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Abstract—Neural radiance fields (NeRF) have shown great success in novel view synthesis. However, recovering high-quality details
from real-world scenes is still challenging for the existing NeRF-based approaches, due to the potential imperfect calibration information
and scene representation inaccuracy. Even with high-quality training frames, the synthetic novel views produced by NeRF models still
suffer from notable rendering artifacts, such as noise and blur. To address this, we propose NeRFLiX, a general NeRF-agnostic restorer

paradigm that learns a degradation-driven inter-viewpoint mixer. Specially, we design a NeRF-style degradation modeling approach and
construct large-scale training data, enabling the possibility of effectively removing NeRF-native rendering artifacts for deep neural
networks. Moreover, beyond the degradation removal, we propose an inter-viewpoint aggregation framework that fuses highly related
high-quality training images, pushing the performance of cutting-edge NeRF models to entirely new levels and producing highly
photo-realistic synthetic views. Based on this paradigm, we further present NeRFLiX++ with a stronger two-stage NeRF degradation
simulator and a faster inter-viewpoint mixer, achieving superior performance with significantly improved computational efficiency.
Notably, NeRFLiX++ is capable of restoring photo-realistic ultra-high-resolution outputs from noisy low-resolution NeRF-rendered views.
Extensive experiments demonstrate the excellent restoration ability of NeRFLiX++ on various novel view synthesis benchmarks.

Index Terms—Neural radiance field, degradation simulation, correspondence estimation, deep learning
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Hoto-realistic novel view synthesis is a long-standing prob-
b lem in the fields of computer vision and graphics. Recent
years have seen the emergence of learning-based approaches,
such as NeRF (Neural Radiance Fields) and its follow-ups,
00O which utilize neural networks to represent 3D scenes and
0O employ various rendering techniques to synthesize novel views.
To achieve high-quality rendering, it is essential to design
physically-aware systems that optimize multiple factors, in-
O. cluding geometry, environment lighting, object materials, and
camera poses. However, despite advancements, state-of-the-
art NeRF models may still suffer from undesirable rendering
™ artifacts when relying solely on a limited number of input
. = views, as discussed in [20], [24], [34], [64], [82], [83].
Towards high-quality novel view synthesis, we propose
> NeRFLiX [26] that delivers pioneering efforts to investigate the
feasibility of simulating large-scale NeRF-style paired data for
B training a NeRF-agnostic restorer. The system comprises two
primary components: (1) a NeRF-style degradation simulator
(NDS) and (2) an inter-viewpoint mixer (IVM). Inspired by
practical image restoration approaches [58], [77], NeRFLiX
systematically analyzes typical NeRF rendering artifacts and
presents three manually designed degradations to simulate
NeRF-rendered noises. We take advantage of NDS to generate
a substantial amount of simulated training data and further de-
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velop a deep restorer, i.e., IVM, to remove NeRF-style artifacts.
Consequently, NeRFLiX demonstrates remarkable performance
in synthesizing novel views of high fidelity, thereby extending
the capabilities of NeRF models to new frontiers. However,
there are two perspectives that deserve further investigation: (1)
the inadequacy of manual degradation designs in accounting
for the dispersion of real NeRF-rendered artifacts, and (2)
the difficulty of employing the large inter-viewpoint mixer for
processing high-resolution frames.

Hereafter, we extend NeRFLiX to NeRFLiX++ by intro-
ducing a two-stage degradation simulation approach, combined
with a more efficient guided inter-viewpoint mixer. This refined
framework not only achieves superior or comparable perfor-
mance but also demonstrates significantly improved inference
efficiency.

Two-stage degradation simulation. To bridge the domain gap
between NeRF-rendered artifacts and simulated ones, we pro-
pose a two-stage degradation simulation scheme that consists
of a hand-crafted degradation simulator and a deep generative
degradation simulator. In the first stage, we utilize a similar
degradation pipeline as NeRFLiX, but incorporate more basic
degradations (i.e., illumination jetting and brightness compres-
sion) to obtain an initially degraded frame. In the second
stage, we leverage generative adversarial training to optimize
the output from the first stage, making it statistically closer
to NeRF-rendered views. However, training a deep generative
network for our approach is challenging due to limited samples
in the target domain. We observe that conventional pixel-to-
pixel supervision actually constrains the diversity of simulated
noise. To address this issue, we draw inspiration from Beby-
GAN [30] and propose a novel approach that leverages image
self-similarity and introduces a weighted top-K buddy loss for
adversarial training. Specifically, given a simulated patch, we



DVGO (CVPR2022) DVGO + NeRFLiX++,,,,

DVGO + NeRFLIX++,, gy

Fig. 1: Visualization of restoration results of our proposed NeRFLiX++ for 4K images. It is clear that NeRFLiX++ produces
photo-realistic 4K frames from low-resolution and noisy inputs rendered by DVGO [48].

search for the K most relevant “buddies” (image patches) from
the real sample (NeRF-rendered image), which are then used to
provide weak supervision. This approach significantly enhances
the diversity of generated patterns, resulting in improved degra-
dation modeling. With the two-stage simulator, we are able to
construct sizable training pairs and demonstrate that various
deep restorers can be trained to effectively eliminate NeRF-
style artifacts.

Guided inter-viewpoint mixer. To overcome the efficiency
challenges of handling high-resolution frames for NeRFLiX,
which incorporates a recurrent aggregation strategy to fuse
details from reference views, we propose a more efficient
guided inter-viewpoint aggregation scheme in NeRFLiX++.
We achieve this by first estimating dense pixel-wise corre-
spondences (optical flow) at a low resolution, based on several
considerations. Firstly, the down-sampling operation results in
smaller displacements between images, which lowers the diffi-
culty of estimation. Secondly, the distributions of the rendered
view and reference views become closer, resulting in more
accurate correspondence estimation. Lastly, this approach is
computationally more efficient. We then employ a coarse-to-
fine guided aggregation by leveraging motion fields predicted
at lower scales to aggregate information at higher scales.
This strategy eliminates the need for recurrent high-resolution
correspondence estimation, largely improving computational
efficiency. Compared with NeRFLiX, NeRFLiX++ achieves
superior results on benchmark datasets, such as Tanks and
Temples and Noisy LLFF Synthetic, while performing on par
with the LLFF dataset. Notably, NeRFLiX++ is 9.2x faster
in processing scenes of a 1024 x 1024 size, highlighting its
significant efficiency improvements.
In summary, our contributions are threefold:

« Accurate NeRF degradation modeling. We propose a
two-stage degradation modeling scheme that closely ap-
proximates the statistical characteristics of real NeRF-
rendered artifacts. Through this scheme, we demon-
strate the effectiveness of existing deep image/video
restorers and our proposed NeRFLiX/NeRFLiX++ in
further enhancing the quality of NeRF-rendered views
using simulated samples.

« Efficient inter-viewpoint mixer. We develop an ef-
ficient inter-viewpoint aggregation method that effec-
tively integrates information from multiple viewpoints,
enabling fast and accurate processing of ultra-high-
resolution frames.

« High-quality super-resolution. Given the high effi-
ciency of our accelerated inter-viewpoint aggregation,
we demonstrate the potential of NeRFLiX++ to be

extended to super-resolution tasks, generating photo-
realistic 4K frames from noisy 1K NeRF-rendered
views, as illustrated in Fig. 1.

A preliminary version of our work, NeRFLiX [86], has
been accepted at the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer
Vision (CVPR) 2023. This extended version presents several
key contributions and advancements. First, we address the
limitations of hand-crafted degradations by introducing a novel
two-stage degradation scheme that better models the complex
distribution of NeRF-rendered frames. Second, we systemat-
ically analyze the efficiency of the recurrent inter-viewpoint
mixer and propose a faster alternative. These improvements
result in NeRFLiX++ achieving superior performance with sig-
nificantly reduced computational costs. Moreover, we demon-
strate that NeRFLiX++ can be easily applied to super-resolving
photo-realistic 4K images from low-resolution NeRF-rendered
views with minimal architecture modifications. The code of
NeRFLiX++ will be released at https://redrock303.github.io/
nerflix plus/ to facilitate future research.

2 ReLatep WoRrk

In this section, we review the relevant approaches consisting
of NeRF-based novel view synthesis, degradation simulation in
low-level version, and inter-frame correspondence estimation.

NeRF-based novel view synthesis. This field has received a lot
of attention recently and has been thoroughly investigated. For
the first time, Mildenhall et al. [40] propose the neural radiance
field to implicitly represent static 3D scenes and synthesize
novel views from multiple posed images. Inspired by their
successes, a lot of NeRF-based models [2], [10], [12], [14],
(201, [211, [23], [25], 1271, [35], (371, [38], [41], [43], [45],
[47], [50], [54], [56], [65], [69], [78], [81] have been proposed.
For example, point-NeRF [67] and DS-NeRF [15] incorporate
sparse 3D point cloud and depth information for eliminating
the geometry ambiguity of NeRFs, achieving more accurate
and efficient 3D point sampling as well as better rendering
quality. Plenoxels [17], TensoRF [9], DirectVoxGo [48], Fast-
NeRF [18], Plenoctrees [72], KiloNeRF [46], and Mobilen-
erf [11], aim to use various advanced technologies to speed
up the training or inference phases. Though these methods
have achieved great progress, due to the potential issues of
inaccurate camera poses, simplified pinhole camera models, and
scene representation inaccuracy, they still suffer from rendering
artifacts when predicting novel views.

