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FloorSAM: SAM-Guided Floorplan Reconstruction
with Semantic-Geometric Fusion
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Sychou, Alexander Tuzikov, Vladislav Sobolevskii, Valerii Zakharov, Boris Sokolov, Minglei Fu

Abstract—Reconstructing building floor plans from point cloud
data is a critical technology for indoor navigation, building
information modeling (BIM), and highly accurate precise in-
door measurement applications. Traditional methods, such as
geometric algorithms and Mask R-CNN-based deep learning for
mask segmentation, often suffer from sensitivity to noise, limited
generalization, and loss of geometric details, severely impact-
ing measurement accuracy. This study proposes an innovative
framework, FloorSAM, that integrates room-height point cloud
density maps with the guided segmentation capabilities of the
Segment Anything Model (SAM) to enhance the precision of floor
plan reconstruction from LiDAR point cloud data. By applying
grid-based filtering to retain elevation point clouds near the
ceiling of each region, combined with adaptive resolution pro-
jection and image enhancement techniques, a top-down density
map is generated, improving the robustness and accuracy of
spatial feature measurement. This framework leverages SAM’s
zero-shot learning to achieve high-fidelity room segmentation,
remarkably enhancing reconstruction and measurement accu-
racy across diverse building layouts. Subsequently, leveraging
SAM’s zero-shot guided segmentation capabilities, high-quality
room masks are generated based on adaptive prompt points,
followed by a multistage filtering process to extract precise
semantic masks for individual rooms. Through joint analysis
of mask and point cloud modalities, contour extraction and
regularization are performed, integrating semantic segmentation
with geometric information to produce accurate room floor plans
and recover topological relationships between rooms. Experi-
ments on the Giblayout and ISPRS public datasets validate the
effectiveness of our method, showing significant improvements
in measurement accuracy, recall, and robustness over traditional
approaches—especially in noisy environments and complex lay-
outs. Our code, videos, and supplementary materials are available
at https://github.com/Silentbarber/FloorSAM.

Index Terms—Floorplan Reconstruction, Semantic Segmenta-
tion, Zero-Shot Learning, Indoor Measurement.
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Fig. 1: Comparison of the segmentation results produced by
Mask R-CNN and SAM.

I. INTRODUCTION

N recent years, the rapid advancement of 3D scanning

technology, particularly LiDAR, has made point cloud data
a vital resource for indoor scene reconstruction and precise
measurement, owing to its high resolution and rich geometric
detail [1]]. Accurate indoor scene reconstruction is critically
important for applications such as BIM, indoor navigation, and
safety assessment [2], [3].However, automatically generating
indoor floor plans from point cloud data remains challenging
due to factors such as noise interference, occlusions, loss
of geometric detail, and insufficient semantic information[4].
Current methods exhibit significant limitations in geomet-
ric robustness, data dependency, and adaptability to diverse
scenes, highlighting the urgent need for innovative solutions.

Traditional geometric methods rely on hand-crafted geo-
metric constraints (e.g., plane fitting, line detection) to re-
construct floorplans by detecting geometric primitives such as
planes and lines [5]], [6]]. However, these methods demonstrate
poor robustness in noisy and occluded scenes and struggle
to recover semantic information, suffering from fundamental
limitations. First, they heavily depend on the Manhattan as-
sumption (e.g., orthogonal walls, horizontal ceilings), which
makes it challenging to handle irregular structures such as
curved walls and slanted roofs. For example, RANSAC-based
line segmentation methods often misidentify non-wall lines
or merge discontinuous segments in polyline wall scenarios
[7]l. Second, these methods are highly sensitive to noise and
occlusions, where discrete points in LiDAR scans or furniture
occlusions often lead to contour fragmentation. For instance,
the Alpha Shape algorithm frequently fails to preserve true
boundaries in regions with voids [S§].
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Deep learning-based methods have significantly advanced
semantic segmentation. However, substantial limitations re-
main. Instance segmentation approaches, such as Mask R-
CNN [9], can generate semantic masks but require large
amounts of annotated training data and exhibit limited gen-
eralization capabilities. Studies have shown that Mask R-
CNN-based methods perform well on specific datasets but
experience considerable performance degradation in novel
scenes, with accuracy dropping by over 30% in unseen layouts
(e.g., novel room structures) [[10]. We trained Mask R-CNN
on the 3D-Front dataset [11]] and compared its performance
against the SAM [12] on a sample from the Giblayout dataset,
as illustrated in Figure [I| The results indicate that Mask R-
CNN trained on 3D-Front data performs noticeably worse
than SAM. Additionally, post-processing techniques such as
GAN-based inpainting, commonly used to repair missing re-
gions, often compromise geometric details, resulting in overly
regularized reconstructions that deviate from the actual scene
and lose critical features like non-orthogonal wall corners and
door/window recesses [10]].

