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Figure 1. The SP-LiDAR Simulation Dilemma: Speed vs. Accuracy. The physical acquisition process (top) forces a trade-off. (Left)
The Poisson model is fast (0.2s) but physically wrong, as it ignores detector dead time. (Center) The sequential “gold-standard” is
physically-correct, modeling dead time, but is computationally intractable (16.1s). (Right) Our Markov-renewal simulator analytically
models dead time, achieving the same high fidelity as the gold-standard at a practical compute cost (0.3s). Our framework breaks the
compromise, enabling fast and physically correct simulation.

Abstract

Single-photon LiDAR (SP-LiDAR) simulators face a
dilemma: fast but inaccurate Poisson models or accurate
but prohibitively slow sequential models. This paper breaks
that compromise. We present a simulator that achieves
both fidelity and speed by focusing on the critical, yet over-
looked, component of simulation: the photon count statis-
tics. Our key contribution is a Markov-renewal process
(MRP) formulation that, for the first time, analytically pre-
dicts the mean and variance of registered photon counts
under dead time. To make this MRP model computation-
ally tractable, we introduce a spectral truncation rule that
efficiently computes the complex covariance statistics. By
proving the shift-invariance of the process, we extend this

per-pixel model to full histogram cube generation via a pre-
computed lookup table. Our method generates 3D cubes
indistinguishable from the sequential gold-standard, yet is
orders of magnitude faster. This finally enables large-scale,
physically-faithful data generation for learning-based SP-
LiDAR reconstruction.

1. Introduction
Motivation. Single-photon LiDAR (SP-LiDAR) is a key
technology for high-resolution imaging [4, 10, 11, 14, 19–
21, 24–27, 31, 33, 34, 45, 46, 51]. Its single-photon sensi-
tivity, however, introduces complex measurement statistics.
Photon detections follow stochastic point-process dynam-
ics [33] that are fundamentally coupled to detector state.
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Specifically, single-photon avalanche diodes (SPADs) enter
dead time after each registration, ignoring subsequent pho-
tons. This effect is non-linear: it destroys the statistical in-
dependence of detections and creates complex temporal de-
pendencies. The result is a fundamental distortion of both
the photon count and the temporal probability density func-
tion (PDF), invalidating simple Poisson models [49]. Any
simulator that ignores this is physically-wrong.

Limitations of existing simulators. The field is paralyzed
by a false dichotomy. On one hand, Poisson-multinomial
models are fast but physically-incorrect, as they ignore dead
time. On the other hand, sequential “gold-standard” simula-
tors are physically-correct, as they brute-force the rejection
sampling of photons during dead time. This sequential ap-
proach is computationally intractable, requiring per-photon
loops that do not scale in flux, resolution, or realizations. It
is a bottleneck that has prevented the generation of large-
scale, physically-correct datasets required for training mod-
ern deep learning pipelines.

Contribution. This paper resolves the speed-vs-accuracy
conflict. We present the Markov Renewal SP-LiDAR
Simulator (MaRS). The core idea is to decouple the sim-
ulation problem: the temporal PDF is well-studied, but
the primary bottleneck is the photon count, which prior
work has failed to model efficiently. We theoretically show
that by modeling the count statistics as a Markov-renewal
process (MRP) [7, 52], we can preserve tractability while
rigorously accounting for the state-dependent correlations
caused by dead time. This MRP formulation is the key, pro-
viding an analytic path to the count statistics that bypasses
the intractable sequential simulation. Our contributions are
two fold:
• A new theoretical model of the photon count statistics un-

der dead time using a Markov-renewal process (MRP).
• A new, high-throughput simulator (MaRS) that imple-

ments this model using spectral truncation and pixel par-
allelization.

As shown in Figure 1, MaRS produces physically-correct
histogram cubes at a computation cost on par with the
physically-incorrect Poisson model, and orders of mag-
nitude faster than the gold-standard. It handles all flux
regimes and is the first SP-LiDAR simulator that provides
the accuracy of a sequential model at the speed of an ana-
lytic one.

2. Related Work
Existing Simulators. The gold standard or conventional
simulator, first generates photon arrivals using multino-
mial Poisson sampling, and then sequentially rejects detec-
tions falling within the dead-time window [36, 48]. While
physically accurate, this sequential rejection requires per-
photon, per-pixel iteration and is therefore computationally

prohibitive for megapixel arrays or large-scale data genera-
tion.

Zhang et al. recently attempted to address this bottle-
neck by directly modeling dead-time-distorted statistics, in-
corporating both the temporal PDF and photon count [49].
However, their autoencoder-based estimation of the tempo-
ral PDF must be retrained for each dead-time setting, their
count prediction exhibits limited accuracy in capturing vari-
ance, and the simulation pipeline remains pixel-wise rather
than fully parallel. In contrast, our simulator provides a uni-
fied and flexible framework that enables fully parallel syn-
thesis of entire histogram cubes with improved statistical
fidelity across different operating conditions.
Statistical Modeling in Presence of Dead Time. Faithful
histogram simulation demands two things: the dead-time-
distorted temporal PDF and the total photon count.

Temporal PDF. Modeling synchronous systems is a
solved problem; their independent increments are trivial to
model [8, 12, 28, 32]. The real challenge is asynchronous
operation [17, 23], where stochastic arrivals and dead time
create complex, dependent increments. Prior work ad-
dressed this using Markov chains to model relative regis-
tration states [36, 37], later accelerated in [50]. This line
of work is useful, but it only predicts the temporal PDF.
It offers no insight into how many photons are registered,
making it an incomplete solution for a full simulator.

Photon count. This remains an open research problem.
Modeling the count N(t) requires tracking detections in
absolute time. The aforementioned Markov chain frame-
work is the wrong tool for this job; it captures relative
transitions, discarding the absolute timing needed to count
events. Other frameworks are no better: self-exciting point
processes are computationally intractable [42], and stan-
dard renewal theory [8, 47] breaks down because our inter-
registration times Wk are dependent, not independent and
identically distributed (i.i.d). We bridge this gap with a
Markov–renewal process (MRP). The MRP formulation is
the first to preserve renewal-like tractability while correctly
handling the state-dependent correlations. This is the ma-
chinery required to derive the statistics of the registration
times Tn and, by inversion, solve for the photon count N(t).

Utility for Downstream Tasks. Simulators are typically
validated through downstream reconstruction tasks. While
depth recovery has been widely explored [1, 22, 30, 43, 44],
reflectivity estimation from raw photon histograms remains
far less studied despite its importance for material inference
and albedo calibration [16]. Accurate count modeling is es-
sential for reflectivity recovery, as the expected number of
photon registrations directly encodes surface brightness. By
producing physically consistent photon counts under dead
time, our simulator not only enables reliable reflectivity es-
timation but also establishes a challenging new benchmark
for evaluating such algorithms.
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3. MaRS: Design Philosophy

The goal of MaRS is to provide a unified simulation frame-
work that remains both physically accurate and computa-
tionally efficient. Rather than simulating every photon ar-
rival individually, MaRS formulates the LiDAR measure-
ment process through analytical and statistical models that
explicitly account for detector dead time and temporal cor-
relations.

3.1. Dead-Time-Distorted Forward Model

The measurement process in single-photon LiDAR can be
viewed as two sequential stages: photons first arrive at the
detector and are then registered by the sensor, forming a
histogram over one laser repetition period.
Photon arrivals. Following prior work [2, 3, 35, 39], we
model photon arrivals as an inhomogeneous Poisson pro-
cess with a per-cycle rate

λ(t) = α s(t− τ) + λb, 0 ≤ t < tr, (1)

where s(t) is the emitted laser pulse, α is the surface reflec-
tivity, τ is the depth-induced delay, and λb is the constant
ambient light. The transmitted pulse is modeled as a Gaus-
sian s(t) = N (t; 0, σ2

t ). We assume that Nr pulses are
emitted, each separated by a repetition period tr, resulting
in a total exposure time of Nrtr. The signal level is defined
as S = α, the noise level as B = trλb, and the total flux as
Λ = S+B. The signal-to-background ratio (SBR) is given
by SBR = S/B.

The arrival flux governs the ideal histogram when detec-
tor nonlinearities are absent, as both the number of photons
and the temporal shape scale linearly with the flux.
Registration under dead time. A SPAD introduces a dead
time td after each detection, during which incoming pho-
tons are lost. In asynchronous operation, the detector be-
comes active again immediately after td. The TCSPC mod-
ule records timestamps Xk = Tk mod tr to one of its nb

bins, where Tk are the absolute detection times. When
operating under dead time, the recorded timestamps devi-
ate from the true arrival distribution: temporal correlations
arise, the photon count rate decreases, and the histogram
becomes distorted.
Input parameters. We define the complete system con-
figuration as θ = (tr, Nr, σt, td, nb, τ, S,B,Niter), where
Niter represents the number of histogram realizations to be
generated. In the presence of dead time, the histogram be-
comes a nonlinear function of θ. Since closed-form models
for the joint distribution of all histogram bins are typically
unavailable under free-running, inhomogeneous conditions,
a decoupled modeling strategy is addopted in the following
section.