Degradation simulation. Since there are currently no attempts
to explore NeRF-style degradation, we overview the real-world
image restoration works that are most related to ours. The
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previous image and video super-resolution approaches [16],
(291, [30], [33], [571, [591, [73], [84], [84], [85] typically
follow a fixed image degradation type (e.g., blur, bicubic or
bilinear down-sampling). Due to the large domain shift between
the real-world and simulated degradations, the earlier image
restoration methods [29], [31], [76], [84] generally fail to
remove complex artifacts of the real-world images. In contrast,
BSRGAN [77] designs a practical degradation approach for
real-world image super-resolution. In their degradation process,
multiple degradations are considered and applied in random or-
ders, largely covering the diversity of real-world degradations.
Compared with previous works, BSRGAN achieves much bet-
ter results quantitatively and qualitatively. Real-ESRGAN [58]
develops a second-order degradation process for real-world
image super-resolution. Unlike the real-world image and video
processing systems that focus on eliminating image and video
compression, motion blur, video interlace, and sensor noise,
the NeRF-rendering involves different degradation patterns. To
the best knowledge, we are the first to investigate NeRF-style
degradation removal.

Correspondence estimation. In the existing literature, video
restoration methods [3], [7], [51], [55], [74] aim to restore
a high-quality frame from multiple low-quality frames. To
achieve this goal, cross-frame correspondence estimation is
essential to effectively aggregate informative temporal con-
tents. Some works [6], [7], [68], [74] build pixel-level cor-
respondences through optical-flow estimation and perform
frame warping for multi-frame compensation. Another line of
works [52], [57], [85] tries to use deformable convolution net-
works (DCNs [13]) for adaptive correspondence estimation and
aggregation. More recently, transformer-based video restora-
tion models [5], [32] implement spatial-temporal aggregation
through an attention mechanism and achieve promising per-
formance. However, it is still challenging to perform accurate
correspondence estimation between frames captured with very
distinctive viewpoints.

High-resolution NeRFs (HR-NeRFs). To enhance visual qual-
ity in high-resolution rendering, various NeRF techniques [22],
[54], [61], [71] have been developed. NeRF-SR [54] employs
a two-stage training process, initially using super-sampling to
generate a high-resolution output from low-resolution views
and then refining it by incorporating information from reference
patches. 4K-NeRF [61] adopts a similar approach, utilizing
DVGO [48] to approximate the 3D scene representation and
employing a view-consistent encoder-decoder for high-quality
rendering. Ref-SR NeRF [22] optimizes a low-resolution NeRF
representation and integrates a reference-based super-resolution
model to construct high-resolution views. CROP-NeRF [71]
employs a cross-optimization scheme to improve the NeRF
representation by simultaneously optimizing a deep image
super-resolution model.

By comparison, our NeRFLiX/NeRFLiX++ offers superior-
ity with its scene-agnostic training and cost-effective reconfig-
uration. First, our method distinguishes itself from existing ap-
proaches, which necessitate multi-stage scene-specific training,
by employing a single training process. The direct application
to new scenes substantially reduces the training overhead.
Second, in traditional HR-NeRFs, the joint optimization of
the initial NeRF model and the refinement model makes them
tightly coupled, leading to potential performance degradation
if either component is replaced. Conversely, our framework ef-
fectively decouples the NeRF rendering and refinement stages,

3

Model S56Leonard |Transamerica| Param./Time/Mem.

BungeeNeRF(%) 21.15/0.616| 21.50/0.585 | 0.3M/11.04s/21.6GB

NeRF-SR 20.47/0.586| 20.96/0.551
NeRFLiX++4k-11/22.50/0.766| 22.83/0.741

30.3M/2.73s/21.7GB
14.4M/0.43s/ 7.1GB

TABLE 1: Generalization analysis of NeRF-SR [54] and our
proposed NeRFLiX++. Without re-training on the city-scale
scenes [00], we directly evaluate their enhancement abilities
using PSNR (dB)/SSIM metrics. The best results are high-
lighted in bold. Additionally, we assess the inference costs of
all three models, calculated for a resolution of 1024x1024 on
an NVIDIA RTX 3090.

enhancing adaptability to existing or future NeRFs. The Ta-
ble 10b and Table 1 results clearly demonstrate the substantial
improvements, strong generalization capability, and improved
computational efficiency achieved by NeRFLiX++.

3 PRELIMINARIES
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Fig. 2: A general illustration of NeRF-based novel view syn-
thesis pipeline. Three main steps are involved: (1) ray shooting,
(2) ray marching, and (3) radiance accumulation.

In this section, we review the general pipeline of NeRF-
based novel view synthesis and discuss potential rendering
artifacts. As shown in Fig. 2, three main steps are involved in
the rendering. (1) Ray shooting. To render the color of a target
pixel in a particular view, NeRF utilizes the camera’s calibrated
parameters 7 to generate a ray r(o, d) through this pixel, where
o and d are the camera center and the ray direction. (2) Ray
marching. A set of 3D points are sampled along the chosen ray
as it moves across the 3D scene represented by neural radiance
fields. NeRF encodes a 3D scene and predicts the colors and
densities of these points. (3) Radiance accumulation. The pixel
color is extracted by integrating the predicted radiance features
of the sampled 3D points.

Discussion. We see that establishing relationships between 2D
photos and the corresponding 3D scene requires camera calibra-
tion. Unfortunately, it is very challenging to precisely calibrate
camera poses, leading to noisy 3D sampling. Meanwhile, some
previous works [24], [62], [70], [75] also raise other concerns,
including the non-linear pinhole camera model [24] and shape-
radiance ambiguity [79]. Due to these inherent limitations, as
discussed in Sec. 1, NeRF models may synthesize unsatisfied
novel test views.

4 NeRFLiX

In this work, we present NeRFLiX, a general NeRF-agnostic
restorer which employs a degradation-driven inter-viewpoint
mixer to enhance novel view images rendered by NeRF models.
It is made up of two essential components: a NeRF-style degra-
dation simulator (NDS) and an inter-viewpoint mixer (IVM).
As shown in Fig. 4a, during the training phase, we employ the
proposed NDS to create large-scale paired training data, which



Fig. 3: Overview of our NDS pipeline in NeRFLiX: using our
proposed degradations, we process a target view I8’ to produce
its simulated degraded view 1. “SGN”, “Re-Pos.” and “A-Blur”
refer to the splatted Gaussian, re-positioning, anisotropic blur
degradations, and “RA” is the region adaptive strategy.

is subsequently used to train an IVM for improving a NeRF-
rendered view utilizing two reference images (reference views).
In the inference stage, as illustrated in Fig. 4b, IVM is adopted
to enhance a rendered view by fusing useful information from
the selected most relevant reference views.

4.1 NeRF-Style Degradation Simulator (NDS)

Due to the difficulties in gathering well-posed scenes under
various environments and training NeRF models for each scene,
it is infeasible to directly collect large amounts of paired NeRF
data for artifact removal. To address this challenge, motivated
by BSRGAN [77], we design a general NeRF degradation
simulator to produce a sizable training dataset that is visually
and statistically comparable to NeRF-rendered images (views).

To begin with, we collect raw data from LLFF-T' and
Vimeo90K [68] where the adjacent frames are treated as
raw sequences. Each raw sequence consists of three images
{18, I7, I}}: a target view I*" and its two reference views {I], I}}.
To construct the paired data from a raw sequence, we use the
proposed NDS to degrade /% and obtain a simulated view I, as
shown in Fig. 4(a).

The degradation pipeline is illustrated in Fig 3. We design
three types of degradation for processing a target view I8
splatted Gaussian noise (SGN), re-positioning (Re-Pos.), and
anisotropic blur (A-Blur). It should be noted that there may be
other models for such a simulation, and we only utilize this
route to evaluate and justify the feasibility of our idea.

Splatted Gaussian noise. Although additive Gaussian noise
is frequently employed in image and video denoising, NeRF
rendering noise clearly differs. Rays that hit a 3D point will be
re-projected within a nearby 2D area because of noisy camera
parameters. As a result, the NeRF-style noise is dispersed over a
2D space. This observation led us to present a splatted Gaussian
noise, which is defined as

P'=F+neg, (1)
where n is a 2D Gaussian noise map with the same resolution
as %" and g is an isotropic Gaussian blur kernel.

Re-positioning. We design a re-positioning degradation to
simulate ray jittering. We add a random 2D offset ¢;,6; € [-2,2]
with probability 0.1 for a pixel at location (i, j) as

P2, j) = 1P, j) if p>0.1
’ IPYi+6;,j+6;) else p<0.1,
where p is uniformly distributed in [0, 1].