To address these challenges and enhance measurement
reliability, this study proposes an innovative framework, Floor-
SAM, that integrates room-height point cloud density maps
with the guided segmentation capabilities of the Segment
Anything Model (SAM) to enhance the precision of floor plan
reconstruction from LiDAR point cloud data. The proposed
method offers several notable advantages. Through grid-based
filtering to retain high-elevation points near the ceiling, com-
bined with adaptive resolution projection and image enhance-
ment techniques, we generate bird’s-eye view density maps.
These maps significantly enhance spatial feature representation
and improve robustness to noise. Leveraging SAM’s zero-
shot segmentation capability, high-quality room masks are
generated based on adaptive prompt points, effectively elimi-
nating the dependence on annotated data typical of traditional
methods while providing strong generalization performance.
Furthermore, by jointly processing the masks and point clouds
during the contour extraction stage, the method integrates
semantic segmentation results with geometric information,
preserving fine details while regularizing boundaries. This
enables accurate room floor plan generation and recovery of
the topological relationships between rooms.

The main contributions of this work are summarized as
follows:

1) We propose a hybrid framework that combines density
maps and SAM, introducing zero-shot segmentation into
point cloud floor plan reconstruction. This approach ef-
fectively addresses the reliance on annotated data inherent
in traditional measurement methods and enhances mea-
surement adaptability.

2) We design a multi-stage mask filtering mechanism that
extracts high-quality single-room segmentation results
from the redundant masks generated by SAM, utilizing
geometric constraints and semantic validation to improve
measurement precision.

3) We develop a mask—point cloud joint contour drawing
and regularization algorithm that preserves geometric
details while generating regularized contours, providing

a reliable foundation for recovering topological relation-
ships and ensuring measurement accuracy.

4) Extensive experimental results demonstrate that Floor-
SAM outperforms state-of-the-art methods on various
building point clouds. We have released the code for our
method to facilitate further research in this field.

II. RELATED WORKS

In this section, we summarize classical methods for recon-
structing floorplans from indoor point clouds. These meth-
ods can be broadly categorized into two types: traditional
approaches and deep learning-based techniques.

1) Traditional Methods: Traditional methods for floorplan
reconstruction from point clouds or images primarily utilize
low-level image processing, geometric analysis, and opti-
mization techniques. However, they often lack robustness
and adaptability in complex indoor environments. Early ap-
proaches focused on extracting geometric primitives using
techniques such as Hough transforms|/13|] to detect linear
features or superpixel segmentation [14] to identify coherent
regions, enabling the reconstruction of wireframes [15] or
polygonal loops [16]] from rasterized data. These methods
heavily rely on handcrafted features and heuristic thresholds,
resulting in poor generalization across diverse scenes.

More advanced techniques employ optimization-based
frameworks, such as graph-cut-based graphical model in-
ference [17], dynamic programming [[18]], or Bayesian net-
works [19], to infer room layouts and topological structures.
While these approaches improve structural coherence, their
dependence on manually tuned parameters limits robustness,
especially in scenes with irregular geometries.

Surface-based methods, which utilize algorithms such as
RANSAC [20] or region growing [21] for planar element
extraction, aim to identify structural components like walls and
openings [22]]. However, these methods are highly sensitive to
noise and occlusions, often failing to capture accurate bound-
aries in cluttered environments. Spatial partitioning techniques,
such as point cloud projection followed by morphological
operations [23]] or ray-casting combined with visibility anal-
ysis [24]], enhance robustness by generating binary images or
segmented spaces. Despite better handling of complex layouts,
these methods may introduce boundary inaccuracies or fail to
preserve the topological relationships between rooms.

Graph structure inference methods adopt a bottom-up ap-
proach by detecting corners and edges [25], [26] and em-
ploying dynamic programming or integer programming [27],
[28]] to reconstruct topological structures. Nevertheless, these
techniques are prone to detection errors in complex scenes,
resulting in incomplete or incorrect floorplan reconstructions.
Collectively, traditional methods struggle with noise, occlu-
sions, and non-Manbhattan structures, underscoring the need for
more robust and adaptive approaches that effectively integrate
semantic and geometric information.