Algorithm 1: Single-Pixel Histogram Generation
Input: θ = (tr, Nr, σt, td, nb, τ, S,B,Niter).
Output: Niter histograms hi ∈ RNiter×nb .
Step 1: Statistical model. Find the photon count

distribution pN (n;θ) and the temporal PDF π(θ).
Step 2: Photon count sampling. Draw Niter i.i.d. photon

counts: ni ∼ pN (n;θ).
Step 3: Histogram synthesis. Sample histograms via
hi ∼ Multinomial(ni,π) for all realizations in parallel.

3.2. Histogram Synthesis Decoupling
Unlike the conventional two-step simulation, which is of-
ten computationally inefficient, we decouple the histogram
synthesis process into two components: photon count and
temporal shape, as illustrated in Fig. 2. Specifically, we first
estimate the distorted photon count and the corresponding
temporal probability density function (PDF), and then di-
rectly sample histograms based on these statistics.

The conventional simulator iterates through all photons
and realizations sequentially to produce different histogram
realizations for the same scene. In contrast, the proposed
simulation framework relies on statistical modeling. Once
the model is established, it can be reused to generate multi-
ple histograms in parallel, as summarized in Algorithm 1.
Stationary Temporal PDF. The Markov chain model pro-
posed by Rapp et al. has been shown to accurately de-
scribe the stationary temporal PDF of photon registra-
tions [36, 37]. It is a discrete approximation that divides
the continuous repetition period [0, tr) into a set of states
S = {s1, . . . , snb

}, where nb is the number of histogram
bins. At its core is a transition matrix P̃ that models
the probability of transitions between the current and next
states. Recently, Zhang et al. accelerated the reconstruction
of a large transition matrix by a parallel reformulation and
a separation of the role of dead time’s in row shifting [50].
As a result, the temporal PDF can be efficiently obtained by
solving the leading left eigenvector πP̃ = π.
Photon count: an open problem. Although the solution
to the temporal PDF is available, the photon count model-
ing is still an open problem. Without accurately estimating
it, the scale of the generated histogram fail to reflect the
true statistics, introducing bias in sensor characterization or
downstream neural network training. We solve this problem
in Sec. 4.

4. Markov-Renewal Photon Count Prediction

The stationary temporal PDF describes where timestamps
are across histogram bins, but it does not specify how many
photons are registered. The total photon count N(t) is a
random variable driven by inhomogeneous arrivals and de-
tector dead time. Classical Poisson or renewal models break
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Figure 2. Proposed MaRS Simulator Overview. (a) Traditional high-flux LiDAR simulation requires sequential Poisson sampling, dead-
time enforcement, and timestamp binning—physically accurate but slow and hard to scale. (b) MaRS models a histogram as a product of
count and shape. A statistical engine predicts both the photon-count distribution and temporal PDF, enabling one-shot sampling without
step-wise time simulation. (c) The core engine is built on a Markov–renewal process: (c1) an embedded Markov chain with state-dependent
holding times captures temporal correlations and yields the stationary temporal PDF; (c2) asymptotic analysis shows these holding times
converge to a Gaussian with closed-form mean and variance, producing a Gaussian photon-count law. Together, these enable fast, analytic,
and accurate prediction of both histogram scale and shape.

down because inter-registration times are state-dependent
and temporally correlated.

In this section, we develop a probabilistic model for the
number of photon registrations. We first identify the lim-
itations of the Markov chain formulation and bridge the
gap with Markov-renewal theory. Then, we show that the
photon count asymptotically converges to a Gaussian distri-
bution. Finally, we derive closed-form expressions for its
mean and variance. Our method is summarized in Fig. 2.

4.1. From Markov Chain to Markov Renewal
The photon registration process is a non-decreasing count-
ing process {N(t) : t ≥ 0} where N(t) represents the num-
ber of photon registrations up to time t. Let Tk denote the
absolute registration timestamp of the kth photon, and Wk

the inter-registration time between the (k−1)th and the kth
photons: Wk = Tk − Tk−1 for k ≥ 2, and W1 = T1. The
relative phase of the kth registration within one laser period
tr is Xk = Tk mod tr, ignoring quantization alignment to
bin centers.

The Markov chain model in Sec. 3.2 captures transitions
among the relative states Xk and therefore accurately char-
acterizes the stationary temporal PDF. However, it discards
the absolute timing information contained in Tk and thus
cannot predict the total number of events during a given ex-
posure. While it can reproduce histogram shapes, it cannot
recover the correct histogram scale determined by the un-
derlying photon flux and system parameters.

To overcome this limitation, we formulate the regis-
tration process as a Markov–renewal process (MRP): a

stochastic process {(Xk,Wk)}k∈N that jointly models the
Markovian state transitions and the random holding times
between them on the absolute scale.

The transition kernel of the MRP is a joint probability
that the process jumps to state j within time t, conditioned
on state i:

Qij(t) = Pr(Xk+1 = j,Wk+1 ≤ t | Xk = i) (2)
def
= Pr(j | i)︸ ︷︷ ︸

P̃ij

Pr(Wk+1 ≤ t | i → j)︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=Fij(t)

, (3)

where P̃ij is the transition probability mentioned in
Sec. 3.2, and Fij(t) is the conditional cumulative density
function (CDF) of the holding time for transition i → j.

This formulation allows the application of central limit
theorem (CTL) arguments to the nth registration Tn =∑n

k=1 Wk and, by inversion, to the photon count N(t).

Theorem 1 (Convergence of photon count N(t)). The
photon count N(t) asymptotically converges in distribution
to a Gaussian:

N(t)
d−→ N

(
t

µ
,
tσ2

µ3

)
, t → ∞, (4)

where the effective mean and variance of the holding times
{Wk}k∈N are defined as

µ
def
= lim

n→∞

E[Tn]

n
= lim

n→∞

E [
∑n

k=1 Wk ]

n
, (5)

σ2 def
= lim

n→∞

Var[Tn]

n
= lim

n→∞

Var [
∑n

k=1 Wk ]

n
. (6)
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(Proof in Supplement; obtained from the CLT for Tn and
inversion.)

Remark. Our MRP model unifies several classical cases.
For homogeneous Poisson arrivals without dead time, Wk

are i.i.d. exponential, Tn is Erlang-distributed, and N(t) is
Poisson. With constant flux but fixed dead time, Theorems 1
to 3 reduce to the standard delayed renewal results. De-
tailed derivations are provided in the Supplement.

4.2. Closed-Form Equations for Mean and Variance
Although Theorem 1 establishes the asymptotic law for the
photon count N(t), we still require explicit expressions for
t, µ, and σ2 in terms of the input parameters θ.

The system run time is given by the total exposure time
t = Nrtr. Denote by π (row vector) the stationary dis-
tribution and by P̃ the embedded transition matrix (both
from Sec. 3.2). To compute µ and σ2, we construct from
Eq. (3) the first- and second-moment kernels Qµ= P̃⊙M,
Qµ2 = P̃⊙M⊙M, and Qσ2 = P̃⊙Σ, where ⊙ denotes
element-wise multiplication and M = (µij),Σ = (σ2

ij)
contain the transition-dependent mean and variance of the
holding times:

µij = E[W | i → j ], σ2
ij = Var[W | i → j ].

Lemma 1. Conditioned on transition i → j, the mean and
variance of the holding time W are

µij = td + ti′j +
e−Λ

1− e−Λ
tr, σ2

ij =
e−Λ

(1− e−Λ)2
t2r,

where Λ is the photon arrival flux in one period and ti′j =
(xj − xi′) mod tr is the minimum awake interval between
the reactivation time xi′ , and the next registration xj .
(Proof in Supplement; holding times combine a determinis-
tic offset with a stochastic number of full repetition periods.)

Lemma 1 provides all quantities needed to compute M
and Σ, and thus Qµ, Qµ2 , and Qσ2 , enabling direct evalu-
ation of µ and σ2.

Theorem 2 (Effective mean). The effective mean holding
time defined in Eq. (5) is

µ = πQµ1. (7)

(Proof in Supplement; by the law of total expectation.)

Theorem 3 (Effective variance). The effective variance of
holding times defined in Eq. (6) is

σ2 = σ2
ss + 2γss, (8)

which includes steady-state variance and covariance terms
given by

σ2
ss = π(Qµ2 +Qσ2)1− µ2, (9)

γss =
∑∞

l=1 γl ≈
∑c

l=1

(
πQµP̃

l−1Qµ1− µ2
)
, (10)

respectively, where c denotes a cutoff such that γl ≈ 0 for
l > c. Intuition: As the order l increases, the covariance
term γl → 0 geometrically with a rate set by the spectral
gap of P̃ (see Lemma 2 in Supplement).
(Proof in Supplement; via variance expansion + mixing.)

5. Accurate and Efficient Histogram Cube
Synthesis

To generate histogram cubes accurately and at scale, two
challenges must be addressed: modeling the long-lag statis-
tical effects introduced by dead time, and avoiding pixel-by-
pixel sequential generation for an image. This section intro-
duces the mechanisms that resolve these issues—spectral
modeling of the covariance structure for accuracy, and a
delay-invariance property for efficient reuse of per-pixel
statistics—enabling fast and faithful cube synthesis.