2

Anisotropic blur. From our observation, NeRF synthetic
frames also contain blurry contents. To simulate blur patterns,
we use anisotropic Gaussian kernels to blur the target frame.

1. The training part of LLFF [39].

4

Neural radiance fields are often supervised with unbalanced
training views. As a result, given a novel view, the projected
2D areas have varying degradation levels. Thus, we carry out
each of the employed degradations in a spatially variant manner.
More specifically, we define a mask M as a two-dimensional
oriented anisotropic Gaussian [19] like

MG, j) = Gi = ¢, j = ¢j3 00, 0, A), (3)
where (c;,c;) and (o, 0;) are the means and standard devia-
tions, and A is an orientation angle. After that, we use the mask
M to linearly blend the input and output of each degradation,
finally achieving region-adaptive degradations.

At last, with our NDS, we can obtain a great number
of training pairs, and each paired data consists of two high-
quality reference views {I], 7}, a simulated degraded view I,
and the corresponding target view I%. Next, we show how the

constructed paired data {/, ] ,IQIIS” } can be used to train our
IVM.

4.2

Problem formulation. Given a degraded view I produced by
our NDS or NeRF models, we aim to extract useful information
from its two high-guality reference views {I7, I’} and restore an
enhanced version /.

Inter-viewpoint Mixer (IVM)

IVM architecture. For multi-frame processing, the existing
techniques either use optical flow [0], [55], [74] or deformable
convolutions [13], [32], [57] to realize the correspondence
estimation and aggregation for consistent displacements. In
contrast, NeRF-rendered and input views may come from very
different angles and locations, making it challenging to perform
precise aggregation.

To address this problem, we propose IVM, a hybrid re-
current inter-viewpoint “mixer” that progressively fuses pixel-
wise and patch-wise contents from two high-quality reference
views, achieving more effective inter-viewpoint aggregation.
There are three modules, i.e., feature extraction, hybrid inter-
viewpoint aggregation, and reconstruction, as shown in Fig. 5.
Two convolutional encoders are used in the feature extraction
stage to process the degraded view I and two high-quality ref-
erence views {I, I'}, respectively. We then use inter-viewpoint
window-based attention modules and deformable convolutions
to achieve recurrent patch-wise and pixel-wise aggregation. Fi-
nally, the enhanced view I is generated using the reconstruction
module under the supervision

Loss = |I - I¥'|, where [ = f(I,I], I5;6), )

where 6 is the learnable parameters of IVM. The architecture
details are given in our supplementary materials.

4.3 View Selection

In the inference stage, for a NeRF-rendered view /I, our IVM
produces an enhanced version by aggregating contents from
two neighboring high-quality views. Though multiple high-
quality views (provided for the training) are available, only
a part of them is largely overlapped with /. We only adopt
the most pertinent views that are useful for the inter-viewpoint
aggregation.

To this end, we develop a view selection strategy to choose
two reference views {I{, I}} from the input views that are most
overlapped with the rendered view /. Specifically, we formulate
the view selection problem based on the pinhole camera model.
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Fig. 4: Illustration of our proposed NeRFLiX. It consists of two essential modules: (1) NeRF degradation simulator that constructs
paired training data {1, I7, I;IIS” } from a raw sequence {I%', I, I3}, (2) inter-viewpoint mixer trained on this simulated data is capable

of restoring high-quality frames from NeRF rendered views.
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Fig. 5: The framework of our inter-viewpoint mixer in NeR-
FLiX.
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Fig. 6: Illustration of our view selection strategy.

An arbitrary 3D scene can be roughly approximated as a
bounding sphere in Fig. 6, and cameras are placed around
it to take pictures. When camera-emitted rays hit the sphere,
there are a set of intersections. We refer to the 3D point sets as
®; = {p},pl.--- Py} and ©; = {p{, pi.-- ,pfwj} for the i-th
and j-th cameras. For m;-th intersection p;, € ®; of view i, we
search its nearest point in view j with the L2 distance

P’ = argmin(llp — pi, ). (5)
Ped;
Then the matching cost from the i-th view to the j-th view is
calculated by M; o
Cinj = ), IPhy, = P13 (©)
m;=0
We finally obtain the mutual matching cost between views i and
J
Ci(—»j =C,;,j+cj;),‘. (7)
In this regard, two reference views {I{, I’} are selected at the
least mutual matching costs for enhancing the NeRF-rendered
view I. Note that we also adopt this strategy to decide the two

reference views for the LLFF-T [39] data during the training
phase.

5 NeRFLiX++

Based on NeRFLiX, we propose NeRFLiX++ with a two-stage
degradation modeling strategy and a guided inter-viewpoint
mixer to further improve restoration performance and efficiency.

5.1 Two-stage Degradation Modeling

The proposed two-stage degradation modeling approach com-
prises a manually designed degradation simulator and a deep
generative degradation simulator, as depicted in Fig. 7. In
the first stage, we generate initialized degraded frames using
multiple hand-crafted degradations, inspired by NeRFLiX, from
the selected clean views. In the second stage, the deep genera-
tive degradation simulator is employed to refine the first-stage
results and generate the final simulated views.

5.1.1

In addition to the three basic degradations used in NeR-
FLiX, which are splatted Gaussian noise, re-positioning, and
anisotropic Gaussian blur, we introduce two supplementary
degradation patterns to enhance the realism of our simulation.
We apply the same region-adaptive degradation strategy as
NeRFLiX for these two additional degradations.

Illumination jetting. To account for the variation in illumina-
tion caused by view-dependent shading, we propose a gamma
adjustment applied to both the target and reference views. The
adjustment is defined as

Manual Degradation Simulator

y = power(x,y), ®)

where “power” denotes the exponential function and y is a
linear adjustment constant randomly sampled from [0.95, 1.05].

Lightness compression. To simulate structural defects that
may occur in NeRF-based rendering, we propose an image
compression procedure that degrades the gray-scale density of
a target frame. Specifically, we first convert an RGB frame
to the LAB color space and compress the L component using
the JPEG algorithm at a randomly selected compression level
(between 20% and 90%). We then merge the degraded L
channel with the raw AB channels and transform them back
to the RGB color space.

5.1.2 Deep Generative Degradation Simulator

As noted in Sec. 1, manually designed degradations may not
capture the full range of actual NeRF-style artifacts. To address
this limitation, we propose a deep generative degradation sim-
ulator that refines the results of the manual degradation stage
and narrows the gap between the simulated and target domains.



(a) Manual Degradation Simulator (Sec. 5.1.1)

(b) Deep Generative Degradation Simulator (Sec 5.1.2)
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Fig. 7: The pipeline of our two-stage degradation modeling consisted of two sequentially stacked simulators: (a) a manual
degradation simulator to get an initialized result 75! from a clean target frame, (b) a deep generative degradation simulator that
receives the I°! and outputs the final degraded frame I°? using an adversarial learning scheme. Additionally, we introduce a

weighted top-K supervision (WKS) to enhance the degradation diversity of refined views I52.

g WKS loss (Eqg.10)

opK — 2” (g;k - gisz)*wi‘k ”1
k=1

Fig. 8: Illustration of the proposed weighted top-K similarity
loss. Where 152 and [ are the second-stage degraded frame and
the corresponding NeRF-rendered views. g, , 4, are the top-
K patches from 7 and w; (; » ... k) are the corresponding weighted
factors calculated by Eq. (11) for adaptive supervision. Also, we

highlight the pre-defined patch gf' that is only ranked third.

Generative adversarial networks (GANs) have shown re-
markable results in image-to-image translation tasks when a
large number of training samples are available. However, the
scarcity of available data from Neural Radiance Fields (NeRF)
poses significant challenges in using GANs to directly fit
the underlying degradation distribution. To address this issue,
motivated by Beby-GAN [30], we propose a weighted top-
K similarity loss, or WKS, as an auxiliary loss function to
aid in adversarial training. As shown in Fig. 7, we use a
UNet to process the first-stage degraded view I°! to obtain the
refined result I52. In addition to the conventional adversarial
and reconstruction losses, we also utilize the WKS to produce
results I5? with more diversity.

WKS. Fig. 8 illustrates the weighted top-K supervision. Given
the i-th patch of 52, denoting g52, we use a triple distance
function to search for the top-K similar patches g, , ., from
the corresponding real rendered view [I. The triple distance
function is defined as

Biaem =Pk ale- g +Ale-ell. o)
where gf’ is the corresponding real rendered patch, G is a set
of candidate patches generated by unfolding the real-rendered
view I, and «a,f are two scaling factors to balance the two
distance terms. According to the empirical experiments in
Beby-GAN [30], we set them to 1 for better evaluation results.
After obtaining the top-K similar patches, the proposed WKS
is formulated as

(10)

K
-ETopK = Z “(gik - gfz
k=1

where w; is the k-th normalized weight, calculated as

.
di = 5 lgix — g1,
(11)

K
Wik = exp(di)/ ) exp(diyn) .