2) Deep Learning-Based Methods: In recent years, deep
learning techniques have significantly enhanced the robustness
and efficiency of floor plan reconstruction and are widely
employed to infer geometric and topological structures from
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Fig. 2: The overall architecture of FloorSAM. The first step is preprocessing (a), where a prompt map is extracted from ceiling
density points for SAM segmentation. The second step is room mask filtering (b), where the segmentation results are refined
through mask screening and filtering. The third step is contour drawing (c), where joint drawing by fusing semantic and
geometric information regularizes contour and topology recovery.

point cloud data[29]], [30]. Early approaches, such as those
by Nauata et al. [31] and Floor-SP [18], utilize a two-
stage pipeline: first, Mask R-CNN detects corners, edges, or
regions; then, integer programming assembles the floor plan.
While these methods yield good results, they suffer from slow
inference speeds and are sensitive to noise and occlusion, often
resulting in missing walls or rooms in complex scenes due to
detection failures.

HEAT [32] proposed an attention-based Transformer ar-
chitecture that processes 2D raster images to reconstruct the
underlying geometric structure. It demonstrates strong noise
resistance but has limited generalization to irregular room
layouts. RoomFormer [33] introduced a novel Transformer
architecture featuring a two-level query mechanism (room-
level and corner-level) to generate polygon sequences in
parallel. This approach avoids the Manhattan-world assump-
tion, supports end-to-end training, and achieves state-of-the-art
performance on the Structured3D and SceneCAD datasets with
fast inference speed. However, it still faces challenges when
handling heavily occluded scenes.

PolyGraph [34] begins with 2D density or normal maps
generated from 3D point clouds and detects wall points using a
cross-guided neural network. It optimizes subgraphs to reduce
the search space and improve reconstruction quality. Its wall
point primitives are more tolerant of errors than traditional
corner-based methods; however, uneven wall point distribution
in complex scenes can negatively impact accuracy.PolyRoom

[35] introduces a room-aware transformer approach that en-
hances reconstruction accuracy in complex scenes through uni-
form sampling representation and self-attention mechanisms.
While it demonstrates strong generalization capabilities, it still
struggles to detect very small rooms.

FRI-Net [36] introduced a room-level implicit represen-
tation method that combines geometric priors with a two-
stage training strategy—initially optimizing horizontal and
vertical lines, followed by incorporating diagonals to capture
angular features—to generate coherent and closed polygons
with strong robustness. However, this approach may overlook
high-frequency local details in internal wall reconstruction due
to the limitations of implicit representation. The application
of deep learning in floor plan reconstruction still requires
further advancements in generalization and detail preservation,
especially under complex scenarios.

III. METHODOLOGY
A. Overview

As illustrated in Figure 2} the proposed FloorSAM method
converts point clouds into floorplans through three steps:
First, a density map is generated from point clouds near the
ceiling after simple denoising. Then, numerous prompt points
are created based on the ceiling map. The density map and
prompt points serve as inputs to SAM for comprehensive
segmentation. Next, a coarse-to-fine two-step filtering process
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Fig. 3: The impact of different prompt points on segmentation. (a) is the original input point cloud; (b) is the adaptive density
point cloud map; (c) is a sufficient amount of SAM adaptive prompt points; (d) is a variety of insufficient SAM prompt
point samples; (e) is a mask containing the correct mask segmented by SAM using sufficient adaptive prompt points, which
completely contains the mask in (g); (f) is an incomplete mask segmented by SAM using insufficient amount of prompt points,
which does not completely contain the mask in (g); (g) is the mask of each room required for subsequent floor plan drawing.

is applied to select high-quality single-room masks that repre-
sent the semantics of each room. Finally, room semantics and
their corresponding projected point clouds are jointly used to
draw regularized contours and detect connection segments for
topological recovery.

B. Density Map and SAM Integration

To achieve high-quality semantic mask segmentation of
single rooms, traditional methods typically rely on geometric
fitting of roofs or walls or use manually annotated data to train
instance segmentation models such as Mask R-CNN. However,
regular wall surfaces in building point clouds are often affected
by noise, and Mask R-CNN’s generalization capabilities are
limited, making it difficult to adapt to the diversity of complex
indoor scenes.

To address this challenge, we propose a segmentation frame-
work that combines point cloud density maps with the SAM.
By generating bird’s-eye view (BEV) density maps and lever-
aging zero-shot guided segmentation, our method efficiently
extracts high-quality semantic masks for indoor scenes. We
employ an adaptive prompt point generation strategy to ensure
SAM’s segmentation results encompass all potential high-
quality single-room masks, making it particularly suitable for
complex room layouts with non-Manhattan structures [37].
Additionally, by retaining elevation point clouds near the
ceiling, the spatial feature representation of the density map
is enhanced, thereby improving segmentation robustness.

1) Point Cloud Preprocessing and Grid-Based Filtering:
To reduce the effects of noise and occlusions, the point cloud
data is preprocessed to retain elevation points near the ceiling.