5.1. Spectral Analysis of Long-Lag Covariances
While closed-form expressions for the variance in Eqs. (8)
and (10) require summing the covariance series γss =∑

l≥1 γl, the terms {γl} exhibit widely varying decay pat-
terns across different (S,B, td) settings. This makes de-
terministic truncation (choosing a universal cutoff c) unre-
liable: large c is computationally expensive, while small c
introduces bias. A data-adaptive rule is thus required.

Spectral motivation. Zhang et al. [50] showed that the
long-term dynamics of the transition matrix P̃ are governed
by the magnitude and phase of a few dominant eigenval-
ues. Thus, although the early covariance terms depend on
all eigenmodes, the long-range correlations are effectively
controlled by only the leading ones. We exploit this insight
to derive a compact spectral approximation for γss.

Low-rank spectral model. Let the leading p eigenpairs of
P̃ be {(λi,vi,ui)}pi=1 with biorthogonality U⊤

p Vp = Ip.
We approximate P̃ l−1 ≈ VpΛ

l−1
p U⊤

p , which is accurate
for large l because the remaining eigenvalues mix rapidly
toward 0. Define αi := (πQµ Vp)i and βi := (U⊤

p Qµ1)i.

Proposition 1 (Spectral truncation rule). For a chosen
exact cutoff L and spectral rank p, the covariance series
γss can be approximated as

γ̂ss(L, p) =

L∑
l=1

γl +

p∑
i=2

αiβi λ
L
i

1− λi
. (11)

The first term accounts for short-range correlations (com-
puted exactly), while the second provides a closed-form es-
timate of the asymptotic tail using dominant eigenmodes.

Remark. See proof of Eq. (11) in the Supplement. Early
covariance terms encode complex local behavior and are
inexpensive to compute directly. Long-range correlations,
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Figure 3. Variance Prediction Accuracy and Efficiency. Our
spectral truncation rule matches the ground-truth variance while
significantly reducing computation compared with a large deter-
ministic cutoff.

however, are dictated by the slowest eigenmodes of P̃. The
spectral tail in Eq. (11) captures this effect analytically.

Choice of (L, p). Empirically, across a range of (S,B, td)
settings, eigenvalues beyond the fifth have magnitude ≲
0.7, making their contribution negligible after L≈ 6 steps.
We therefore set L = 6 and retain p = 5 modes, which
balances accuracy and runtime for all tested regimes. See
more details in the Supplement.

Validation. Across diverse (S,B, td) settings, we compare
our spectral truncation rule with deterministic summation
of covariance terms. As shwon in Fig. 3, in several chal-
lenging cases, even including 20 covariance terms fails to
capture the long-range tail needed for accurate variance pre-
diction, whereas our spectral rule recovers it precisely with
negligible computational overhead. This demonstrates that
a few dominant eigenmodes are sufficient to model the full
correlation structure.

5.2. Parallel Generation via Lookup Table and De-
lay Invariance

Direct histogram synthesis becomes efficient once the
photon-count statistics and temporal distribution are known,
but two practical obstacles remain. First, accurate count
prediction requires high temporal resolution (e.g., 214 bins),
where matrix operations and eigenvalue computations are
expensive. Second, when synthesizing a full histogram
cube, each pixel may have different (S,B, τ), and recom-
puting the statistics per pixel would undermine scalability.

A key observation resolves both issues. Although the
reflectivity S and background level B affect the Markov–
renewal behavior, the delay τ does not. Shifting the ar-
rival flux by τ simply shifts the temporal PDF by the same
amount, while the underlying renewal structure, and there-
fore the photon count statistics, remains unchanged. We
formalize this property below.

Theorem 4 (Delay Invariance). Let µτ and σ2
τ denote the

mean and variance of the registered photon count, and let
πτ denote the temporal PDF, under arrival rate λτ (t) =

Algorithm 2: Histogram Cube Generation
Input: System parameters (tr, Nr, σt, td, nb), scene

parameters (Z,R, B), and realization Niter, where
Z,R ∈ RH×W are depth and reflectivity images.

Output: Niter histogram cubes Hi ∈ RH×W×nb .
Step 1: Lookup. Retrieve stationary distributions and MRP

parameters: (Π0,µMRP,σ
2
MRP) = Lookup(R, B).

Step 2: Temporal alignment. Shift PDFs to account for
scene-dependent delays: Π = Shift(Π0,Z− tr/2).

Step 3: Photon count sampling. Draw Niter i.i.d. photon
count maps: ni ∼ N (µMRP,σ

2
MRP).

Step 4: Histogram synthesis. For each realization, sample
histograms via Hi ∼ Multinomial(ni,Π).

α s(t− τ) + λb. Then for any delays τ, τ ′,

µτ = µτ ′ , σ2
τ = σ2

τ ′ , πτ ′ = shift(τ ′−τ)

(
πτ

)
,

i.e., the photon-count statistics are invariant to the delay
and the temporal distribution is only shifted in time.
(Proof provided in the Supplement.)

This invariance enables a simple and scalable mecha-
nism for cube synthesis. We precompute the temporal PDF
π and the effective mean µ and variance σ2 of the Markov–
renewal holding times- on a dense grid of (S,B) while fix-
ing the delay to a canonical value (e.g., the pulse centered
in the period tr/2).

During synthesis, each pixel retrieves its (S,B) entry
from the lookup table, applies the appropriate temporal shift
determined by τ , and samples its histogram directly in a
parallel fashion, as shown in Algorithm 2. This eliminates
per-pixel recomputation and enables accurate and efficient
full-cube generation.

6. Experiments

We evaluate the proposed simulator along three key dimen-
sions: accuracy, efficiency, and practical utility. We first
verify its ability to reproduce photon count statistics under
dead time, then measure runtime scaling with flux, realiza-
tions, and pixels, and finally assess its impact by training a
reflectivity-estimation network using data generated by our
model.

6.1. Accuracy of Photon Count Prediction
We assess the accuracy of our photon count model by com-
paring its predicted distribution to the empirical distribu-
tion obtained from the conventional sequential simulator,
treated as ground truth. Baselines include: (i) a renewal
approximation that replaces the inhomogeneous flux with
a constant-rate model of equal per-cycle energy, and (ii)
Zhang et al. [49].
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Figure 4. Simulator Efficiency Comparison Analysis. We compute the scaling of simulation runtime with flux, realizations, and pixels.
MaRS with the lookup table maintains near-constant runtime across all settings, while MaRS without lookup and the conventional simulator
slow down significantly, demonstrating the benefit of the lookup-table design.

Figure 5. Qualitative Count Prediction Accuracy. We show the
comparison of photon count distributions under several representa-
tive (S,B) combinations with td = 75 ns. MaRS closely matches
the empirical ground truth in both shape and spread, whereas the
renewal model and Zhang [49] exhibit noticeable deviations.

Methods Distribution Metrics Moment Metrics

Wass Dist (↓) KL Div (↓) Mean Diff (↓) Var Diff (↓)

Poisson 7966.130 24.208 7966.130 9257.464
Renewal 207.565 18.821 207.564 45.927
Zhang [49] 2.337 0.409 0.282 64.558
MaRS 0.309 0.013 0.269 1.588

Table 1. Quantitative Accuracy of Photon Count Predic-
tion. Metrics are averaged over a grid of (S,B, tr) values.
MaRS achieves the closest match to the empirical ground truth
in both distributional (Wasserstein, KL) and moment (mean,
variance) metrics, outperforming the renewal approximation and
Zhang [49].

We evaluate a grid of (S,B, tr) values and summarize
qualitative results in Fig. 5 and quantitative metrics in Ta-
ble 1. Figure 5 shows that the renewal model struggles to
capture both the mean and variance, Zhang’s model pro-
vides accurate mean estimates but mismatches variance un-
der high signal levels, while MaRS achieves close matches
robustly in various SBRs. Table 1 reflects the same results
under broader (S,B, td) cases and evaluation metrics.

6.2. Efficiency of MaRS
We benchmark the efficiency of MaRS by measuring run-
time scaling with flux level, number of realizations, and

number of pixels, as shown in Fig. 4. All experiments are
conducted in NumPy on a CPU machine equipped with an
AMD Ryzen™ 7 9700X (8 cores / 16 threads) and 32GB
DDR5 RAM.

For flux and realization scaling, we use the single-pixel
simulator and compare three variants: the conventional se-
quential simulator, MaRS without the lookup table (requir-
ing large matrix computations on the fly), and MaRS with
the lookup table. For pixel scaling, we compare MaRS with
lookup against the conventional simulator.

Across all experiments, MaRS with the lookup table ex-
hibits near-constant runtime, as all statistics are retrieved
from precomputed entries regardless of flux, realizations,
or pixel count. MaRS without the lookup table degrades
due to repeated high-resolution matrix operations, and the
conventional sequential simulator scales poorly in all cases.
These results confirm the effectiveness of the lookup-table
design in enabling fast, scalable histogram cube synthesis.

6.3. Downstream Task: Reflectivity Estimation
A key goal of this work is to validate our per-pixel pho-
ton count model. Since reflectivity is proportional to the
measured photon counts N(t) for a fixed exposure time t,
reflectivity estimation provides a direct test of how well the
model captures true photon statistics.

