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Three-dimensional forest reconstruction using rotational

slice-based voxelization
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Abstract: Simulating realistic three-dimensional (3D) forest scenes is key to studying the relationship
between forest ecosystem structure and biodiversity at the structural scale. Light detection and ranging
(LiDAR) point cloud voxelization is widely used for 3D forest reconstruction, but it usually
overestimates the leaf areas of canopies. Here we propose an improved rotational slice-based
voxelization method for 3D forest reconstruction. Using two synthetic forest scenes, we compared
different 3D reconstruction methods by simulating airborne laser scanning data and multi-spectral
imagery based on HELIOS++ (Heidelberg LiDAR operations simulator) , VBRT (voxel-based
radiative transfer) , and PBRT (physically based ray tracer) , respectively. Experimental results show
that the slice-based and randomly rotated leaf models significantly improve canopy realism and produce
a higher correlation with benchmark results for key metrics, such as point cloud height distribution and
canopy coverage, compared with the traditional cubic voxelization. The new voxelization method

proposed in this study enhances the visual effects and accuracy of simulated remote sensing data,
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contributing to more accurate and realistic 3D forest reconstruction and demonstrating good potential in

forest radiative transfer modeling.

Key words: three-dimensional forest reconstruction; light detection and ranging (LiDAR) ; airborne

laser scanning (ALS) ; terrestrial laser scanning (TLS) ; voxelization
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M2 480 2% AR P5 ) 3 (RAMI, radiation transfer
model intercomparison) , F T Pk 45 il 5556 4
T ek )2 R A% AR A 45 8] ) — S0 (Pinty et al.,
2001) . ASBHF 5% 3% FH H: ¥ 49 Jirvselja Birch Stand 3%
(K 1a) , HA T2V e —A 3B ARIX (27.26°E,,
58.30°N) , JLFEI 2l 100 mx100 m, PE4NIN & T AKX Py
R B S E R AR M e 45 ) USRI
RIA TR TGS B P (R 5 38 G S R ) .
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ALHY, it AR S0 I R AR 3 sy At
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BAAAR (Widlowski et al.,2015)
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Fig. 1 Distribution positions of individual trees for RAMI and BRO1 in virtual forest scenes
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BRO1 37 5t 1 TLS 5 2 72 FL 52 B F B0, 75
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B F A XA FFAE 4 A (Brodu et al., 2012) 5 X 432K
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Fig. 2 Simulation of terrestrial laser scanning

on the HELIOS++ platform
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Table 1  Attributes of individual trees in RAMI and BRO1

Yst Ay ep TLS ¥t FEREER/A 4 i /m Jfatz/cm Bod/tR B R
ACPL 11117 15. 37 11.5 16
ALGL1 13363 19. 35 15.0 50
ALGL2 22033 22.58 21.0 97
ALGL3 29 444 25.76 28.0 38
ALGL4 39513 27.09 35.0 11
BEPE1 9769 19. 86 11.5 115
BEPE2 16 856 25.49 17.5 246
BEPE3 31744 27.99 26.0 92
BEPE4 31 880 30. 51 31.0 12
RAMI
FREX 11 187 13.72 9.5 30
PIAB 6358 10. 90 10.5 17
POTRI1 16 714 25.27 17.0 61
POTR2 44 086 30.49 28.0 17
TICO1 7422 5.91 7.0 17
TICO2 9483 11.27 9.0 43
TICO3 14 658 14. 41 12.0 63
TICO4 24114 18. 34 15.0 62
TICOS 34571 20.70 17.0 20
FS 2 806 066 44 954 27.313 27.1 92 0.90
PA 1920 306 45 000 33.447 50. 6 64 0.90
BROL CB 259512 40 455 26. 875 39.5 44 0.88
QP 1802 291 71358 30. 071 43.2 54 0.87