Let the point cloud be P = {p; = (z;,¥i,2i) |i=1,...,N}.
A grid-based method divides the XOY plane into grids with
a grid size v = 0.1 m. Within each grid (m,n), points with
the highest z-value are retained, satisfying a height tolerance
Az < 0.1m, to filter out low objects (e.g., furniture). The
filtered point cloud is defined as:

P ={p} | zj > max(z) — 0.1,p) € grid(m,n)}. (1)

This step effectively reduces point cloud complexity while
preserving points near walls, enhancing the spatial feature
representation for subsequent density map generation.

2) Adaptive Resolution Density Map Generation: The fil-
tered point cloud P’ is projected onto the XOY plane to
generate a 2D bird’s-eye view (BEV) density map, as illus-
trated in Figure [3(b). Let the point cloud bounding range
be [Tmin, Tmax] X [Ymin, Ymax|- The target resolution R is
determined using a resolution factor x (default value 1000)
and the point cloud’s average point spacing :

max(xmax — Tminy Ymax — ymin)

]

The scale factor s is computed based on R to ensure com-
patibility with SAM’s input requirements. The density map
D(m,n) is constructed by counting the density of projected
points:

R=«k

2

Lj — Tmin

D(m,n) = ZH‘(L*J 5 | =m,
piEr” (3)
Yi — Ymin
(S| ),



where K(-) is the indicator function. The density map is
then processed with logarithmic transformation D’(m,n) =
log(1 + D(m,n)), Gaussian blur (kernel size o = 5), and
CLAHE enhancement to improve robustness and contrast of
spatial features, providing high-quality input for prompt point
extraction and segmentation.

3) Adaptive Prompt Point Extraction: To ensure SAM seg-
mentation covers all potential single-room regions, an adaptive
prompt point generation strategy is designed, as illustrated in
Figure [3[c). Gaussian blur and max-pooling are applied to
the enhanced density map D’ to detect local density peaks,
selecting high-density regions as candidate prompt points. The
density peak set is defined as:

Q = {(my,ng) | D' (my,ng) > 7}, )

where the threshold 7 = 0.9 - mean(D’). The prompt point set
is optimized by enforcing a minimum distance constraint of
10 pixels to ensure uniform distribution, covering all potential
room regions and providing sufficient guidance for SAM.

We illustrate the effect of our adaptive prompt point gener-
ation in Figure [3] In Figure [3(e), the adaptive prompt points
produce dense and accurate room-wise semantic masks, many
of which precisely delineate complex room boundaries. In
contrast, Figure [3[(d) only assigns a small number of prompt
points to each room, resulting in incomplete segmentation and
low accuracy, and the final result does not fully contain all the
required room semantic masks. This comparison underscores
the effectiveness and robustness of our adaptive strategy,
particularly in handling complex room structures.

4) SAM-Guided Segmentation: Leveraging SAM’s zero-
shot segmentation capability, the enhanced density map D’ is
used as input, with the prompt point set generating multiscale
masks. SAM produces multiple candidate masks for each
prompt point, enhancing segmentation diversity through a
multimask output strategy to ensure high-quality single-room
masks, as illustrated in Figure [3(d) (f). The segmentation
results are saved as independent mask images for subsequent
filtering and processing. This step exploits SAM’s general-
ization ability, eliminating the need for annotated data and
adapting to complex and diverse indoor scenes.

C. High-Quality Single-Room Mask Filtering

To extract high-quality single-room semantic masks from
the redundant masks generated by SAM, we propose a multi-
stage filtering mechanism that integrates geometric constraints,
semantic validation, and combinatorial optimization. This ap-
proach effectively identifies masks that accurately represent in-
dividual rooms, ensuring robustness in complex indoor scenes
with non-Manhattan structures. The filtering process comprises
coarse and fine stages, leveraging point cloud geometry and
mask semantics to produce a refined set of masks suitable
for subsequent contour extraction and topological relationship
recovery, as illustrated in Figure [4]

1) Coarse Filtering Stage: The coarse filtering stage rapidly
eliminates masks that deviate from single-room characteristics
by applying geometric and point cloud constraints. Masks are
first evaluated for connectivity, those with multiple compo-
nents or excessive holes (e.g., more than two) are discarded,

Fig. 4: Coarse and fine filtering of semantic masks. (a)
Removal of masks with non-single connected domains; (b)
elimination of highly similar masks via IoU-based deduplica-
tion; (c) filtering of masks with inadequate area or point cloud
counts; (d) grouping and refinement for fine mask selection.

as shown in Figure f[(a). Redundant masks are then removed
using an Intersection over Union (IoU) criterion, where masks
with ToU > 0.8 are compared, retaining only the mask with
the larger area or higher point cloud point count, as depicted
in Figure [d]b). Additionally, masks are assessed based on
their area and corresponding point cloud points. Masks with
areas below 2% of the total scene area or 1 square meter, or
exceeding a dynamic threshold based on the 75th percentile
plus twice the interquartile range, or with insufficient point
counts, are eliminated, as illustrated in Figure EKC). This
stage efficiently reduces the candidate set by removing clearly
erroneous or redundant masks.