Implementation. We use a DDPM U-Net [13], modified
to ingest the full spatio–temporal histogram cube (details in
the supplementary). The network predicts the reflectivity
map from this cube.

Training and baselines. We train four versions of the
same U-Net under different simulators: (1) Poisson, (2) Re-
newal + our temporal PDF estimator, (3) Zhang et al. [49]
+ our temporal PDF estimator, and (4) the proposed MaRS.
For fairness, we replace competing temporal-PDF modules
with ours wherever applicable.

Evaluation. We test each model on data from its own
simulator to confirm stable learning, then evaluate all mod-
els on the Gold-Standard (GS) simulator, which best re-
flects real sensor behavior. Better GS performance indicates
more accurate photon-count and temporal-PDF modeling.

Results (summary). Table 2 and Fig. 6 show that MaRS
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Simulator SBR = 0.6 SBR = 1.0 SBR = 5.0 SBR = 10.0

(Used for Training) PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ LPIPS ↓ PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ LPIPS ↓ PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ LPIPS ↓ PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ LPIPS ↓

Zhang et al. [49] 22.7444 0.8908 0.1220 21.9506 0.8820 0.1128 36.0575 0.9599 0.0506 36.2273 0.9652 0.0481
22.5421 0.8931 0.1010 22.2137 0.9036 0.0894 36.1311 0.9675 0.0366 36.3771 0.9664 0.0354

Renewal 29.7230 0.9192 0.0544 30.9704 0.9329 0.0413 36.9140 0.9611 0.0347 37.9956 0.9802 0.0272
12.1210 0.6033 0.3030 11.6988 0.6279 0.2903 14.7609 0.7655 0.2011 15.2909 0.8214 0.1680

Poisson 36.4946 0.9668 0.0225 33.6827 0.9616 0.0231 44.4941 0.9888 0.0131 45.2165 0.9901 0.0126
7.0237 −0.0753 0.5160 7.2490 −0.0145 0.5056 8.5610 0.3701 0.4020 8.7193 0.4064 0.3978

MaRS 24.0321 0.8893 0.1315 24.2821 0.8946 0.1063 36.5793 0.9705 0.0458 36.4003 0.9722 0.0431
24.2488 0.9084 0.1159 23.5776 0.9113 0.0899 36.9205 0.9748 0.0348 37.2704 0.9688 0.0366

Table 2. Reflectivity Estimation Quantitive Results Across Simulators. Quantitative results (PSNR, SSIM, LPIPS) across simulator
domains and SBR levels. Unhighlighted rows show performance under the same-simulator setup, while highlighted rows indicate testing
on the Gold-Standard (GS) simulator (cross-simulator setup). The comparison shows how well each simulator generalizes to the real-world
domain. Our approach achieves near-real-world fidelity with high efficiency.

Figure 6. Reflectivity Estimation Comparison across Simulators. Reconstructed intensity accompanied by normalized error heatmaps
for models trained under different simulators. Poisson shows strong artifacts from ignored dead time; Renewal improves but fails under
varying flux; Zhang et al. [49] degrades at high SBR due to variance errors. MaRS best matches the GS reference, producing the most
faithful reflectivity maps.

provides the most accurate reflectivity estimates. Poisson
fails due to ignored dead time. Renewal captures dead
time but assumes constant flux, causing errors under time-
varying illumination. Zhang et al.’s Gaussian model fits the
mean but its variance error grows with SBR. MaRS models
both mean and temporal variance correctly, producing the
most faithful reconstructions.

7. Conclusion
SP-LiDAR simulation has long been split between two un-
satisfying options: slow but accurate sequential simulators,
or fast Poisson models that break under dead time and pile-
up. Our work removes this trade-off.

We introduced an MRP-based simulator with three key
components: (1) a direct Markov–Renewal formulation that
models non-Markovian photon statistics and dead time an-

alytically, (2) a spectral truncation scheme for fast and ac-
curate covariance computation, and (3) a scalable synthesis
pipeline that models the physics without relying on sequen-
tial sampling.

Our simulator matches the statistical behavior of
the gold-standard sequential method while running over
6 orders-of-magnitude faster—approaching Poisson-level
speed without sacrificing physics. This removes the long-
standing accuracy–speed compromise and enables fast,
physically-correct histogram generation for next-generation
learning-based SP-LiDAR algorithms.
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9. Proofs of Theorems
We restate each theorem in a formal manner and provide the
corresponding proof. Equations reproduced from the main
paper keep their original numbering, while new equations
introduced in the supplement follow local numbering.

9.1. Proof of Theorem 1

Theorem 1 (CLT for N(t) under Markov de-
pendence). Consider a Markov–renewal process
{(Xk,Wk)} with arrival times Tn =

∑n
k=1 Wk and

counting process N(t) = max{n : Tn ≤ t}. Assume
the embedded chain {Xk} is irreducible, recurrent,
aperiodic, and geometrically mixing (spectral gap),
and that E[W 2

k ] < ∞. Then,

N(t)− t
µ√

t σ2/µ3

d−→ N (0, 1), t → ∞, (4)

where the effective mean and variance of the holding
times {Wk} are

µ
def
= lim

n→∞

E[Tn]

n
= lim

n→∞

E [
∑n

k=1 Wk ]

n
, (5)

σ2 def
= lim

n→∞

Var[Tn]

n
= lim

n→∞

Var [
∑n

k=1 Wk ]

n
. (6)

Proof. Under the same assumptions of Theorem 1, the nth
photon registration Tn, which is the sum Tn =

∑n
k=1 Wk,

satisfies

Tn − nµ√
nσ2

d−→ N (0, 1), n → ∞. (12)

A rigorous proof can be found in the central limit the-
orems (CLTs) for additive functionals of ergodic Markov
chains and regenerative/MRP settings [6, 15, 18, 29]. In
additional, we validate it empirically in Sec. 6.1. Intuition:
{Wk}k∈N are correlated but correlations decay geometri-
cally by spectral gap; the variance inflation is considered in
the effective variance σ2.

To obtain Eq. (4) from Eq. (12), we need to invert the ran-
dom variable Tn to N(t) via two equivalent events {N(t) ≥
n} ⇔ {Tn ≤ t}. As a result,

N(t)
d−→ N

(
t

µ
,
tσ2

µ3

)
, t → ∞.

This has been studied in the literature. See proof in classical
results for renewal processes and Anscombe-type theorems
[9, 40]. □

9.2. Proof of Theorem 2

Theorem 2 (Effective mean of holding times µ).
Under the same assumptions of Theorem 1, the effec-
tive mean of holding times defined in Eq. (5) becomes

µ = πQµ1, (7)

where π is the stationary temporal distribution of the
embedded chain, Qµ = P̃ ⊙M is the first moment of
the transition kernel in Eq. (2), where P̃ is the state
transition matrix and M is the transition-dependent
mean matrix of the holding times, as given in Lemma 1,
and 1 is a column vector with all ones.

Proof. Starting from the definition in Eq. (5),

µ = lim
n→∞

E [
∑n

k=1 Wk ]

n
= lim

n→∞

∑n
k=1 E[Wk]

n
(13)

(i)
≈ lim

n→∞

∑n
k=1 E [Wss ]

n
= E[Wss],

where Wss represents the holding time after the system
achieves the steady state and (i) is based on the assump-
tion that the system runs for long enough and converges to
the steady state rapidly.
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The expectation is over all possible transitions from any
state i to j. We apply the law of total expectation:

µ
(i)
= Ei→j

[
E[Wss | i → j ]︸ ︷︷ ︸

µij

]
(ii)
= EXk=i

[
EXk+1=j [µij | Xk = i ]

]
= EXk=i

[∑
j P̃ijµij

]
=
∑

i πi

∑
j P̃ijµij

(iii)
= π(P̃⊙M︸ ︷︷ ︸

Qµ

)1 = E[Wss], (14)

where (i) sums over all possible transitions i → j, (ii) is
based on summing over the possible next states j first and
then the possible current states i, and (iii) is based on an
equivalent representation of matrix forms. □

9.3. Proof of Theorem 3 and Lemma 2

Theorem 3 (Effective variance of holding times σ2).
Under the same assumptions of Theorem 1, the effec-
tive variance of holding times defined in Eq. (6) is

σ2 = σ2
ss + 2γss, (8)

which includes steady-state variance and covariance
terms given by

σ2
ss = π(Qµ2 +Qσ2)1− µ2, (9)

γss =

∞∑
l=1

γl ≈
c∑

l=1

(
πQµP̃

l−1Qµ1− µ2
)
, (10)

respectively, where c denotes a cutoff such that γl ≈ 0
for l > c, π is the stationary distribution of the embed-
ded chain, Qµ2 = P̃ ⊙ M ⊙ M and Qσ2 = P̃ ⊙ Σ
account for the second moment of the transition ker-
nel in Eq. (2), where P̃ is the state transition matrix,
M and Σ are transition-dependent mean and variance
matrices of the holding times, as given in Lemma 1, µ
is the effective mean provided in Theorem 2, and 1 is a
column vector with all ones.