The d; is the scaled negative L2 distance between the predicted
patch giS 2 and one of its k-th most similar patch.

Discussion. Our proposed weighted top-K similarity loss
adopts a dynamic strategy to search for multiple pertinent
patches from the real rendered frames, enriching the diversity
of supervisory signals. This approach encourages the model to
find highly similar target patches that have closer degradation
degrees than the pre-defined label, resulting in more accurate
and effective training. In our experiments, we demonstrate
the effectiveness of this design and show that it significantly
improves the performance of GANs when limited data from
NeRF-rendered frames is available.

5.2 Guided Inter-viewpoint Mixer

Under the typical NeRF setup, the high-quality input views
come for free and they serve as potential reference bases for the
restoration of rendered views. To achieve inter-viewpoint mix-
ing, NeRFLiX presents a recurrent aggregation model to handle
the distinct viewpoint changes. However, as aforementioned in
Sec. 1, it remains impractical to process high-resolution frames
due to the high computational expenses.

To overcome this limitation, we propose a guided inter-
viewpoint mixer (termed as “G-IVM”) with an efficient multi-
view fusion module. Fig. 9 depicts the framework architecture
of G-IVM. Our approach first utilizes an off-the-shell optical
flow model to predict coarse correspondences between a ren-
dered view I and its reference views {I,, I,}* at a low resolution.
Building upon coarse predictions as guidance, we propose a
pyramid neural network to conduct a coarse-to-fine aggregation.

Our guided inter-viewpoint mixer, an extension of the [IVM
method introduced in NeRFLiX [86], comprises three integral
modules: feature extraction, guided inter-viewpoint aggrega-
tion, and pyramid reconstruction.

Coarse corresponding estimation. In order to establish coarse
correspondences between a given input view / and its reference
views {I;, I}, we utilize a pre- -trained SPyNet [44] model to

predict the optical flow C {12) at a down-sampled scale of 1 1

Feature extraction. We introduce two convolutional encoders,
referred to as ”Encoder 1/2” to extract deep pyramid image

features F'5°1°3) and F *""’ from a rendered view I and its

2. To provide a more concise description of G-IVM, we omit the upper
letter " in this section and the subsequent ones.
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Fig. 9: The framework of our guided inter-viewpoint mixer (G-IVM) in NeRFLiX++. (a) The overview of our proposed G-IVM,
which consists of three integral modules: (1) two parallel convolutional encoders are employed to extract deep image features
from input and reference views, (2) taking the estimated coarse optical flow as guidance, we devise a guided inter-viewpoint
aggregation module to progressively fuse pyramid deep image features, and (3) we utilize three reconstruction blocks to gradually
restore multi-scale frames in a coarse-to-fine manner. Meanwhile, we adopt a multi-scale supervision scheme to enhance the
restoration quality. (b) We outline the detailed structure of the guided inter-viewpoint aggregation. “Ay; 3, means the three
pyramid aggregation blocks, and “R(;23)” refer to the three reconstruction blocks to progressively produce multi-scale frames

[ and 1.

Method PSNR (dB)T | SSIMT | LPIPS|
TensoRF [9] (ECCV’22) 26.73 0.839 | 0.204
TensoRF [9] + NeRFLiX 27.39 (1 0.66) | 0.867 | 0.149
TensoRF [9] + NeRFLiX++ 27.38 (1 0.65)| 0.866 | 0.156
Plenoxels [17] (CVPR’22) 26.29 0.839 | 0.210
Plenoxels [17] + NeRFLiX 26.90 (7 0.61)| 0.864 | 0.156
Plenoxels [17] + NeRFLiX++ |26.92 (7 0.63)| 0.864 | 0.160
NeRF-mm [62] (ARXIV’21) 22.98 0.655 | 0.440
NeRF-mm [62] + NeRFLiX 23.38 (1 0.40)| 0.694 | 0.360
NeRF-mm [62] + NeRFLiX++ | 23.40 (T 0.42) | 0.698 | 0.354
NeRF [40] (ECCV’20) 26.50 0.811 | 0.250
NeRF [40] + NeRFLiX 27.26 (1 0.76) | 0.863 | 0.159
NeRF [40] + NeRFLiX++ 27.25(10.75)| 0.858 | 0.170

(a) Quantitative results on LLFF [39] under LLFF-P1.

Method PSNR (dB)] | SSIM{] | LPIPS]
NLFE [1] (CVPR'22) 27.46 0.868 | 0.136
NLF [1] + NeRFLiX 28.19 (1 0.73) | 0.899 | 0.093
NLF [1] + NeRFLiX++ 28.10 (1 0.64) | 0.895 | 0.093
RegNeRF-V3 [12] (CVPR'22) 19.10 0.587 | 0.373
RegNeRF-V3 [17] + NeRFLiX | 19.68 (1 0.58)| 0.661 | 0.260
RegNeRF-V3 [42] + NeRFLiX++ | 19.85 (1 0.75) | 0.670 | 0.258
RegNeRF-V6 [17] (CVPR'22) 23.06 0.759 | 0.242
RegNeRF-V6 [42] + NeRFLiX | 23.90(7 0.84) | 0.815 | 0.144
RegNeRF-V6 [42] + NeRFLiX++ | 24.01(1 0.95) | 0.816 | 0.152
RegNeRF-VO [17] (CVPR'22) 24.81 0.818 | 0.196
RegNeRF-V9 [412] + NeRFLiX  [25.68 (1 0.87)| 0.863 | 0.114
RegNeRF-V9 [17] + NeRFLiX++ | 25.76 (1 0.95) | 0.861 | 0.124

(b) Quantitative results on LLFF under LLFF-P2. RegNeRF-
V3(6,9) takes 3(6,9) input views for training.

Model #Params @ 512 x512 @1024 x 1024 @2048 x 2048
Speed Memory Speed Memory Speed Memory

NeRF [40] 5.1IM 14.01s 22.5GB 56.04s 22.5GB | 224.14s  22.5GB
NeRF-mm [62] | 0.16M 1.11s 24.1GB 4.45s 24.1GB 17.80s 24.1GB
NLF [1] 1.3M 4.19s 15.8GB 17.18s 15.8GB 69.14s 15.8GB
Reg-NeRF [42] | 0.6M 7.54s 23.8GB 30.16s 23.8GB 120.65s  23.8GB
Plenoxels [17] | 778M 0.08s 6.9GB 0.29s 6.9GB 1.16s 6.9GB
TensoRF [9] 47™M 4.15s 21.6GB 16.32s 21.6GB 64.44s 21.6GB
NeRFLiX 352M 0.92s 4.2GB 4.01s 12.6GB - -
NeRFLiX++ 14.4M 0.11s 2.8GB 0.43s 7.1GB 1.58s 24.2GB

(c) Analysis of model complexity and efficiency. Testing is conducted on an NVIDIA RTX 3090 GPU for three resolutions: 512x512,
1024 x 1024, and 2048 x 2048. A hyphen (’-”) denotes results that are unavailable due to out-of-memory constraints.

TABLE 2: Quantitative analysis of our NeRFLiX on LLFF [

two reference views I 5;. Specifically, the pyramid features are
at scales of %, %, % by applying three convolutions with a stride
length of 2.

Guided inter-viewpoint aggregation. Considering the difficul-
ties associated with accurately estimating large displacements
between a rendered view I and its reference views {[i, I},
we present a guided inter-viewpoint aggregation method that
operates in a coarse-to-fine manner. Our approach employs
the flow-guided deformable convolution (FDCN) technique,
leveraging optical flow computed by the SPyNet to facilitate
thle aglgregation of F¥ and its corresponding reference views

F},Fj}. The process is formulated as

]. Best and second best results are highlighted in red and blue.

1 1]
C} = EBilinear(Ci“, E)’
M = [F%, F*.CF. (12

i
! 11

F} =FDCN(F},M},C}),

where i € {1,2} is the reference index, Bilinear(:, s) i.S a
bilinear interpolation function (s is the scaling factor), M} is
an offset feature, and F l.% denotes an aligned feature from the
i-th reference view to the target image.] Having obtained the

two aggregated features, denoted as F {§1,21’ we employ a 3D
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Fig. 10: Comparison between NeRF models and our NeRFLiX(++) additions in terms of PSNR, inference time, and memory
usage. The runtime of NeRFLiX(++) is computed by aggregating the inference time of the NeRF model and IVM (G-IVM).
Memory usage is reported as the maximum value between the NeRF model and IVM (G-IVM).

convolution layer to fuse them with the target-view feature F' 8

A

s

Al

1
= Conv3D(F}, . F¥), (13)

where £7 is the fused feature.

Moving forward, we proceed with the i-scale aggregation
stage. Instead of utilizing the feature F i directly, we opt for
the 2x upsampled counterpart F' $12 as the target-view feature.
This choice is motivated by the presence of potential artifacts
in the rendered view I. Given that £'§ has already aggregated
high-quality details from the reference views, it is deemed
more approPriate for conducting correspondence estimation

involving F;' and the target view:

112 . Al
F}'" = Bilinear(F'#,2),
1

1 1 1
(Fi" Fi,CiY,

i

111
=FDCN(F},M}?,C}).