2) Fine Filtering Stage: To address remaining problem-
atic masks, such as those representing incomplete rooms
or combining multiple rooms, the fine filtering stage em-
ploys a sophisticated strategy involving grouping, inclusion
analysis, and combinatorial optimization. Masks are grouped
by constructing an adjacency matrix G, where G;; = 1
if ToU(M;,M;) > 0.5, and connected component analysis
identifies semantically similar mask sets, as shown in Fig-
ure [[d). For instance, six groups are identified, with the
second group containing a redundant incomplete room mask,
the third through fifth groups including partial room masks,
and the sixth group featuring a composite mask merging two
rooms. Inclusion analysis detects and removes redundant or
composite masks; if |M; N M;|/|M;| > 0.9, mask M; is
deemed included in M; and discarded, alongside composite
masks with abnormal areas or multiple sub-rooms. Within each
group, the mask with the largest area or the one encompassing
others is selected to ensure semantic completeness. Finally, a
greedy algorithm optimizes the mask combination to maximize
the number of masks while covering at least 95% of the total
candidate area:

> Ai> 095 A, 5)
M;eS

with an IoU tolerance of 0.01 (IoU(M;, M;) < 0.01) to ensure
minimal overlap, yielding a high-quality single-room mask set
S that comprehensively covers the scene.
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Fig. 5: The overall process of mask-point cloud joint contour
extraction and regularization. (a) is the correct mask of each
room screened out in the previous step; (b) is the detected
contour after RDP simplification; (c) is the regularized contour,
where the blue circle is the wrong regularized area, and the
green circle is the correct regularized area; (d) is the room
point cloud corresponding to the semantics of each room, and
the blue sector in the figure is the detection area of each room
boundary point; (e) is the boundary point extracted from each
room; (f) is the final regularized contour drawn jointly by (c)
and (e).

This multi-stage filtering mechanism balances geometric
rigor and semantic integrity, demonstrating robust performance
in complex layouts and noisy environments, as evidenced by
the refined mask sets in Figure ] which provide a solid
foundation for subsequent contour extraction and floor plan
generation.

D. Mask-Point Cloud Joint Contour Extraction and Regular-
ization

After obtaining semantic masks for each room, we propose
a mask-point cloud joint contour extraction and regularization
algorithm to accurately extract room contours and generate
regularized floor plans from point cloud data and SAM-
generated semantic masks, as illustrated in Figure By
integrating mask semantic information with the geometric
properties of the point cloud, high-quality vector contours are
produced, facilitating the recovery of inter-room topological
relationships. To address potential mask contour deviations
and over-regularization issues, point cloud boundary points
are used for correction, ensuring both geometric accuracy and
semantic consistency. The detailed process is as follows:

1) Point Cloud Projection and Boundary Extraction: The
point cloud P is projected onto the XOY plane (¢ = 0), and the
ceiling plane region is extracted using RANSAC, generating
a 2D projected point cloud P’ = {(z;,y;) | i =1,...,N'}.
KD-Tree neighborhood analysis and angular resolution checks
identify boundary points, as shown in Figure [5] A point p;’s

(a) Initial 2D boundary (b) Adjacent Segment (c) Door frame area (d) Floorplan

Fig. 6: The process of restoring connectivity between houses.
(a) initial regularized outline; (b) detected adjacent line seg-
ments of each room; (c¢) door frame point cloud between
adjacent line segments; (d) final floor plan after topological
relationship restoration.

neighborhood is defined as N (p;,r). If a continuous angular
sector (e.g., 30 degrees) within radius r (e.g., 0.2 m) contains
no points, p; is marked as a boundary point, forming the
boundary point set B, = {b; | j =1,...,Np}.

2) Mask Contour Extraction and Initial Processing: From
the filtered single-room masks, OpenCV’s contour detection
algorithm extracts boundary points, forming an initial 2D
contour. Let the boundary point set of mask M; be B; =
{(zj,y;) | j = 1,...,K}. The Ramer-Douglas-Peucker
(RDP) algorithm simplifies the contour with a dynamic dis-
tance threshold e (adaptively adjusted based on point cloud
density and mask area) to retain key geometric features and
remove redundant points, generating a preliminary contour
segment set L; = {ly | kK = 1,...,M}, as shown in
Figure [5(b).