Proof. According to the definition in Eq. (6), the equivalent
variance of holding times σ2 is the limiting variance of the
latest absolute registration time Tn. If we expand Tn into
holding times as in Eq. (13), one caveat is the necessity to
consider nonzero covariances due to dependencies among
state transitions.

Var[Tn] = Var [
∑n

k=1 Wk ]

=

n∑
k=1

Var[Wk] + 2
∑

1≤p<q≤n

Cov[Wp,Wq ]

(i)
≈

n∑
k=1

Var[Wss]︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=σ2

ss︸ ︷︷ ︸
=nσ2

ss

+ 2

{
(n− 1)Cov[Wss,Wss+1 ]︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=γ1

+ (n− 2)Cov[Wss,Wss+2 ]

+ Cov[Wss,Wss+n−1 ]

}
= nσ2

ss + 2

n−1∑
l=1

(n− l)γl, (15)

where (i) is based on the assumption that the system runs
for a long time and converges to its steady state quickly,
and γl = Cov[Wss,Wss+l ] represents the lag-l covariance
when the system is stationary.

To obtain the final equivalent variance σ2, we deal with
the steady-state variance σ2

ss and the covariance series of γl,
included in Eq. (15), individually.
(1). Steady-state variance of holding times σ2

ss:

σ2
ss = Var[Wss] = E

[
W 2

ss

]
− (E[Wss])

2

= Ei→j

[
E[W 2

ss | i → j ]
]
− µ2

ss

= Ei→j

[(
E[Wss | i → j ]︸ ︷︷ ︸

µij

)2
+Var[Wss | i → j ]︸ ︷︷ ︸

σ2
ij

]
−µ2

=
∑

i πi

∑
j P̃ijµ

2
ij +

∑
i πi

∑
j P̃ijσ

2
ij − µ2

= π(P̃⊙M⊙M︸ ︷︷ ︸
Qµ2

)1+ π(P̃⊙Σ︸ ︷︷ ︸
Qσ2

)1− µ2. (16)

(2). Steady-state lag-l covariance γl: We first look at the
lag-1 covariance γ1 and then extend it to the lag-l one γl.

γ1 = Cov[Wss,Wss+1 ]

= E[WssWss+1 ]− E[Wss]E[Wss+1]

(i)
= Ei→j→k [E[WssWss+1 | i → j → k ] ]− µ2

(ii)
= Ei→j→k

[
E[Wss | i → j → k ]

E[Wss+1 | i → j → k ]
]
− µ2

= Ei→j→k [µijµjk ]− µ2

=
∑

i πi

∑
j P̃ij

∑
k P̃jkµijµjk − µ2

=
∑

i πi

∑
j P̃ijµij

∑
k P̃jkµjk − µ2

= πQµQµ1− µ2 = πQ2
µ1− µ2,
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where (i) changes from a one-step transition as in Eqs. (14)
and (16) to two consectutive transitions and (ii) is based on
the conditional independence of Wss and Wss+1, given the
two-step transition i → j → k, as the waiting time only
depends on its current state.

Similarly, we derive for the lag-l covariance γl:

γl = Cov[Wss,Wss+l ]

= Ei→j1→···→jl→k [µij1µjlk ]− µ2

=
∑

i πi

∑
j1
P̃ij1µij1

∑
j2
P̃j1j2 · · ·∑

jl
P̃jl−1jl

∑
k P̃jlkµjlk − µ2

= πQµP̃ · · · P̃︸ ︷︷ ︸
(l−1)P̃

Qµ1− µ2

= πQµP̃
l−1Qµ1− µ2. (17)

Although infinitely many covariance terms might be in-
cluded in Eq. (15), as n → ∞, an interesting question
arises: do all covariance terms matter? We answer this in
the following lemma.

Lemma 2 (Convergence of γl). As l grows, γl will
geometrically converge to 0.
(See proof in Sec. 10.2).

To obtain the effective variance σ2, we substitute
Eqs. (15) and (17) into the definition of σ2 in Eq. (6):

σ2 = lim
n→∞

Var[Tn]

n

= lim
n→∞

1

n

[
nσ2

ss + 2

n−1∑
l=1

(n− l)γl

]
(i)
≈ lim

n→∞

1

n

[
nσ2

ss + 2

c∑
l=1

(n− l)γl

]

= σ2
ss + 2

c∑
l=1�

��
���*

1

lim
n→∞

n− l

n
γl (18)

(ii)
= σ2

ss + 2

∞∑
l=1

γl︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=γss

,

where (i) is based on the assumption that γc is the cutoff
covariance term, i.e. γl ≈ 0 for l > c, and n ≫ c, and
(ii) adds back higher-order covariance terms and defines
the steady-state covariance γss. The proof is complete after
plugging Eq. (17) into Eq. (18). □

9.4. Proof of Theorem 4

Theorem 4 (Delay Invariance of Photon Registra-
tion Statistics). Consider a photon arrival process
with rate λτ (t) = α s(t − τ) + λb, where s(·) is a
Gaussian waveform with compact support, α > 0 is
the signal strength, λb is a constant background rate,
and τ is an arbitrary delay. Assume a nonparalyzable
detector with fixed dead time td and asynchronous ac-
quisition. Let µτ and σ2

τ denote the mean and vari-
ance of the registered photon count, and let πτ denote
the temporal PDF of registered photons. Then for any
delays τ, τ ′,

µτ = µτ ′ , σ2
τ = σ2

τ ′ , πτ ′ = shift (τ ′−τ)(πτ ) .

In other words, the count statistics are invariant to the
delay, and the temporal PDF undergoes only a rigid
shift.

Proof. We divide the proof into two steps: (1) revisiting
how the transition matrix P̃, the core of the photon registra-
tion statistics, is constructed from the input parameters; (2)
evaluating the effect of varying the delay τ on P̃ and hence
the statistics µ, σ2, and π.
(1). Revisiting the construction of P̃: Following the no-
tations and definitions in Sec. 3.1, the photon arrival flux
function can be rewritten as

λ(t) = SN (t− τ) +
B

tr
, 0 ≤ t < tr.

The shape of this waveform does not change with the delay
τ if a finite support of the Gaussian laser pulse is assumed.

The cumulative flux function is defined as

F (t) :=

∫ t

0

λ(x) dx = S

∫ t

0

N (x; τ, σ2
t ) dx+

B

tr
t

= S

[
Φ

(
t− τ

σt

)
− Φ

(
− τ

σt

)]
+

B

tr
t, (19)

where Φ(·) is the cumulative density function (CDF) of the
standard normal distribution.

The Markov model adopted to build the transition matrix
P̃ requires a discretization of the continuous time t to finite
states S = {s1, . . . , snb

} [36, 50], where nb is the number
of TCSPC bins. Denote the bin width by ∆ = tr/nb and
a vector of states by s = (s1, s2, . . . , snb

)⊤. According to
Zhang et al. [50], the transition matrix P̃ results from a row
normalization of the raw weight matrix P that is given by

P = (1λ⊤)⊙ (JdEbase), (20)

where λj = λ(sj), Jd is a permutation matrix that circu-
larly rolls matrix rows by d = ⌈xd/∆⌉ according to the
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relative dead time xd = td mod tr, and the (i, j)th element
of the base exponent matrix Ebase is

Eij = exp
[
−Λ · 1{si>sj} − F (sj) + F (si)

]
, (21)

where Λ = S+B is the flux energy in one repetition period.
Normalizing rows of P, we get the transition matrix P̃. The
stationary temporal PDF π is obtained by solving the left
eigenvector corresponding to the largest eigenvalue, which
is 1 because P̃ is a stochastic matrix, i.e. πP̃ = π, and π
is unique [36, 50].
(2). Effect of the delay τ : Setting up enough prerequi-
sites, we evaluate the impact of τ . For simplicity, we do
not change the parameters associated with τ and denote
those associated with τ ′ by a superscript ′.

For any τ and τ ′, assume the difference of τ ′ and τ in
the discrete space is k = ⌈(τ ′ − τ)/∆⌉. Then, λ′ = Skλ,
where Sk is a permutation matrix that satisfies SkS

⊤
k = I,

and left-multiplying Sk corresponds to matrix row shifting
by k while right-multiplying S⊤

k corresponds to matrix col-
umn shifting by k. Here, a positive k value denotes down-
ward row shifting and rightward column shifting, respec-
tively, and vice versa.