;=

M = (14)

Bl— o~

A

F

Afterwards, we take 'fmother 3D convolution to mix the two
aggregated features £ {Zl 2

1
F#).

A AL
P& = Conv3D(F} .

as)

Finally, we conduct the third-level aggregation to obtain the
Al . . . . .

fused feature F'2, using similar processing steps as in the second

stage.

Pyramid reconstruction and multi-scale supervision. We
employ pyramid aggregated features £ 1552 to generate multi-
scale outputs. Initially, starting from F 5, we employ convolu-
tional blocks to obtain the lowest-scale output / 5, Subsequently,
we upsample this output and incorporate £ i to learn the
image residue at a higher scale, yielding [ i, By following this
strategy, we ultimately predict the enhanced view . To improve
reconstruction quality, we incorporate multi-scale supervision
during training:

Al 1 [l’l,
Ly gy = W30 = 1
Ly =|lI = Igll;
L=0.1x L{O,l} + Lf,

I

(16)

11
where Iy, I;f”‘) are the full-resolution and down-scaled ground
truth views.

6 ExPERIMENT
6.1 Implementation Details

Initially, we train the deep generative degradation simulator
for 150K iterations. After this, we freeze the weights of both
the deep generative degradation simulator and the optical flow
model used in G-IVM for the next 300K iterations. Then we
jointly train both the deep generative degradation simulator and
G-IVM for additional 300K iterations, using a batch size of
16 and a cropped input size of 128 x 128. We use the same
data augmentation techniques as NeRFLiX [86], and employ an
Adam optimizer and a Cosine annealing learning rate scheme.

6.2 Datasets and Metrics

Following NeRFLiX, we conduct experiments on three popular
datasets: LLFF [39], Tanks and Temples [26], and Noisy LLFF
Synthetic [40]. The first two benchmarks have eight and five
real-world scenes, respectively. Noisy LLFF Synthetic has eight
virtual scenes, where we manually apply camera jetting to
the precise camera poses to simulate the imperfect in-the-wild
calibration.

We evaluate our method using the PSNR (7), SSIM [60] (T)
and LPIPS [80](]) metrics, consistent with the evaluation stan-
dards of NeRF models.

6.3

We validate the effectiveness of NeRFLiX++ by consistently
improving the performance of state-of-the-art NeRF models on
diverse datasets. Furthermore, we conduct thorough quantitative
and qualitative comparisons between NeRFLiX++ and NeR-
FLiX, while also assessing their respective inference efficiency.

Improvements over SOTA NeRFs

LLFF. In order to examine the enhancement potential of our
NeRFLiX++, we investigate six representative models, includ-
ing NeRF [40], TensoRF [9], Plenoxels [17], NeRF-mm [62],
NLF [!], and RegNeRF [42]. Using rendered views (as well
as their reference views) of NeRF approaches as inputs to our
model, we aim to further improve the synthesis quality. The
quantitative results are provided in Table 2. Under both pro-
tocols, NeRFLiX++ exhibits comparable improvements com-
pared to NeRFLiX, elevating the performance of NeRF models
to unprecedented levels. For instance, NeRFLiX++ achieves
significant improvements of 0.61dB/0.025/0.054 in terms of
PSNR/SSIM/LPIPS for the Plenoxels [17] dataset. Notably,
NeRFLiX++ demonstrates 2.4X smaller model capacity and
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Fig. 11: Qualitative results of NeRFLiX and NeRFLiX++. It is observed that NeRFLiX++ is able to restore richer photo-realistic
details than NeRFLiX, showing the superior performance of NeRFLiX++.

Method PSNR (dB)] | SSIMT | LPIPS|
TensoRF [0] (ECCV'22) 28.43 0.920 | 0.142
TensoRF [0] + NeRFLiX  |28.94 (1 0.51)| 0.930 | 0.120
TensoRF [0] + NeRFLiX++ | 29.24 (1 0.81) | 0.937 | 0.107
DIVeR [6] (CVPR'22) 28.16 0913 | 0.145
DIVeR [63] + NeRFLiX  [28.61 (1 0.45)| 0.924 | 0.127
DIVeR [63] + NeRFLiX++ |28.85 (1 0.69)| 0.933 | 0.111

(a) Improvements over TensoRF and DIVeR on Tanks and Tem-
ples. Best and second best results are highlighted in red and blue.

Method PSNR (dB)T | SSIM7T | LPIPS|
TensoRF [9] (ECCV’22) 22.83 0.881 | 0.147
TensoRF [9] + NeRFLiX 2412 (1 1.29)| 0913 | 0.092
TensoRF [9] + NeRFLiX++ | 25.39 (T 2.56) | 0.926 | 0.085
Plenoxels [17] (CVPR’22) 23.69 0.882 | 0.127
Plenoxels [17] + NeRFLiX |25.51 (T 1.82)| 0.920 | 0.084
TensoRF [9] + NeRFLiX++ | 26.82 (T 3.22) | 0.930 | 0.080

(b) Improvements over TensoRF and Plenoxels on noisy LLFF
Synthetic.

Method

TensoRF [9](4 hours)
TensoRF [9](2 hours)

[91(2 hours) + NeRFLiX
[9]1(2 hours) + NeRFLiX++

Plenoxels [17](24 minutes)
Plenoxels [17](10 minutes)
[17](10 minutes) + NeRFLiX
[17](10 minutes) + NeRFLiX++

PSNR (dB)7/SSIM7/LPIPS]
26.73/0.839/0.204
26.18 /0.819 /0.230
27.14/0.858 / 0.165
27.15/0.861 /0.169

26.29/0.839/0.210
25.73/0.804 / 0.252
26.60/0.847/0.181
26.57/0.849 /0.181

(c) Improvements over TensoRF and Plenoxels trained with half of
the recommended iterations on LLFF [39] under LLFF-P1.

TABLE 3: Quantitative evaluation of improvements of NeR-
FLiX and NeRFLiX++ for various NeRFs.

9.2x faster processing speed for 1024 x 1024 images com-
pared to NeRFLiX, as shown in Table 2c. Furthermore, NeR-
FLiX++ achieves remarkable efficiency by processing ultra
high-resolution frames of 2048 x 2048 in just 1.5 seconds.

Tanks and Temples. Compared with the LLFF, it has large
variations of camera viewpoints. As a result, even recent ad-

vanced NeRF models, e.g., TensoRF [9] and DIVeR [63], fail
to synthesize high-quality results. As depicted in Table 3a, both
NeRFLiX and NeRFLiX++ demonstrate substantial perfor-
mance improvements across these models. Particularly, NeR-
FLiX++ exhibits enhanced generalization capabilities, resulting
in more significant performance gains. For example, NeR-
FLiX++ achieves notable improvements of 0.81dB/0.017/0.035
on PSNR/SSIM/LPIPS for the TensoRF [9] model.

Noisy LLFF Synthetic. Apart from in-the-wild benchmarks
above, we also demonstrate the enhancement capability of
our model on noisy LLFF Synthetic. From the results shown
in Table 3b, we see that our NeRFLiX++ yields substantial
improvements upon two SOTA NeRF models.

Performance v.s. computation cost Trade-off. We investigate
the trade-off between performance enhancement and compu-
tational overhead when using NeRFLiX and NeRFLiX++.
Fig. 10 illustrates the relationship between PSNR, inference
time, and memory usage. NeRFLiX++ notably improves upon
state-of-the-art NeRF models while maintaining acceptable
processing speed for high-resolution inputs. For instance, NeR-
FLiX++ enhances the NeRF model by 0.75dB with only a
0.77% increase in inference time (0.43s out of 56.04s for
processing 1024 x 1024 frames).

Qualitative results. Fig. 11 presents qualitative examples for
visual assessment. The results demonstrate that NeRFLiX++
effectively restores clearer image details while significantly
reducing NeRF-style artifacts in the rendered images, highlight-
ing the efficacy of our approach.

6.4 Training Acceleration for NeRF Models

In this section, we show how NeRFLiX(++) makes it possible
for NeRF models to produce better results even with a 50%
reduction in training time. To be more precise, we make use
of NeRFLiX and NeRFLiX++ to improve the rendered images
of two SOTA NeRF models after training them with half the
training period specified in the publications. The enhanced
results outperform the counterparts with full-time training, as



shown in Table 3c. Notably, both NeRFLiX and NeRFLiX++
have reduced the training period for Plenoxels [17] from 24
minutes to 10 minutes while also consistently improving the
quality of the rendered images.

6.5 Ablation Study

In this section, we conduct comprehensive experiments on
LLFF [39] under the LLFF-P1 protocol to analyze each of our
designs. We use TensoRF [9] as our baseline®.

t-SNE Result on Eight LLFF Scenes
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Fig. 12: The normalized differences between simulated images
from the four degradation models and real NeRF-rendered
images. Smaller values signify closer distribution similarity.
“BSR”, “NDS”, “NDS-P-S2”, and “NDS-P” denote BSR [77],
NeRFLiX, NeRFLiX++ with only deep generative degradation,
and NeRFLiX++, respectively.

