | PSNR SSIM | PSNR SSIM

PixelNeRF 2353  0.908 | 23.87 0912 | 27.70  0.920

VisionNeRF | 23.43  0.906 | 2442 0.920 | 29.85 0.934

CodecNeRF | 23.60 0901 | 25.68 0.926 | 30.17 0.942

Table 10: Test time optimization comparison.

Iteration
Data Method 0 50 100 200 1000
PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM
MetaINR 19.21 0846 2409 0904 2480 0912 2524 0917 2696 0.935

Car CodecNeRF (FT) 2334 0.892 2458 0904 2521 0911 26.00 0919 2794 0.936
CodecNeRF (PEFT) - . 2453 0904 25.05 0909 2560 0915 28.01 0.935

MetaINR 13.06 0.603 2093 0.816 21.87 0.838 2290 0.859 2496 0.889
Chair CodecNeRF (FT) 20.24 0.803 21.74 0.831 22.63 0.850 23.86 0.874 26.69 0915
CodecNeRF (PEFT) . .

C.2 Comparison to Meta-initialization

Also, we access our initialization and test time optimization with MetaINR [79]]. For a fair comparison,
we set the same training scheme from scratch only except for the meta learning method. Specifically,
24 images are used to train the based model, also the same number of images are used for test time
optimization, and remaining 26 views are evaluated for the metrics. Table[10|shows the quantitative
results, and our method shows faster convergence from initialization even in parameter efficient
setting.

C.3 Details

We changed the multi-resolution triplane feature in Generalization and Meta-initialization experiments.
In the results depicted in Table[9]and Table[I0] the ‘Cars’ and ‘Chairs’ datasets have a resolution of
128 <128, and the ‘NMR’ dataset has a resolution of 64 x64. We used two-resolution triplanes for the
experiments when training low-resolution datasets, as opposed to default three-resolution triplanes.
We used triplanes resolutions of {64, 128} for the image resolution of 128 x 128, and {32, 64} for the
image resolution of 64 x 64.

D Reproducibility

D.1 3D-aware 2D convolution

As briefly discussed in the main paper, we use a hierarchical 3D-aware 2D convolutional block to
process the triplane features while respecting their 3D relationship. To compute for new XY plane
while attending to all elements in Y Z and X Z planes, we perform axis-wise average pooling to Y Z
(along Z axis) and X Z (along Z axis) planes, resulting in two feature vectors. Then, aggregated
vectors are expanded to the original 2D dimension by duplicating along the axis, concatenated with
XY plane channel-wise, and we perform a usual 2D convolution. The same procedure is applied to
Y Z and X Z planes. The overall architecture is depicted in Fig. and we generate multi-resolution
triplanes in a hierarchical manner.

D.2 ResNet style 2D convolution
We employ a ResNet style 2D convolution block to each multi-resolution triplanes, generated from

Appendix This architecture is illustrated in Fig.[26] and we can interpret this procedure as
refining the triplane features before feeding into the MLP decoder.
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Figure 25: 3d aware 2D convolution block.
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Figure 26: ResNet style 2D convolution block.

D.3 Triplanes architecture

As described in Section [£.3] of the main paper, we set our baseline model ‘Triplanes’ which is
modified from K-planes [21]]. The following material will cover each component of our ‘Triplanes’

in detail.

D.3.1 Resolution size

For the multi-resolution triplanes representation, we use three rectangular spatial resolutions, {64,
128, 256} as default. We employed the same size in both the Objaverse and ShapeNet datasets.

D.3.2 Decoder size

We also matched the MLP decoder size, 1) Objaverse: 512 hidden dimensions, 8 fully-connected lay-
ers, and 2) ShapeNet: 256 hidden dimensions, 6 fully-connected layers. As opposed to conventional
triplane models [12, 21 [84]] using lightweight decoders (usually 4 fully-connected layers), our model
has a larger MLP network. We found that increasing the MLP size is important to performance both

in base model training and fine-tuning.

D.3.3 Decoding method

We used vanilla NeRF [54] decoding method in all experiments which uses coarse MLP and fine
MLP, both with identical architectures. We first sample 64 points using stratified sampling and then
generate important 64 points that are biased towards the relevant surface of the volume, given the
output of coarse MLP. We have trained our model using proposal sampling strategy [6}21], but we
found that the decoder weights became excessively small, leading to model destabilization even with
minor variations in the finetuning stage.
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D.4 More Implementation Details

We used three spatial resolutions {V7, V5, V3} = {64, 128, 256} and channel size C' = 32 for our
multi-resolution triplanes for Objaverse and ShapeNet dataset. For category-specific training, we
set the codebook size K = 1024 and the codebook dimension C’ = 16. In the category-agnostic
version, the codebook size is increased to 4096 while the dimension remains the same for the compact
representation. Also, considering the capacity of our model, we double the size of the hidden layer
dimension from 256 to 512 in the MLP decoder when training the Objaverse dataset.

For DTU dataset, we used two resolutions triplanes { V7, Vo } = {64, 128} with 32 channel dimensions
and 4096 codebook size with 32 codebook dimensions. Also we replaced the feature extractor from
[43]] to widely used pretrained ViT model [11], applied attention blocks in bottleneck layers and
decreased the decoder layer’s hidden dimensions to 64. The baseline model configurations used for
DTU dataset are as follows: 1) 3D-GS [31]: We generated 50k random initial point cloud and trained
with default settings. 2) TensoRF [[14]: We trained the model with default settings. All models are
trained on a single H100 GPU.

For in-depth compression evaluations, we used two voxel-form baseline models, MaskDWT [64]
and VQREF [40]. We trained with default settings and all experiments are trained with 10k iterations
(VQREF is trained with additional 10k iterations for the post vector quantization model.). However,
vanilla MaskDWT showed results 28.68 PSNR with 11.21MB. With respect to the intent of the
experiment about compact 3D representation, we downscaled the voxel resolution to 128 dimension
and used the results (26.74 PSNR with 2.93MB). Also evaluation in terms of training speed, we
regulated the coarse and fine iterations in DVGO [76] to match the default ratio. Specifically, when
we evaluate the test view performance in early stage, we decreased the coarse and fine numbers in
a original proportion. Except for the change we keep the original configurations. All models are
trained on a single H100 GPU.
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