For delay τ , we plug Eq. (19) into Eq. (21), and Eij be-
comes

Eij = exp
[
−Λ · 1{si>sj} − F ′(sj) + F ′(si)

]
= exp

[
−Λ · 1{si>sj}

]
exp

[
B

tr
(si − sj)

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=A

exp

{
S

[
Φ

(
si − τ

σt

)
− Φ

(
sj − τ

σt

)]}
= A exp

{
S

[
Φ

(
si − τ

σt

)
− Φ

(
sj − τ

σt

)]}
, (22)

where A is a constant independent of τ . For delay τ ′, simi-
larly, its (i, j)th element of E′

base is

E′
ij = A exp

{
S

[
Φ

(
si − τ ′

σt

)
− Φ

(
sj − τ ′

σt

)]}
= A exp

{
S

[
Φ

(
(si + τ − τ ′)− τ

σt

)
− Φ

(
(sj + τ − τ ′)− τ

σt

)]}
. (23)

Comparing Eqs. (22) and (23), the effect of the delay is
equivalently an rearrangement of both the row and column
indices of Ebase. In other words, we conclude that

E′
base = SkEbaseS

⊤
k . (24)

The raw weight matrix P′ for the delay τ ′ is

P′ = (1λ′⊤)⊙ (JdE
′
base)

(i)
= (1λ⊤S⊤

k )⊙ (JdSkEbaseS
⊤
k )

(ii)
= (Sk1λ

⊤S⊤
k )⊙ (SkJdEbaseS

⊤
k )

(iii)
= Sk

[
(1λ⊤)⊙ (JdEbase)

]︸ ︷︷ ︸
P

S⊤
k , (25)

where (i) is based on the substitutions of λ′ and Eq. (24),
(ii) is based on the facts that any row shift of 1 stays the
same vector and row shifting operations are interchange-
able, and (iii) is based on the fact that the same permuta-
tion operations and the element-wise multiplication can be
exchanged.

Since the row normalization from the raw weight matrix
P to the transition matrix P̃ preserves the row and column
shifting relationship and SkS

⊤
k = I holds, we have

P = S⊤
k P

′Sk, P̃ = S⊤
k P̃

′Sk. (26)

Plugging Eq. (26) into πP̃ = π, we obtain

πS⊤
k P̃

′Sk = π, ⇒ πS⊤
k P̃

′ = πS⊤
k .

Since π′ is the unique solution to π′P̃′ = π′, it holds that

π′ = πS⊤
k . (27)

Alternatively, the delay only causes a corresponding column
shift in the row vector π, i.e. πτ ′ = shift (τ ′−τ)(πτ ).

Next, we extend the analysis to the count statistics

N(t) ∼ N (µ, σ2), µ =
t

µ0
, σ2 =

tσ2
0

µ3
,

where µ0 and σ2
0 are the effective mean and variance of the

holding times, respectively. From Eq. (14), for delay τ ,

µ0 = πQµ1 = π(P̃⊙M)1.

Following a similar derivation as from Eqs. (22) to (24), for
delay τ ′,

M′ = SkMS⊤
k , Q′

µ = SkQµS
⊤
k ,

and therefore

µ′
0 = π′Q′

µ1 = (πS⊤
k )(SkQµS

⊤
k )1

= πQµS
⊤
k 1

(i)
= πQµ1 = µ0,

where (i) is based on the fact that row shifting does not
change the column vector 1. Then, for the same exposure
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time t and any delay τ and τ ′, the means of the photon count
stay the same, i.e.

µ′ = µ, ⇔ µτ = µτ ′ . (28)

Following similar analyses for Σ, σss, γss, and ultimately
σ2
0 , for any delay τ and τ ′, the variances of the photon count

are also the same, i.e.

(σ2)′ = σ2, ⇔ σ2
τ = σ2

τ ′ . (29)

Combining Eqs. (27) to (29), the proof is complete. □

10. Proofs of Additional Results
10.1. Proof of Lemma 1
We rewrite Lemma 1 in a more formal way as below.

Lemma 1 (Conditional Mean and Variance of the
Holding Time). Consider a nonparalyzable detec-
tor with dead time td and repetition period tr. Let W
denote the holding time between two consecutive reg-
istrations, and suppose the embedded chain makes a
transition i → j. Let xi′ = (xi + td) mod tr be the
relative reactivation time, and define

ti′j
def
= (xj − xi′) mod tr

as the minimum awake interval before the next regis-
tration. Let Λ be the incident flux energy in one period.
Then the conditional mean and variance of W are

µij = td+ ti′j +
e−Λ

1− e−Λ
tr, σ2

ij =
e−Λ

(1− e−Λ)2
t2r.

Proof. We summarize the notations in Fig. 7(a). The high-
level idea is that conditioned on a transition i → j, i.e. the
current state is Xk = i and the next state is Xk+1 = j,
the relative locations of two consecutive registrations are
deterministic. However, an ambiguity still exists in the ab-
solute timestamps Tk and Tk+1, between which the number
of complete repetition cycles is stochastic. A longer waiting
time corresponds to a larger number of full cycles, which
occurs with exponentially decaying probability. This idea is
illustrated in Fig. 7(b). Our goal is to derive a closed-form
expression for W | i → j, and then compute its conditional
mean and variance.

We first describe the deterministic geometry of the hold-
ing time. If the current registration occurs at Tk with an
embedded state xi, the detector becomes active again at
Tk+td. The corresponding state of this reactivation point is
xi′ = (xi + td) mod tr [50]. Given a transition i → j, the
next registration occurs at Tk+1 with state xj , and the min-
imum awake interval between the reactivation and the next
registration is

ti′j =
(
Tk+1 − (Tk + td)

)
mod tr = (xj − xi′) mod tr.

This term is fully deterministic once the transition i→ j is
known. Considering the dead time, the deterministic offset
in the holding time is td + ti′j .

In addition to this offset, the detector may wait through
several full repetition periods before a photon is registered.
Let

R
def
=

⌊
Tk+1 − (Tk + td)

tr

⌋
denote the number of complete periods between reactiva-
tion and the next registration. The waiting time is longer
when the per-period arrival energy Λ is small, and R cap-
tures precisely this stochastic variability.

Combining the deterministic offset with the random
number of whole periods, the support of W | i → j is{

tn : tn = td + ti′j + n tr, n ∈ N+ ∪ {0}
}
.

Since the event that the next registration falls after n full pe-
riods depends only on the arrival flux and not on the specific
transition, the conditional PMF is

fij(tn) = Pr(W = tn | i → j)

= Pr(R = n)

= (1− e−Λ) e−nΛ, n ∈ N+ ∪ {0},

where the distribution of R follows standard results for pe-
riodic arrival processes [36].

Next, we derive the mean of the conditional holding time
µij :

µij = E[W | i → j ] =

∞∑
n=0

tnfij(tn)

=

∞∑
n=0

(td + ti′j + ntr)(1− e−Λ)e−nΛ

= (td + ti′j)

∞∑
n=0

(1− e−Λ)e−nΛ

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=1

+ tr(1− e−Λ)

∞∑
n=0

ne−nΛ

= td + ti′j + tr(1− e−Λ)e−Λ
∞∑

n=1

ne−(n−1)Λ

= td + ti′j + tr(1− e−Λ)e−Λ 1

(1− e−Λ)2

= td + ti′j +
e−Λ

1− e−Λ︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=K

tr, (30)

where the deterministic td + ti′j depends on the dead time
duration and the state transition, while the term Ktr charac-
terizes the averaged waiting time across multiple repetition
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interval ambiguity

(a). Notations (b). Holding time given a state transition

Figure 7. Proof of Lemma 1. (a) Summary of the timing geometry for a transition i→j: the detector reactivates at xi′ , the next registration
occurs at xj , and the minimal awake interval is ti′j . (b) The absolute timestamps Tk and Tk+1 differ by a deterministic offset td + ti′j
plus a stochastic number of full repetition cycles, giving rise to the distribution of the holding time W | i→j.

periods. The latter term approaches zero if the flux energy
Λ is large, since the system’s active time between two reg-
istrations is unlikely to exceed one repetition period.

With the closed-form equation for µij , we derive the
variance of the conditional holding time:

σ2
ij = Var[W | i → j ]

= E[ (W − µij)
2 | i → j ]

=

∞∑
n=0

(tn − µij)
2fij(tn)

=

∞∑
n=0

(n−K)2t2rfij(tn)

=

∞∑
n=0

n2t2rfij(tn)︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=L0

−
∞∑

n=0

2nKt2rfij(tn)︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=L1

+

∞∑
n=0

K2t2rfij(tn)︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=L2

, (31)

where L0 is given by

L0 =

∞∑
n=0

n2t2rfij(tn)

= (1− e−Λ)e−Λt2r

∞∑
n=1

n2e−(n−1)Λ

= (1− e−Λ)e−Λt2r
1 + e−Λ

(1− e−Λ)3

=
e−Λ(1 + e−Λ)

(1− e−Λ)2
t2r,

L1 is given by

L1 =

∞∑
n=0

2nKt2rfij(tn)

= 2K(1− e−Λ)e−Λt2r

∞∑
n=1

ne−(n−1)Λ

= 2K(1− e−Λ)e−Λt2r
1

(1− e−Λ)2

=
2Ke−Λ

1− e−Λ
t2r = 2K2t2r,

and L2 is given by

L2 =

∞∑
n=0

K2t2rfij(tn)

= K2t2r

∞∑
n=0

fij(tn)

= K2t2r.

Plugging L0, L1, and L2 into Eq. (31),

σ2
ij = L0 − L1 + L2

=
e−Λ(1 + e−Λ)

(1− e−Λ)2
t2r − 2K2t2r +K2t2r

=

[
e−Λ(1 + e−Λ)

(1− e−Λ)2
− e−2Λ

(1− e−Λ)2

]
t2r

=
e−Λ

(1− e−Λ)2
t2r, (32)

which indicates that the conditional variance is a constant
independent of the transition. Similarly, when Λ increases,
since incoming photons become denser, the variance is ex-
pected to approach zero.