Data simulation quality. To assess simulation quality, we mea-
sure the distribution similarity between real-rendered frames
and simulated frames generated by various degradation models:
BSR [77], NeRFLiX, deep generative degradation in NeR-
FLiX++, and NeRFLiX++. We employ t-SNE [53] to visu-
alize deep image features extracted using Inception-v3 [49],
as shown in Fig. 12. Notably, our two-stage simulator, NeR-
FLiX++, produces simulated data statistically closest to real
rendered images, surpassing other models. Quantitative analysis
further supports this finding in Table 4 and Table 5.

In addition, we perform a thorough analysis to assess the
individual components of the degradations, namely the human-
crafted simulator (H-C.S) and the deep generative simulator
(D-G.S). We train eight models, gradually incorporating more
degradation strategies. The results in Table 5 highlight the im-
portance of each degradation component in achieving desirable
results. Notably, the model utilizing the generative degradation
simulator outperforms the one relying solely on the manual
degradation simulator.

Weighted top-K similarity loss (WKS). We evaluate the
performance of our proposed WKS. For comparison, we train
an additional G-IVM model using the conventional L1 loss as
supervision. The results in Table 6 demonstrate that this model
achieves significantly inferior performance compared to the
models trained with our proposed WKS. This outcome empha-
sizes the effectiveness of WKS for deep degradation training.
Furthermore, we investigate the influence of different numbers
(K) of similar patches in WKS supervision. We train four
additional G-IVM models. As indicated in Table 6, we observe
progressive improvements in PSNR values as the number of

3. The TensoRF results (26.70dB/0.838/0.204) that we examined slightly
differ from the published results (26.73dB/0.839/0.204).

Metrics | Baseline | D.Models | SwinIR | DATSR | EDVR | VST
BSR | 26.20] | 25.99] [26.01] |25.19]
PSNR | 26.70 NDS | 26.827 | 26.847 |26.887(26.797
NDS-P |26.857 | 26.907 {26.987[26.947
BSR |0.834| | 0.826] |0.819]|0.705]
SSIM | 0.838 NDS | 0.8457 | 0.8437 {0.8477(0.8427
NDS-P | 0.8477 | 0.8477 {0.8507[0.8497

TABLE 4: Quantitative results of utilizing different degrada-
tions in the existing image and video processing models includ-
ing SwinlR [33], DATSR [4], EDVR [57] and VSR [36]. We
re-train these four models on three simulated datasets produced
by BSR [77], NDS [86] and our proposed NDS-P. 1/| indicate
the model achieves better/worse performance compared with
baseline (TensoRF).

Types |[SGN|Re-pos.|A-Blur|I-J|L-C|RA|S2| MetricsT |[t-SNE Diff.]
v 26.74/0.845 0.496
4 v 26.81/0.849 0.485
H-CS v v v 26.87/0.853 0.456
TV v v |/ 26.95/0.854 0.413
v v v /| 27.09/0.856 0.358
v v AR A4 27.14/0.858 0.331
D-G.S v |27.20/0.860 0.289
All | v v v V| V|V | /]27.38/0.866 0.264

TABLE 5: PSNR/SSIM results and simulation quality for
various degradations in our two-stage degradation simulator.
“H-C.S” and “D-G.S” represent the human-crafted simulator
and deep generative simulator, respectively. “All” refers to our
complete configuration, which incorporates both the manual
and deep degradation simulator. “SGN”, “Re-pos.”, “A-Blur”,
“I-J”, “L-C” and “RA” denote Splatted Gaussian noise, Re-
positioning, Anisotropic blur, illumination jetting, lightness
compression schemes, and region adaptive strategy, while “S2”
refers to the deep generative degradation simulator.

similar patches increases from K = 1 to K = 5, after which the
improvements saturate. This behavior is expected since image
patches with relatively small similarities contribute less to the
overall performance.

Pyramid fusion in G-IVM. To leverage multi-scale contex-
tual information from inter-viewpoint frames, we introduce a
pyramid-guided aggregation structure. Table 7a illustrates that
the incorporation of additional aggregation and reconstruction
levels consistently enhances the final performance. Notably, our
full model (Model-A) achieves the highest PSNR/SSIM scores.

Flow guidance in G-IVM. To address distinct viewpoint
changes in high-resolution frames, we introduce the utilization
of coarse optical flow for guiding the aggregation process. In
order to assess the significance of this strategy, we train an
additional model referred to as “NG-IVM” under the same
experimental setup, but without utilizing optical flow guidance.
The results presented in Table 7b clearly indicate that our
guided inter-viewpoint mixer outperforms the NG-IVM model
by a substantial margin, highlighting the effectiveness of our
design.

Aligning targets in G-IVM. In the [-th level fusion, we
deviate from existing approaches [7], [28], [57], [85] that treat
F' as the target feature. Instead, apart from the first-level
alignment (I = 0), we propose using the previously aggregated
feature £/71(I > 0). To validate the effectiveness of this design
choice, we compare these two strategies, and the results are pre-
sented in Table 7c. Our fusion strategy outperforms the existing
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Fig. 13: Qualitative results of restoring 4K images from noisy 1K frames produced by TensoRF, Plenoxels, DVGO. It is clear that
NeRFLix++4 is capable of fusing high-quality reference views to generate natural image textures.

Supervision | L1 K=1|K=3|K=5|K=10| K=20 Models|A3|R3|A,|R,|A;|R;| Metrics Param./Time/Mem.

PSNR (dB) |27.03 || 27.21 | 27.35 | 27.38 | 27.38 | 27.37 A |V |/|V/ |V |V |/ |27.38/0.866|14.4M/433ms/7.1GB

SSIM 0.851 || 0.859 | 0.865 | 0.866 | 0.866 | 0.866 B AV ArArArs 27.26/0.863|12.3M/429ms/7.1GB

C arArars 27.11/0.856|10.8M/412ms/7.1GB

TABLE 6: Impact of different similarity patch numbers (K) for D vy 27.03/0.854 | 9.7M/408ms/7.0GB
WKS. Moreover, we also include another model trained with E J v 26.90/0.849 | 8.1M/367ms/6.9GB
L1 loss to validate the effectiveness of our WKS supervision. F 4 26.84/0.848 | 7.1M/323ms/6.9GB

solution in terms of PSNR, SSIM, and LPIPS, indicating that
our design is better suited for NeRF-agnostic restoration tasks.

Correspondence estimation size. In Section 1, we discussed
the potential advantages of employing coarse correspondence
estimation at a reduced resolution (scaled down by a fac-
tor of x4). Here, we present comparisons at other scales
(x1,%2,%x8,%x16). Table 7 provides results for four NeR-
FLiX++ models (NeRFLiX++x| x2xsx16)) in addition to the
default setting (referred to as “NeRFLiX++y4”). Notably,
NeRFLiX++x4 achieves superior results in terms of PSNR and
SSIM. It is worth noting that larger downscaling ratios (e.g.,
x16) may compromise accurate guidance performance for high-
resolution aggregations.

Additionally, we assess the computational cost associated
with different alignment scales. It is observed that conducting
high-resolution optical flow estimation adds an extra infer-
ence time of approximately 350ms. Our x4 model achieves
a favorable balance between performance and efficiency when
compared to other models.

(a) Comparison of aggregation and reconstruction strategies,
Aq123) and Ry 23, at different levels. Inference cost is calcu-
lated for a 1024 x 1024 resolution on an NVIDIA RTX 3090.

Setting [PSNR|SSIM Target| PSNR | SSIM
w/o Flow | 27.21 [0.860 F' [26.97]0.853
w/ Flow |27.38 |0.866 Fi=1 127.3810.866
(b) Impact of flow guidance. (c) Impact of aligning targets.

TABLE 7: Experimental analyses to understand the roles of
pyramid fusion, flow guidance and different aligning targets
and present the quantitative results.

7 NEeRFLiX++ For 4K maGES

In addition to the common challenges encountered in low-
resolution novel view rendering, such as artifacts and blurriness,
rendering high-resolution images, i.e., 4K resolution, using
existing NeRF models poses significant computational resource
requirements. Even with highly optimized data structures like
tensor decomposition employed in TensoRF [9], training Ten-
soRF models for 2K and 4K images on an NVIDIA RTX 3090
remains impractical due to limitations in GPU memory.

In this section, we investigate the potential of utilizing NeR-
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Fig. 14: Visual comparisons of 4K-NeRF and our NeRFLiX++4x_gan. While 4K-NeRF-GAN generates incorrect structures, our
approach produces photo-realistic image details that closely resemble the ground truth or reference views (for novel viewpoints).

Scales X1 X2 x4 X8 x16
PSNR (dB) 27.25(27.28 | 27.38 | 27.21 | 27.17
SSIM 0.863 | 0.863 | 0.866 | 0.862 | 0.860
Speed (ms) 790 | 453 | 433 | 412 | 401
Memory (GB) | 7.4 7.1 7.1 7.1 7.1

TABLE 8: Impacts of performing coarse correspondence esti-
mation at different image sizes. Inference cost is calculated for
a 1024 x 1024 resolution on an NVIDIA RTX 3090.