1)z FAARTCIIT .
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Fig. 3 Comparison between the benchmark tree model and the different voxelized tree models of TICO3
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PR MR ZE N B DAL LA s B R SR AR
R B 00 05 = B AL R B ST R 2R A%
T TR G 157 A B AT S TR | A 20 /L o 8 3 v, 2 B
P& A7 AN AL BES SR . VBRT (voxel-based radiative
transfer) J& —F 5 TAE 58 37 7 R R AL Y 8 56 1% i
A SR FH N SO 080 235 # o v 288 B o = DX 3 P
BOINIARZR T AE AR 5 BE AL 2 DXl HH A K A A
AR RCE IR NAFFT oK . VBRT 14 H
TR BB 19 LIDAR A5 2 8008 (40 TLS) , Hof
K RUBE B 1 47 R R 22 BR A% B2 AL TIOR3
BEALL, AT AL FF 8 S A% Hn | 3 JB%52 {2 RN LiDAR 4
AR FE . HELIOSH+F & [AIAE4R AL 157 r ik =
i mE A =g g s Em E ok B e 2
1A 5 B B ST T R RRAE 1N R B IR {5 B KD
W 5 38 25 44 O Ak 23 Ta) A R 5 £k 08 R 1 AR

(Winiwarter et al., 2022) . N T B AZ 5o 7 IR IKER
A T7 1 S AT IR O I D VA AT L, 7R SE 5 ]
i ] VBRT # HELIOS++% A< 5% 3 5 vf 114 TLS
BT IR R A R R D HERIEEE 2 5110 cm
46 N, HELIOS V2 1 VBRT V2 43 51 26 7% i
HELIOS++ il VBRT # 5 L 2 cm 43 BF % i 17 {4
=1k,

X} RAMI 1 BRO12 4~ 5t 1R 375 5% 43 il 4% 25 mx
25 m Y3 A A T 16 4> F Hid (Milenkovic et al.,
2017; White et al.,2017) . H:- i, RAMI 37 5t 1) 1l [f]
kMg AP THT s BROT 37 5% 1) ML THT R B0 ALS s = 1Y
1T S A5 1 m o BER  DEM (digital
elevation model) , 31 f Bl tin-terrain T. H. (https://
github.com/heremaps/tin-terrain ) ¥ #i 4% £k 1) b J& %4
P55 4500 OBI A% 5o b Ak, HELIOS++A P 77 B il
Je A BRE K ORH TLS B4 , 1 VBRT i 1T
I\ SR S5 K %F N A7 FH 54T 1 04k o XF RAMI 3
s, AN ST B 0L TLS B4 i o5 % B kAT 1T 454
PP TLS #8 2 Al EL#28 A HELIOS++F1 VBRT i
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IR ZE AL . X BRO1 350, B SR AE T 1 2 = Wi A
HELIOS++H1 VBRT #4744 2 Ak, UE A1 AR 35 v
HEAT LOH 5 PR 5% e SR A B0 e 75 LS AR B R A
B AR T RS J AR BN T N AER0R
78 ) VBRT X R 28 B R P 19 TLS 4 LA 2 em 1Y
SIHERATIAZE AL
1.4 FEXRWIE

XFF RAMI 37 5%, FLRU AR — 4k BROR B 21 B i)
Y 50 (OBI A% 30 /5 o 3 o 1) 5= A5 10 | % A PBRT
(physically based ray tracer) il HELIOS++5% 4115 2|
Al AR ALS 852 B T8 B A S S5 e 500 -
Ivi] Fsf o i &y = 2 B AR TR ) i 4B TS U408 4l F A
TF 5% 2 HH 1 e R 3R Ak )y vk B A% B 1) ST 7 IR IR 3R
{6777 (HELIOS++M1 VBRT) 4 B AR =4 F ), T
A5 I B HES Ry 4235 (100 mx 100 m) F-fifi F X

L 1) J5 AU AT DB S AR ALS A5 2 B i e B
W I TR PP AR AL 7 Ik A DL R S v 2
ATXF LE AR (1 4) o

5 RAMI 37 5 A A, BRO1 37 5+ S 5 T HL 92 (1)
LiDAR 45 B £ 19, ik = OB % =X 1 it by = 4k
BT Sy 6 v B0 A , PR 0 TG v fif Y PBRT 55401 i o
BT WG5S, HRERT ALS f = M B HE bRiEAT 1L
B, B, BRO1 5t B SCHY HUR TLS Bs 3647
R 04325, SR J5 A8 FH A BF 55 4 1 9 HELIOS++ Al
VBRT #F 17 = 4k 5 1) ; #4871 52 ALS £ =
Li et al.(2012) B 5A S F1 5 A5 B RN B, P
T 2 )5 B PR R R 4 7R A Y S R R I
HELIOS++F1 VBRT X & 5 1) AR M 37 S B 40 ALS 1
2 RN TR 5 W B 25 TR 5 B SR 4 7% L D
T (ES) .
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FEEE > S
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b R T
P R¥INS cm \(& ¥
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A J EFHKs om. 8
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= A
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K. %. mHA
2cm
| VBRT SRR