Combining Eqs. (30) and (32), the proof of Lemma 1 is
complete. □
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10.2. Proof of Lemma 2
Under the same assumptions of Theorem 1, the n-step tran-
sition matrix P̃l−1 will converge to a matrix with replicated
and unique stationary distribution π as rows, i.e.

lim
n→∞

P̃n = 1π.

Then, the limiting covariance term is

lim
l→∞

γl = lim
l→∞

πQµP̃
l−1Qµ1− µ2

= πQµ

(
lim
l→∞

P̃l−1

)
Qµ1− µ2

= πQµ (1π)Qµ1− µ2

=
(
πQµ1︸ ︷︷ ︸

=µ

)(
πQµ1︸ ︷︷ ︸

=µ

)
− µ2 = 0.

The convergence speed is geometric, governed by the mag-
nitude of the few leading eigenvalues of P̃ [36, 50]. □

11. MRP as a Unified Framework
A common strategy for analyzing photon counting systems
is to model: (i) the inter-arrival times {Wk}, (ii) the ar-
rival times Tn =

∑n
k=1 Wk, and (iii) the counting process

N(t) = max{n : Tn ≤ t}. This viewpoint reveals a natural
hierarchy: once the law of Wk is known, the distributions
of Tn and N(t) follow.

Our Markov-renewal-process (MRP) formulation gener-
alizes this hierarchy. It allows Wk to depend on an embed-
ded state sequence {Xk}, capturing correlations induced
by flux variations or nontrivial timing geometry. Classi-
cal models arise as special cases: the homogeneous Pois-
son process corresponds to i.i.d. exponential Wk (no state,
no dead time); the delayed renewal process corresponds to
i.i.d. Wk with a deterministic offset from dead time (one-
state MRP with no covariance).

The following subsections revisit these classical models
from the MRP perspective, illustrating how they fit into the
same unified framework.

11.1. Special Case: Poisson
Assuming a homogeneous Poisson process and no dead
time, the photon registration process is equivalent to its
preceding arrival process. The arrival flux is a constant
λ(t) = λ0, so all the inter-arrival times Wk are i.i.d. ex-
ponential random variables with rate λ0. The nth arrival
time Tn is an Erlang random variable with shape n and rate
λ0. Consequently, the count N(t) follows a Poisson distri-
bution with mean λ0t.

From Exponential to Erlang. The PDF of the i.i.d. ex-
ponential random variable Wi is

fWi
(t) = λ0e

−λ0t, t ≥ 0.

The PDF of Tn =
∑n

i=1 Wi can be obtained by con-
volving fWi

(t) with itself for n times. Alternatively, we
can compute it in the Laplace domain:

L{fWi(t)}(s) =
∫ ∞

0

e−st(λ0e
−λ0t) dt

=
λ0

λ0 + s
, s > −λ0.

Using the convolution theorem,

L{fTn
(t)}(s) =

n∏
i=1

λ0

λ0 + s
=

(
λ0

λ0 + s

)n

.

From the known Laplace pair (when s+ a > 0)

L−1

{
1

(s+ a)n

}
=

tn−1e−at

(n− 1)!
, t ≥ 0,

we compute the inverse Laplace transform and obtain

fTn
(t) = L−1

{(
λ0

λ0 + s

)n}
= λn

0 · L−1

{
1

(λ0 + s)n

}
= λn

0 · t
n−1e−λ0t

(n− 1)!
, t ≥ 0

This is the PDF of the Erlang distribution with shape pa-
rameter n and rate λ0.

From Erlang to Poisson Using the two equivalent events
{N(t) ≥ n} = {Tn ≤ t}, we copmpute

pN(t)(n) = Pr(N(t) = n)

= Pr(N(t) ≥ n)− Pr(N(t) ≥ n+ 1)

= Pr(Tn ≤ t)− Pr(Tn+1 ≤ t)

= FTn(t)− FTn+1(t), (33)

where FTn
(t) is the cumulative density function (CDF) of

Tn, which can be calculated from its PDF:

FTn
(t) =

∫ t

0

f(u) du =

∫ t

0

λn
0u

n−1e−λ0u

(n− 1)!
du.

This integral is equivalent to the regularized lower incom-
plete gamma function:

FTn(t) =
γ(n, λ0t)

(n− 1)!
,

where

γ(n, x) =

∫ x

0

un−1e−udu.

When n is a positive integer, this has a closed-form expres-
sion:

γ(n, x) = (n− 1)!

(
1− e−x

n−1∑
k=0

xk

k!

)
.
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Thus, the Erlang CDF becomes:

FTn(t) = 1−
n−1∑
k=0

(λ0t)
k

k!
e−λ0t. (34)

Plugging Eq. (34) into Eq. (33),

pN(t)(n) =
(λ0t)

n

n!
e−λ0t, n ∈ N+ ∪ {0},

i.e., N(t) ∼ Poisson(λ0t).

11.2. Special Case: Renewal
We now still assume a homogeneous Poisson process, but a
constant dead time. Introducing a fixed dead time td breaks
the memoryless structure of the exponential distribution, but
the inter-registration times remain i.i.d. after the first event.
Each Wk (for k ≥ 2) consists of a deterministic inactive
interval td followed by an exponential wait with rate λ0.
Thus,

µR = E[Wk] = td +
1

λ0
, σ2

R = Var[Wk] =
1

λ2
0

.

This leads to a delayed renewal process. Classical re-
newal theory implies that, asymptotically, N(t) converges
to a Gaussian [5, 47], with mean and variance

E[N(t)] =
t

µR
, Var[N(t)] =

tσ2
R

µ3
R

,

so

E[N(t)] =
λ0t

1 + λ0td
, Var[N(t)] =

λ0t

(1 + λ0td)3
.

Setting td = 0 recovers the Poisson moments, showing that
the delayed renewal model is a strict generalization of the
homogeneous Poisson model.

Moreover, this renewal model is precisely the one-state
special case of our MRP (only one state, no covariance
terms). It corresponds to scenarios with constant flux or
vanishing SBR, where transition structure becomes irrele-
vant. This explains why the prediction from the renewal
model becomes better when the SBR reduces in Fig. 5.

12. Spectral Analysis of Long-Lag Covariances
In this section, we detail our spectral truncation rule—its
motivation, derivation, and practical usage

12.1. Challenges of Long-Lag Covariances
From the main paper, the variance of N(t) is

Var[N(t)] =
t

µ3
(σ2

ss + 2γss) =
t

µ3
(σ2

ss + 2

∞∑
l=1

γl). (35)

Figure 8. Convergence Dynamics of {γl} for Different
(S,B, td) Settings. The diverse convergence rates and oscilla-
tions indicate the challenge of selecting a single cutoff c for all
cases.

The convergence of covariance terms {γl} varies signif-
icantly across signal–background–dead-time combinations
(S,B, td), as shown in Fig. 8. Even with fixed (S,B),
changing td can drastically alter both the rate and the oscil-
lation pattern of convergence. Consequently, it is nontrivial
to select a single cutoff c that generalizes to all operating
conditions. A larger c improves accuracy but incurs heavy
computation, since evaluating P̃ l−1 in Eq. (10) involves re-
peated large matrix exponentiations. Smaller c reduces run-
time but induces bias in long-range correlations.

A naive idea is to adopt a data-adaptive stopping rule:
computing covariance terms until γl falls below a thresh-
old. However, this approach fails for two reasons: (1) γl of-
ten exhibits oscillatory decay, repeatedly crossing zero, so
early stopping can discard essential long-tail contributions;
and (2) these missed tails are further amplified when the
prefactor t/µ3 is large, such as in low dead-time regimes.

Zhang et al. [50] showed that the convergence rate and
oscillations of Markov-chain covariances are dictated by
the spectral properties of P̃—in particular, the magnitude
and phase of its second-largest eigenvalue λ2. As shown
in Fig. 9, the spectral gap and phase vary irregularly across
different (S,B, td) settings, making it difficult to derive a
universal deterministic cutoff or a reliable adaptive stopping
rule.

12.2. Low-Rank Spectral Approximation

If P̃ were diagonalizable, we could write

P̃ = VΛUH, P̃ l−1 = VΛ l−1UH, (36)

where Λ = diag(λ1, λ2, . . .) stores all eigenvalues and V
and U contain the right and left eigenvectors, respectively,
and satisfy UHV = I.

Under this assumption, the steady-state covariance γss in
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Figure 9. Spectral Gap and Phase of the Second-Largest Eigenvalue λ2 of P̃ under Different (S,B, td). The spectral gap is defined as
1−|λ2|, where |λ2| is the magnitude of the eigenvalue; a larger gap indicates faster decay of long-lag covariances. The phase ∠λ2 controls
oscillatory behavior in the covariance sequence, with larger phases leading to more rapid oscillations. Both quantities vary irregularly
across operating conditions, making it difficult to design a universal covariance cutoff rule.