3) Joint Contour Generation and Correction: The mask
contour is combined with the point cloud boundary points
to generate the final contour, with the point cloud boundary
points correcting any deviations in the mask contour. Coordi-
nates of mask contour points are assumed to be aligned with
the point cloud through preprocessing.

o Main Direction Determination: The main direction 0y,
is determined based on the longest contour segment or the
segment with the smallest angle to the X/Y axis. Contour
segments are classified as parallel (|0 — Onain| < 45°) or
perpendicular (|0, — Omain| > 45°) to the main direction.
Direction Adjustment: For each segment [;, compute its
angle 6; with the main direction. If |f;| < 45°, rotate
clockwise or counterclockwise to Om.n; otherwise, rotate
to Omain + 90°, preserving the original length to ensure
directional consistency. Figure [5|c) illustrates the direction
adjustment, i.e., regularization effect with examples of both
incorrect and correct outcomes. Relying solely on mask
image contours for regularization produces suboptimal re-
sults, whereas using point cloud boundary points effectively
guides contour simplification and regularization.

Contour Fusion and Correction: Match mask contour
points B; = {(z’,y})} with point cloud boundary points
B, using a loss function:

L(b}) = Jmin ([0 — b ll2- (6)

If L(b;) > 7 (threshold 7 typically 0.05 m), adjust b
to the nearest point cloud boundary point b,, ensuring



contours adhere to geometric constraints while preserving

mask semantic integrity. The complete effect of point cloud

correction on image contours is shown in Figure [5] demon-
strating that the final contours are closer to reality.

4) Room Topology Recovery: As shown in Figure [6] after
obtaining regularized contours for each room, we use these
contours to identify point clouds in the connection regions
between adjacent rooms. The point clouds are then used to
fit doorframe contour shapes, which are subsequently added
to the rooms’ regularized contours to recover the topological
relationships between rooms.

IV. EXPERIMENT

In this section, we introduce the two datasets used and
present the experimental results of the proposed algorithm.
The datasets include the GibLayout dataset[38] and the ISPRS
benchmark[39]]. Additionally, we validated the algorithm’s
performance on self-collected data and showcased the results.
The algorithm was tested on a total of 50 indoor scene datasets,
and the results were compared with state-of-the-art methods.
All experiments were conducted on a PC equipped with an 8-
core AMD Ryzen 7 5800H CPU (3.2 GHz) and an NVIDIA
GeForce RTX 3060 GPU.

A. Datasets

We evaluated the algorithm using two datasets: the GibLay-
out dataset and the ISPRS benchmark dataset. The GibLayout
dataset contains 44 house models, each comprising 3 to 10
rooms, covering a total area of over 10,000 square meters. Its
point cloud data is sourced from the public Gibson dataset[40],
generated by NavVis using dual multi-layer LiDAR sensors
and advanced SLAM algorithms, achieving map-level accu-
racy. We selected 12 scenes from the GibLayout dataset for
testing, encompassing various roof types and indoor structures,
including circular layouts, corridors, and non-Manhattan con-
figurations. Additionally, we used the ISPRS Indoor Modeling
Benchmark dataset, designed to advance point cloud-based
3D indoor modeling research, with point clouds collected
by multiple sensors. We selected two representative scenes,
TUB2 and UoM, for testing. Since our algorithm currently
does not support multi-story building reconstruction, we ex-
tracted single-floor point clouds from both datasets for the
experiments.

B. Evaluation Metrics

First, we evaluated the performance of room semantic
segmentation. We recorded the number of correctly segmented
room masks, denoted as roomgyye, and the total number of
room masks segmented by our method, denoted as 7oomyy.
Using the ground truth 3D models from the GibLayout and
ISPRS datasets, we manually annotated the corresponding
ground truth room mask count, denoted as roomg. A room
mask is considered correct if the overlap between the seg-
mented room semantic mask and the manually annotated
ground truth mask exceeds a threshold of 95%.

Additionally, we used two metrics, precision and recall
of contour edges in the reconstructed floorplan, to evaluate

TABLE I: Statistics of the number of rooms in the segmenta-
tion results on the GibLayout dataset.