K4 RAMISHAR LA BT OGRS ALS B i R
Fig. 4 Workflow of voxel-based modelling, simulation of visible imagery and ALS for RAMI scene

.41 TRABKZGEMEFNI54x PBRT &
FH Pharr et al. (2023) F¥ & i) W) B G 26 38 B T YL 4%,
A Z R LEAR 2 837 50 i B 7 85400 ; VBRT /&
TR 8 S F A R, R 5 PBRT AH IR A9
OB BRI S G TR A PR R R s i

fU(Li et al.,2018) . Kk, ASAF 52 fif FH PBRT A5 78 %
BT = AE oA RAMI 5 (OB A% 3 f 4Ll IOk
SARNE R BEUMEEIE s IRl fiff ] PBRT A1 VBRT 45 Y
X E R R AR 937 S AT T e AL R
SRR RUG AT X EL o 35 P 4 AR A4 BEAR Ao
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FE S cm. o B ik
BRO1HLA sl fRieny . gt 4
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TLSH 2 cm. =2 cm v i ! ¥ ." & 5
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VBRTIEZ LK S| s s
N BOCERAR || %, ®I9A10em "
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Fig. 5 Workflow of voxel-based modelling and simulations of ALS for BRO1 scene
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328 6 WSS ADLAC B 4 ) 19 2R T 71 RO (7 Ff1 53 45°
H135° SGIEEREE K 2.6 W/(m?-sr) , BAR LA B N 43
— Y57 B EJ5 90 m, #L3% £ FOV (field of
view) [l 58 Ky 25°, UL F O FREEECK 64, KRR
oM 512x512, AN, BRO1 35k = EAA = 1 JC
35 3 5, WK % b s AT R
HELIOS++4 B G B R A4 D fiE , i HELIOS++{A
R S Tk AT MG

R XA TR A J5 2 A0 R R 47 5% L B
5%, i F Tonemapping pRECE: PBRT Al VBRT #5421 A9
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n
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1.4.2 ALS & =AW 5 40 A5 A i ]
HELIOS++#1 VBRT, X [ iR # R fbJie’ fb A 4
7 IR R AT EE Y 2 4 ot (32 A LB ) #E 4T
ALS B o B DR 45 R R LS Y ALS 44l
BA A ok, A S8 B dedr ik Oy X SE IR
Fr—3 BRI 2 ZoFAT I AR 7 1)
HEATHAHE , AU EE S 175 m, R4 BE M IR 2
HB AT 650 m IR S RSBy 51 m/s, 40 #A L
F30°, kPR A 100 kHz, SHESR A1 225 Hz,

AT, RS ECR % H T LiDAR
B A B K441 FUSION 4.61 (http: //forsys. cfr.
washington. edu/FUSION/fusionlatest. html) , % & 4~
25 mx25 m [ RIS BT, $2 I ALS 5 = W5 )2 i
Febr 53 45 M5 45 (Kissling et al., 2023) . EHCE
Y755 B (Elev mean) FAS W] [81 3% F 43 Lb 55 Ji (Elev
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P30.P50.P70.P90 . P99) i it U e J2= i 22 5 o I
2% (stddev) 22 5 REL(CV) A B (skewness) | %
J£ (kurtosis) . ¥4 {8 1) 26 % {22 (ADD) A 1) i i #2
(Profile area) [ 3 EL 25 F 48 bn , FEMIE 5L 50 PN AE B 119
TE o0 A VS S L 6T B B E RO 1 RAMIL
5, {#i I FUSION ¥ GridMetrics 7§ 45 A4~ S v
ALS i~ 540 ALS 5= 7E& i LT N 4e it
febn, It — 2P R AR R 2Z AT L . X F BRO1
Yo, T B s MR 5 552 ALS s = B
SEAAS—F0 M TH SRS — , FLSE ALS A5 i LA
BAVH T 74 5 1 DEM, ANRE B 425 B #L ALS
SR OCIRHEA TR L, RS 4 B AU, 7 7 ALS
25 P I TAD 83, - AR R Sy L 5 1 b T = 5 M
ALS Rl &0 TS S m 8, DU VE S 27
HE T EHITIE

1.4.3 Z#& LiDAR GEDI % &4 54  GEDI
(global ecosystem dynamics investigation) j& NASA
M T 2R RSB B0 B EHOCE 5
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