Baseline | M1 | M2 | M3 | M4 | M5 | PSNRT | SSIMT | LPIPS|
TensoRF | v 25.09 | 0.873 | 043
TensoRF v 25.54 | 0.886 | 0.42
TensoRF v 25.54 | 0.885 | 0.40
TensoRF v 25.89 | 0.896 | 0.35
TensoRF v | 2545 ] 0.885 | 0.18
Baseline | M1 | M2 | M3 | M4 | M5 | PSNRT | SSIMT | LPIPS|
Plenoxels | v/ 24.81 | 0.873 | 047
Plenoxels v 2522 | 0.885 | 0.42
Plenoxels v 2525 | 0.884 | 0.42
Plenoxels v 25.50 | 0.895 | 0.35
Plenoxels v | 25.09 | 0.884 | 0.18
Baseline | M1 |M2 | M3 | M4 | M5 | PSNRT | SSIMT | LPIPS|
DVGO | v 25.20 | 0.869 | 0.50
DVGO v 25.86 | 0.888 | 0.43
DVGO v 25.86 | 0.888 | 0.42
DVGO v 26.21 | 0.900 | 0.35
DVGO v | 2584 | 0.889 | 0.19

TABLE 9: Quantitative performance of various up-scaling
strategies and image/video restoration methods, including M1
(bicubic interpolation, denoted as “Bi”), M2 (NeRFLiX o Bi),
M3 (NeRFLiX++ o Bi), M4 (NeRFLiX++4x_1, supervised
by L1 loss), and M5 (NeRFLiX++4x_gany With an adversarial
loss). The symbol o indicates that the two methods were
executed sequentially. We also include three baseline methods:
TensoRF [9], Plenoxels [17], and DVGO [4£].

FLiX++ to super-resolve and enhance low-resolution images
generated by different NeRF models, thereby producing high-
quality 4K results. We first define the problem and then discuss
the modifications made to the G-IVM model. Subsequently,
we perform quantitative and qualitative analyses to assess the
effectiveness of NeRFLiX++ for 4K images.

7.1 Problem Formulation

Given a low-resolution (1K) target frame / generated by NeRF
models and its two 4K reference views {/, I}, NeRFLiX++4x
aims to restore a 4K output with photo-realistic details.

7.2 Framework

The framework of our proposed G-IVM is depicted in Fig. 9.
To enable the restoration of 4K images, we make minimal
modifications to the G-IVM framework.

Encoder. To accommodate the resolution difference between
the input frame [ € REXW and its reference views {I,,],} €
RHIX4W we introduce the following adjustments. For encoder-
1, we incorporate two convolutional layers with a lstride
of 2, resulting in down-sized reference features F:fi’zi}’“ €
RUIXW2HAWAHXAW) — Encoder-2 does not involve any down-
sampling. ]COnsequently, the two lowest-resolution reference

features Fj ,, € R"™" match the spatial resolution of the input
feature F € REXW,

We train two NeRFLiX++4¢ models, one using L1 loss
(NeRFLiX++4k-11) and the other using a combination of L1

and GAN losses (NeRFLiX++4x_Gan)-

Implementation details. Compared to the original NeR-
FLiX++, when utilizing a 1K rendered frame as input, we sub-
stitute the two 1K reference frames with their 4K counterparts
(obtained from LLFF-T*), while keeping other training details
unchanged.

For samples obtained from the Vimeo dataset, we initially
down-sample the input frame by a factor of x4, thereby
establishing the same setup as LLFF-T. In other words, this
configuration involves a low-resolution input view and two
high-resolution reference views.

7.3

To evaluate the effectiveness of NeRFLiX++4x, we conduct
experiments using different restoration methods (M1-M5) to
generate 4K images from low-resolution inputs produced by
three state-of-the-art NeRF models: TensoRF [9], Plenox-
els [17], and DVGO [48]. The results in Table 9 demonstrate
that all models involving NeRFLiX and NeRFLiX++ (M2-
MS5) outperform simple bicubic up-sampling (M1), indicat-
ing the restoration capability of NeRFLiX and NeRFLiX++.
Particularly, NeRFLiX++4x-11 (M4) and NeRFLiX++4x_gan
(M5) achieve the best performance in terms of PSNR, SSIM,
and LPIPS. Furthermore, Fig. 13 visually demonstrates that
NeRFLiX++4x-11 (M4) produces high-quality 4K frames with
clearer textures and reduced rendering artifacts. Meanwhile,
NeRFLiX++4k_gan (M5) generates more high-frequency de-
tails and sharper edges, resulting in visually appealing results.

Improvements over NeRFs for 4K Images

Comparison to 4K-NeRF. We also compare NeRFLiX++4¢
with 4K-NeRF [61]°. The results in Table 10a show

4. LLFF-T provides images at a 4K resolution

5.For a fair comparison, we report the enhanced results using
DVGO [48] as our baseline, as 4K-NeRF also employs DVGO as its
baseline.
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Method|4K-NeRF | [INeRFLiX++4x_1 1 ||{4K-NeRFgn [NeRFLiX++4k_gan
PSNRT 25.44 26.21 24.71 25.84
SSIM?T 0.883 0.900 0.871 0.889
LPIPS| 0.41 0.35 0.24 0.19

(a) Quantitative comparisons between 4K-NeRF [61] and our

method on 4K NeRF-rendered images.

Method NeRF-SR [NeRE-SR + NeRFLiX++ax_11
PSNRT (dB)| 2721 29.19
SSIM?T 0.852 0.908
LPIPS| 0.09 0.06

(b) Quantitative improvements over NeRF-SR.

TABLE 10: Quantitative evaluation of NeRFLiX++4x by com-
paring it with 4K-NeRF [61] and NeRF-SR [54]. To differenti-
ate between models trained with L1 and GAN supervision, we
used subscripts 1) and gay, respectively.

that NeRFLiX++4x_;; achieves a significant improve-
ment of 0.77dB in PSNR over 4K-NeRF;,. Furthermore,
NeRFLiX++4x_gan surpasses 4K-NeRF in terms of perceptual
quality. Fig. 14 visually demonstrates that 4K-NeRFg4y fails to
reconstruct subtle image structures, while NeRFLiX++4x_gan
effectively restores natural image contents from noisy 1K pho-
tos, resulting in superior visual enhancement results.

Comparison to NeRF-SR. We also compare
NeRFLiX++4k_7; with NeRF-SR [54]. NeRF-SR is a
two-stage novel view synthesis approach. In the first stage,
they propose a super-sampling NeRF model to generate
super-resolved novel views from low-resolution training
photos. Then, they utilize a refinement module to enhance
the first-stage results. To ensure a fair comparison, we utilize
our NeRFLiX++4k-;; model to enhance their first-stage
results and quantitatively compare them with their refined
results. Table 10b suggests that NeRFLiX++4x_7; significantly
outperforms NeRF-SR, highlighting the effectiveness of our
method.

In addition to its superior performance, unlike 4K-NeRF
and NeRF-SR models that require re-training for new scenes,
NeRFLiX++4x offers the advantage of being NeRF-agnostic
and scene-agnostic. This characteristic allows for quick and
efficient deployment of NeRFLiX++4K in various scenarios.
Comparison to existing image and video restorers. Addi-
tionally, we compare our NeRFLiX++4¢ model with state-of-
the-art image and video super-resolution approaches, such as
SwinIR [33], RealESRGAN [58], and RealBasicVSR [£]. Us-
ing TensoRF [9] as the baseline, we utilize these models to gen-
erate enhanced high-resolution images and present the detailed
results in Table 11. Although these models produce promising
restoration outcomes for generally real-world images, they all
exhibit inferior performance than our NeRFLiX++4x model,
which manifests NeRFLiX++’s excellent restoration capability
for NeRF-rendered photos.

4K video demo. We have prepared a video demonstration
showcasing the enhancement capabilities of our proposed NeR-
FLiX++ method, which can be viewed at https://www.youtube.
com/watch?v=YiXvgQXiWII®. It comprises three parts. And
the first two segments of the video highlight that while
TensoRF and Plenoxels struggle to generate satisfactory 1K
novel views, NeRFLiX++ is capable of restoring ultra-high-
resolution outputs from these low-resolution noisy views. No-

6. We recommend watching it in 4K resolution for the best view.

Method |SwinIR [RealESRGAN |RealBasicVSR [NeRFLiX++4x
PSNRT (dB)| 23.91 24.22 23.97 25.45

SSIM7?T 0.847 0.860 0.851 0.885

LPIPS] 0.300 0.299 0.311 0.184

TABLE 11: To ensure a fair and objective evaluation, we
compare NeRFLiX++4x against various representative general
image and video restoration models that are trained using
adversarial loss. We assess their abilities of up-sampling and
enhancing the rendered views (at a low resolution) of Ten-
soRF [9].

tably, NeRFLiX++ even recovers recognizable characters and
sharper textures at 4K resolutions. The last segment shows
NeRFLiX++ can be used to significantly improve the visual
quality of various NeRF models (i.e. TensoRF [9], Plenox-
els [17], RegNeRF [42], NLF [1], DIVeR [63], NeRF-mm [62],
etc.).