Giblayout | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
TOOMtrye 6 7 9 8 8 7 10 5 5 12 5 10
r00M g ] 6 7 9 § 8 7 10 5 6 13 5 10
r00M gt 6 7 10 8 8 7 10 5 6 13 5 10

the floorplan drawing results. Using the ground truth 3D
models from the GibLayout and ISPRS datasets, we manually
drew the corresponding ground truth floorplans. As shown in
Equations (7) and (8), boundaryy,e represents the number of
correctly reconstructed line segments, boundary,; denotes the
total number of reconstructed line segments, and boundaryy
indicates the total number of line segments in the manually
drawn ground truth floorplan. A line segment is considered
correct if the distance between the endpoints of the recon-
structed line and the corresponding ground truth line segment
is below a threshold of 0.5 cm.

. _ boundarye
precisionpoundary = m @)
a
boundary,
Tecallboundary = bimje ®)
oundarysg

C. Dataset Experimental Results

1) GibLayout Dataset Results: The experimental results
of our algorithm on the GibLayout dataset are presented in
Figure [/} In the figure, (a) displays the input point cloud,
(b) shows the segmented room semantic masks, (c) illustrates
the reconstructed floorplan for each room with black lines
representing walls, and (d) depicts the floorplan after recover-
ing topological relationships. Our method effectively segments
rooms, using distinct colors to differentiate individual room
regions. For each room, we employed a mask-point cloud
joint contour extraction technique, followed by the recovery of
topological relationships between rooms through the detection
of connection point clouds.

As shown in Table [I} our method successfully segmented
nearly all rooms in the GibLayout dataset. However, in certain
cases (e.g., scenes 3, 9, and 10), some masks were not
segmented due to the absence of ceiling point clouds, leading
to missing elements in the density map. Table [[I} summarizes
the precision and recall of the floorplan reconstruction on the
GibLayout dataset, achieving an average precision of 0.90
and an average recall of 0.94. While our approach effectively
segments most room masks and reconstructs accurate room
contours, performance in terms of precision and recall may be
impacted when ceiling elevation point clouds are unavailable.

2) ISPRS Dataset Results: The ISPRS benchmark dataset
contains fewer scenes but larger ones compared to GibLayout,
with an average area of several hundred square meters and
corridors extending tens of meters. To improve computational
efficiency, we applied voxel sampling to the point clouds of
the two scenes, reducing the number of points using a voxel
size of 0.05. The test results on this dataset are shown in
Figure 8| In the figure, (a) represents the input point cloud,
(b) shows the segmented room semantic mask results, (c)
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Fig. 7: Room segmentation and floorplan reconstruction results on the GibLayout dataset. (a) Input point cloud; (b) room
segmentation results; (c) room contours; (d) floorplan with restored topological relationships.

TABLE II: The floor plan accuracy and recall of this method are tested on the GibLayout dataset.

Giblayout 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Mean
Precisionpoundary | 092 092 082 094 090 090 093 095 088 084 090 095 090
Recallpoundary 090 094 089 098 094 096 096 097 092 092 094 098 094
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Fig. 8: The room segmentation and floor plan reconstruction
effects of the ISPRS dataset. (a) shows the input point cloud;
(b) shows the result of room segmentation; (c) shows the
outline of each room; (d) shows the topological relationship
after restoration.

displays the reconstructed floorplan for each room with black
lines indicating walls, and (d) illustrates the floorplan after
topological relationship recovery. These results demonstrate
that our method performs well on large-scale data, exhibiting
strong generalization capabilities.

As shown in Table[[TI] our method accurately segmented all
rooms in the ISPRS dataset. Table [IV] presents the floorplan
results on the ISPRS benchmark dataset, demonstrating that
our method maintains a precision above 0.90 and a recall
above 0.96.

TABLE III: Statistics of the number of rooms in the segmen-
tation results on the ISPRS dataset.

ISPRS TUB2 UoM
TOOMtrye 9 8
T00M ] 9 8
TOOM gt 9 8

TABLE IV: The precision and recall of the floor plan of this
method are tested on the ISPRS dataset.

ISPRS TUB2 UoM Mean
Precisionpoundary 0.84 0.96 0.90
Recallyoundary 0.94 0.98 0.96

D. Comparison with Other Methods

We compared our method with other approaches in two
key aspects: (1) the accuracy of room semantic segmentation
and (2) the precision and recall of reconstructed floorplans.
These comparisons were conducted on both the GibLayout
and ISPRS datasets. For room semantic segmentation, we
compared our method with the Mask R-CNN model trained
in the FloorSP method [18]]. For floorplan reconstruction,
we compared our approach with both the FloorSP, Heat[32],



Fig. 9: The room segmentation effect of the Giblayout dataset. (a) represents the input density map; (b) represents the result
of the room segmentation of the Mask R-CNN model trained by floorsp; (c) represents the segmentation effect of our method.

RoomFormer[33[], PolyGraph[34], and PolyRoom[35[] meth-
ods.