Eq. (10) becomes

γss =

M∑
m=2

αmβm

1− λm
, (37)

where M is the rank of P̃, αm := (πQµV)m, and βm :=
(UHQµ1)m.

Proof of Eq. (37). Plugging P̃ l−1 in Eq. (36) into the ex-
pression of γl in Eq. (17),

γl = πQµV︸ ︷︷ ︸
α⊤

Λ l−1UHQµ1︸ ︷︷ ︸
β

− µ2

=

M∑
m=1

λl−1
m αmβm − µ2

(i)
=

M∑
m=2

λl−1
m αmβm, (38)

where (i) is based on

λl−1
1 α1β1 = 1 · πQµ1 = µ2.

Substituting Eq. (38) into the definition of γss in Eq. (10),

γss =

∞∑
l=1

γl =

∞∑
l=1

M∑
m=2

λl−1
m αmβm

=

M∑
m=2

( ∞∑
l=1

λl−1
m

)
αmβm

(i)
=

M∑
m=2

αmβm

1− λm
, (39)

where (i) holds because all λm are strictly smaller than 1
and the equation of infinite geometric series is applied. □

In practice, however, P̃ is large and typically defective,
lacking a complete eigenbasis. Computing its Jordan form
or exact powers is infeasible. We therefore approximate P̃
using a low-rank spectral decomposition.

We compute the leading p eigenpairs {(λi,vi,ui)}pi=1

of P̃, enforcing biorthogonality UH
pVp = Ip:

P̃ ≈ VpΛpU
H
p , P̃ l−1 ≈ VpΛ

l−1
p UH

p .

As p is supposed to be small, this low-rank decomposi-
tion will be more accurate to model higher-order covari-
ance terms, where inferior eigenvalues already converge to
0. This inspires us to prescribe a cutoff L, calculate the
first L covariance terms as what they are, and include the
low-rank decomposition to account for long-tail behavior,
as stated in Proposition 1:

γ̂ss(L, p) =

L∑
l=1

γl︸ ︷︷ ︸
exact low-order terms

+

p∑
m=2

αmβmλL
m

1− λm︸ ︷︷ ︸
spectral tail estimation

, (40)

Proof of Eq. (40).

γ̂ss(L, p) =

∞∑
l=1

γl =

L∑
l=1

γl +

∞∑
l=L+1

γl

(i)
=

L∑
l=1

γl +

p∑
m=2

αmβmλL
m

1− λm
,

where (i) follows a similar analysis of an infinite geometric
series as in Eq. (39). □
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Figure 10. Polar Plots of Leading Eigenvalues on an (S,B, td)
Grid. This guides us to select L = 6 and p = 5 empirically.

12.3. Practical Choice of L and p

From Eq. (40), the problem of estimating the steady-state
covariance γss accurately and efficiently boils down to
choosing L and p wisely. We compute a few leading eigen-
values under common (S,B, td) combinations, as illus-
trated in Fig. 10. Besides the largest eigenvalue, which is
always 1, they are usually conjugate, appearing in pairs.
The largest magnitude of the 6th and 7th eigenvalues is
around 0.7. Their effects of the 6th and 7th and all remain-
ing smaller eigenvalues will be negligible after six steps,
since 0.76 ≈ 0.1. Therefore, we select L = 6 and p = 5,
i.e. we calculate the first six covariance terms and estimate
the remaining tail by four leading eigenmodes.

13. Count Statistics v.s. Bin Resolution

The transition matrix is the core component of our MRP
framework, and its accuracy depends on the discretization
resolution of the registration timeline. A finer bin resolution
yields a more faithful approximation of the continuous-time
dynamics, but increases computational and memory cost. In
this section, we study how the number of bins affects the
accuracy and efficiency of the predicted count statistics.

We simulate an illumination cycle with Nr = 1000, dead
time td = 75 ns, signal level S = 8.2, and background level
B = 1.2. The transition matrix is constructed using five
different bin resolutions, from 210 to 214 states. The goal is
to evaluate how the predicted mean, variance, and runtime
change as the discretization becomes finer.

Accuracy. Figure 11(a) shows the predicted count distri-
butions. As the number of bins increases, the predicted
curves move consistently closer to the Monte Carlo ground
truth, generated by the gold-standard simulator, illustrating
the improved fidelity of the discrete approximation. Fig-
ure 11(b) quantifies this behavior: both the absolute mean
error and variance error decrease monotonically as bin reso-
lution grows. For this specific SBR value, the mean predic-
tion error is relatively small, but this is not always the case

under other SBRs. Moreover, since the mean scales linearly
with Nr, the impact of a fixed per-cycle error becomes more
pronounced at larger illumination counts.

Efficiency. Figure 11(c) reports the runtime for construct-
ing the transition matrix and computing the statistics. As
expected, higher bin resolutions incur additional cost due to
the larger matrix size. In practice, this cost is often accept-
able because the transition matrix and lookup tables can be
precomputed once and reused across frames or scenes. For
applications requiring on-the-fly computation, a moderate
bin resolution may offer a good tradeoff between accuracy
and speed.

All experiments in this section are performed on a CPU.
Large-matrix operations in the MRP pipeline are highly
parallelizable, and substantial acceleration is expected on
GPUs, which we leave for future work.

14. Reflectivity Estimation

Dataset. For downstream reflectivity evaluation, we use the
NYU Depth V2 dataset to simulate histogram cubes from
paired RGB and depth images [41]. The RGB intensity is
normalized to serve as ground-truth reflectivity, and noisy
photon histograms are generated using our forward model.
We curate a diverse subset of scenes to cover a wide range of
textures and depths, selecting 324 different types of scenes
in total, with 280 for training, 30 for validation, and 15 for
testing. This setup provides a controlled yet challenging
benchmark for reflectivity reconstruction.
Network Details. To empirically analyze the accuracy of
the underlying photon count estimator, we look into the task
of reflectivity estimation as it is heavily dependent on the
photon counts. As shown in Fig. 12, the architecture utilized
for the estimation is built upon the existing DDPM [13]’s U-
Net. For the model to effectively handle the 3D Histogram
Cube, we adapt the existing U-Net by introducing parallel
residual modules. To effectively extract useful information
from the input data, we employ a dual-branch feature ex-
traction mechanism.

The input is processed simultaneously by a Spatio-
Temporal Feature Extraction module using 7×7×7 ker-
nels and a Temporal Feature Extraction module utilizing
7× 1× 1 kernels. The latter branch is specifically designed
to disentangle temporal features from spatial context; by op-
erating solely along the temporal axis, the 7× 1× 1 convo-
lutions capture the precise time-evolution of the signal for
each pixel independently, avoiding the smoothing of sharp
temporal dynamics that typically occurs when aggregating
spatial neighbors in standard 3D convolutions. The features
from these complementary branches are subsequently con-
catenated and fed into the DDPM U-Net to generate the
final reflectivity map.
Training Details. We conduct separate training sessions
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(a). Count prediction: visual effects (b). Quantitative accuracy (c). Runtime

Figure 11. Effect of Bin Resolution on Count Statistics Prediction.
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Figure 12. Architecture utilized for Reflectivity Estimation. The image used for illustration is from the Middlebury Stereo Datasets [38].

for each of the four simulation environments: Poisson, Re-
newal, Zhang et al. [49], and our proposed MaRS frame-
work. The models are optimized using the Adam optimizer
with a learning rate of 1 × 10−4 and a weight decay of
1×10−4 to ensure stable convergence. The training process
is executed on a single NVIDIA A100 GPU with a batch
size of 2, processing input patches with a spatial resolution
of 128×128 and a temporal depth of 1024 bins. Each model
is trained for 30, 000 epochs, requiring approximately two
days of computation time. To preserve both radiometric
accuracy and high-level structural fidelity, the network is
supervised using a composite objective function defined as
L = λ1L1 + λ2LVGG, where the pixel-wise L1 loss and the
VGG-based perceptual loss are assigned weights of λ1 = 1
and λ2 = 0.2, respectively.

Testing Details. During the inference phase, we evaluate
the generalization capability of our models using a test set
comprising 15 diverse scenes derived from the NYU Depth
V2 dataset [41]. To ensure a comprehensive assessment,
each model is evaluated under two distinct conditions: first,
within its native training environment (the same simulator
used for optimization), and second, against a “Gold Stan-
dard” simulator designed to rigorously replicate real-world

Figure 13. Reflectivity Estimation Results for SBR = 10.0.

acquisition physics. The testing input dimensions are set to
200×200×1024. Quantitative performance is measured us-
ing Peak Signal-to-Noise Ratio (PSNR) and Structural Sim-
ilarity Index Measure (SSIM) to evaluate pixel-level signal
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fidelity, alongside the Learned Perceptual Image Patch Sim-
ilarity (LPIPS) metric to assess the perceptual quality of the
reconstructed reflectivity maps.
More Visual Results. Detailed reflectivity estimation
Visual Results for SBR = 10.0 has been provided in
Fig. 13. We observe that despite an increase in Signal-to-
Background Ratio (SBR), models trained on existing sim-
ulators output inferior outputs due to inaccurate modelling
of photon counts, whereas model trained on our proposed
simulator, MaRS, consistently outputs superior results.
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