8 ConcLusioN

We introduce NeRFLiX, a general NeRF-agnostic paradigm
for high-quality restoration of neural view synthesis. We sys-
tematically analyze the NeRF rendering pipeline and introduce
the concept of NeRF-style degradations. Towards eliminating
NeRF-style artifacts, we present a novel NeRF-style degrada-
tion simulator and construct a large-scale simulated dataset.
Through training state-of-the-art deep neural networks on the
simulated dataset, we successfully remove NeRF artifacts.
Additionally, we propose an inter-viewpoint mixer to restore
missing details in NeRF-rendered frames by aggregating multi-
view frames. Extensive experiments validate the effectiveness
of NeRFLiX.

To further enhance the restoration capability and inference
efficiency of NeRFLiX, we present NeRFLiX++. It improves
upon NeRFLiX by incorporating better degradation modeling
and faster inter-viewpoint aggregation techniques. NeRFLiX++
enables realistic 4K view synthesis ability and achieves superior
quantitative and qualitative performance, as demonstrated in our
extensive experiments.
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APPENDIX

Improvements over city-scale BungeeNeRF [66]. We in-
vestigate the potential advantages of utilizing our proposed
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BungeeNeRF

BungeeNeRF + NeRFLiX++ GT

56Leonard

PSNR (dB)1/SSIMT/LPIPS|

BungeeNeRF (1) (ECCV’2022)

21.15/0.616 / 0.557

BungeeNeRF (%)+ NeRFLiX++4x_11 22.50/0.766 / 0.335
BungeeNeRF (§)+ NeRFLiX++4x_gan 21.64 /0.759 /0.167
BungeeNeRF (1) (ECCV’2022) 20.64 / 0.581 / 0.651

BungeeNeRF (%)+ NeRFLiX++4x_11
BungeeNeRF (3)+ NeRFLiX++4x-_gan

21.71 / 0.680 / 0.445
21.10/0.695 / 0.268

Transamerica

PSNR (dB)1/SSIMT/LPIPS|

BungeeNeRF (%) (ECCV’°2022)
BungeeNeRF (?)+ NeRFLiX++4x_11
BungeeNeRF (1)+ NeRFLiX++4x-_gan

21.50/0.585/0.562
22.83/0.741/0.356
22.04/0.738 /0.174

BungeeNeRF (}}) (ECCV’2022)
BungeeNeRF (%)+ NeRFLiX++4x_11
BungeeNeRF (3)+ NeRFLiX++4x-gan

21.04 /0.548 / 0.643
22.01/0.646 / 0.456
21.45/0.669 / 0.285

Fig. 15: Quantitative and qualitative analysis of adopting NeRFLiX++ for city-scale scenes. We use BungeeNeRF [06] to generate

novel views at down-sampling factors of {%,

i} of the full resolution (1920 x 1080). The visual examples presented in the right

figure demonstrate the strong generalization capability of our proposed NeRFLiX++ on new scenes.

NeRFLiX++ for city-scale novel view rendering. In our experi-
ments, we employ the official BungeeNeRF model to synthesize
two city-scale scenes. As shown in Fig. 15, it is evident that
NeRFLiX++ significantly enhances the quality of city-scale
scenes without requiring fine-tuning. This result further under-
scores the excellent restoration and generalization capabilities
of NeRFLiX++.

Raw data collection. We collect raw sequences from
Vimeo90K [68] and LLFF-T [39]. In total, Vimeo90K contains
64612 7-frame training clips with a 448 X 256 resolution. Three
frames (two reference views and one target view) are selected
from a raw sequence of Vimeo90K in a random order. Apart
from the inherent displacements within the selected views, we
add random global offsets to the two reference views, largely
enriching the variety of inter-viewpoint changes. On the other
hand, we also use the training split of the LLFF dataset, which
consists of 8 different forward-facing scenes with 20-62 high-
quality input views. Following previous work, we drop the
eighth view and use it for evaluation. To construct a training pair
from LLFF-T, we randomly select a frame as the target view
and then use the proposed view selection algorithm (Sec. 4.3)
to choose two reference views that are most overlapped with
the target view.

Hyper-parameter setup. In Eq. (1), the 2D Gaussian noise
map #n is generated with a zero mean and a standard deviation
ranging from 0.01 to 0.05. The isotropic blur kernel g has a
size of 5 X 5. We employ a Gaussian blur kernel to produce
blurry contents by randomly selecting kernel sizes (3-7), an-
gles (0-180), and standard deviations (0.2-1.2). Last, in order
to obtain a region-adaptive blending map M in Eq. (3), we use
random means (c;,c; € (16, 144)), standard deviations (o; €
(13,25),0; € (0,24)), and orientation angles (A € (0, 180)).
Additionally, we visualize some generated masks using differ-
ent hyper-parameter combinations ([c;, ¢;; 0, 0, A]) in Fig. 16.

Training data size. We investigate the influence of training
data size. Under the same training and testing setups, we train
several models using different training data sizes. As illustrated

[151515150] [96,16,15,15,0]  [64,64,15,15,0] [169615150 [96,96,15,15,0]

[64,64,23,15,0]  [96,16,23,15,40] [64,64,23,15,80] [16,96,23,15,120] [96,96,23,15,160]

Fig. 16: We give some visualized region-adaptive masks. The
parameters refer to the values of [c;, ¢;; 04,0, A] in Eq. (3).

Settings 10% | 50% | 100% | PSNR (dB) | SSIM
LLFF-T 26.28 0.837
LLFF-T+ v 26.71 0.840
LLFF-T+ v 27.08 0.856
LLFF-T+ v 27.39 0.867
TensoRF (Base) [ - [ - | - 2670 ] 0.838

TABLE 12: Quantitative results of different training data sizes.
First, we train an IVM model only using the LLFF-T. Then, we
gradually increase the simulated pairs (10%, 50%, 100%) from
Vimeo90K [68] to train another three IVM models.

in Table 12, we can observe that the final performance is
positively correlated with the number of training pairs. Also,
we notice the IVM trained with only LLFF-T data or additional
few simulated pairs (10% of the Vimeo90K) fails to enhance the
TensoRF-rendered results, i.e., there is no obvious improvement
compared to TensoRF [9]. This experiment demonstrates the
importance of sizable training pairs for training a NeRF restorer.

In Sec. 4.2, we briefly describe the framework architecture
of our inter-viewpoint mixer (IVM). Here we provide more
details. As illustrated in Fig. 17a, there are two convolutional
modules (“Encoder 1/2”) to extract features of the degraded
view [ and its two reference views {I{, I3}, respectively. Then,
we develop a hybrid recurrent aggregation module that iter-
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Fig. 17: The detailed framework architecture of our proposed IVM.

atively performs pixel-wise and patch-wise fusion. At last, a
reconstruction module is implemented by a sequence of residual
blocks (40 blocks) to output the enhanced view I. The default
channel size is 128.

Feature extraction. Given a rendered view [ and its two
reference views I{,, we aim to utilize the two encoders to
extract deep image features f and f],, respectively. As detailed
in Fig. 17a, the two encoders share an identical structure. A
convolutional layer is first adopted to convert an RGB frame to
a high-dimensional feature. Then we further extract the deep
image feature using 5 stacked residual blocks followed by

another convolution layer.

Hybrid recurrent aggregation. As depicted in Fig. 17a,
we employ three hybrid recurrent aggregation blocks (termed
“Hybrid-R1(2,3)”) to progressively fuse the inter-viewpoint
information from the image features (f and f(’ 1,21)' Next, we take
the first iteration as an example to illustrate our aggregation
scheme.

Pixel-wise aggregation. As shown in Fig. 17b, we first merge
the target view feature f and one of the reference features fj, ,,
by channel concatenation. Then we use a convolutional layer
to reduce the channel dimension and five residual blocks
followed by another convolutional layer to obtain a fused deep
feature. Later on, the fused feature and the reference feature
are further aggregated through a deformable convolution. And
the other reference image follows the same processing pipeline.
In this case, we finally obtain two features after the pixel-wise
aggregation.

Patch-wise aggregation. We adopt a window-based attention
mechanism [36] to accomplish patch-wise aggregation. In de-
tail, the pixel-wisely fused features are first divided into several
3D slices through a 3D patch partition layer. Then, we obtain
3D tokens via a linear embedding operation and aggregate
patch-wise information using a video Swin transformer block.
Finally, 3D patches are regrouped into a 3D feature map.

In the next iteration, we split the 3D feature map into two
“reference” features f[’u} and repeat the pixel-wise and patch-
wise aggregation. Note that, the weights of pixel-wise and
patch-wise modules are shared across all iterations to reduce
the model complexity.
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