First, we evaluated our SAM-based room segmentation
method against the Mask R-CNN model from FloorSP. Fig-
ure 9] and Figure [I0] present the room semantic segmentation
results of the FloorSP Mask R-CNN pretrained model and our
method on samples from the GibLayout and ISPRS datasets,
respectively. These figures demonstrate that our method pro-
duces more complete and accurate masks.

Next, we compared floorplan reconstruction performance
with FloorSP and Heat. Figure and Figure show the
reconstructed floorplans generated by FloorSP, Heat, and our
method on the GibLayout and ISPRS benchmark datasets,
respectively, alongside the manually drawn ground truth floor-
plans. Our method produces floorplans with higher com-
pleteness and richer details. To evaluate the effectiveness of
room floor plan reconstruction, we compare the recall and
precision of the reconstructed room floor plans of FloorSP,
Heat, RoomFormer, PolyGraph, and PolyRoom methods. As
shown in Table [V| our method achieves higher room floor
plan recall and precision on both datasets, indicating that
our method reconstructs more complete and accurate rooms
compared to other methods.

Fig. 10: The room segmentation effect of the ISPRS dataset.
(a) shows the input density map; (b) shows the result of the
room segmentation by the Mask R-CNN model trained by
floorsp; (c) shows the segmentation effect of our method.

E. Real-World Experiments

To further verify the effectiveness of our method, as shown
in Figure [[3] we built a robot dog platform with the ability
to build high-quality point cloud maps. We used it to collect
multiple sets of indoor building data in real scenes and
used our method to generate vector floor plan results. The
most representative sets of data are shown in Figure and

Figure [T3]
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Fig. 11: Comparison of floor plan reconstruction results of the Giblayout dataset. (a) represents the manually restored floor
plan; (b) represents the result of our method; (c) represents the contour restored by the floorsp method; (d) represents the floor

plan restored by the heat method.
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Fig. 12: Comparison of floor plan reconstruction results for the
ISPRS dataset. (a) shows the manually restored floor plan; (b)
shows the result of our method; (c) shows the contours restored
by the floorsp method; (d) shows the floor plan restored by
the heat method.

Fig. 13: Experimental platform, we built a robot dog platform,
installed the sensors required for mapping, and equipped it
with a self-developed mapping algorithm.

(a) (c) (e)

Fig. 14: Real data experiment 1. (a) represents the input point
cloud; (b) represents the point cloud density map; (c) repre-
sents the segmentation results of each room; (d) represents
the drawn outline; (e) represents the plane map after the
topological relationship is restored.

TABLE V: Comparison of recall and precision of our method
with floorsp and heat methods in room floor plan reconstruc-
tion.

Datasets Giblayout ISPRS benchmark
Score Precision Recall Precision Recall
Floor-sp 0.74 0.77 0.88 0.86
Heat 0.72 0.74 0.73 0.73
RoomFormer 0.80 0.82 0.85 0.87
PolyGraph 0.78 0.79 0.90 0.88
PolyRoom 0.76 0.81 0.89 0.85
Ours 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.95
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Fig. 15: Real data experiment 2. (a) represents the input point
cloud; (b) represents the point cloud density map; (c) repre-
sents the segmentation results of each room; (d) represents
the drawn outline; (e) represents the plane map after the
topological relationship is restored.

V. CONCLUSION

This paper proposes a LiDAR point cloud-based indoor
floorplan reconstruction method that integrates point cloud
density maps with SAM’s zero-shot segmentation to achieve
efficient and robust reconstruction. Compared to traditional
geometric approaches and Mask R-CNN-based deep learn-
ing methods, our approach improves performance through:
1) generating bird’s-eye view density maps via grid-based
filtering and adaptive resolution projection, combined with
image enhancement techniques to mitigate noise and occlu-
sions; 2) leveraging SAM’s zero-shot segmentation alongside
adaptive prompt points to produce high-quality single-room
masks, thereby overcoming dependence on annotated data
and enhancing generalization; and 3) employing mask-point
cloud joint contour extraction and regularization to integrate
semantic and geometric information, resulting in precise vec-
tor contours and accurate topological relationships. Experi-
ments on the GibLayout and ISPRS datasets demonstrate the
method’s effectiveness across sparse point clouds, complex
layouts, and large-scale scenes, achieving average precision
and recall above 0.90. Our approach outperforms traditional
methods, particularly in non-Manhattan structures and noisy
environments. However, the method still faces challenges with
point clouds lacking ceiling data. Future work will incorporate
ground semantics to improve segmentation generalization and
utilize image-based segmentation to recover window struc-
tures.
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