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Figure 1. Gaussian Splashing can reconstruct accurate geometry for underwater scenes in minutes, and render novel views in real-time.
Here, we demonstrate an application in color reconstruction: we used the depth maps produced by our method from raw (but white balanced
- WB) images as inputs to the original Sea-thru algorithm [2], which requires an accurate depth map to estimate medium parameters. The
results, shown here on images from two different distances from the TableDB dataset we contribute, show excellent visual quality, even for
distant scene details.

Abstract

In underwater images, most useful features are occluded
by water. The extent of the occlusion depends on imaging
geometry and can vary even across a sequence of burst
images.

As a result, 3D reconstruction methods robust on in-air
scenes, like Neural Radiance Field methods (NeRFs) or
3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS), fail on underwater scenes.
While a recent underwater adaptation of NeRFs achieved
state-of-the-art results, it is impractically slow: reconstruc-
tion takes hours and its rendering rate, in frames per second
(FPS), is less than 1. Here, we present a new method that
takes only a few minutes for reconstruction and renders novel
underwater scenes at 140 FPS. Named Gaussian Splashing,
our method unifies the strengths and speed of 3DGS with
an image formation model for capturing scattering, intro-
ducing innovations in the rendering and depth estimation
procedures and in the 3DGS loss function. Despite the com-

plexities of underwater adaptation, our method produces
images at unparalleled speeds with superior details. More-
over, it reveals distant scene details with far greater clarity
than other methods, dramatically improving reconstructed
and rendered images. We demonstrate results on existing
datasets and a new dataset we have collected.

1. Introduction
Understanding and interpreting underwater scenes pose
unique challenges for computer vision. Image features that
would be important for downstream tasks such as detection,
segmentation, classification, and tracking, etc., are com-
monly occluded by color distortions and haze, which arise
due to the distance- and wavelength-dependent attenuation
of light in the water. It may seem straightforward that, if
we could consistently remove the degrading effects of wa-
ter from underwater photographs, existing computer vision
methods would be readily applicable. However, in practice,
this is challenging.
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Figure 2. Comparison of methods by Frames Per Second (FPS) and
Peak Signal-to-Noise Ratio (PSNR). Our approach (red diamonds)
achieves an impressive PSNR average of 29.11 while maintaining
high inference speeds for real-time rendering. The PSNR values
were averaged over the Red Sea, Curaçao, Panama and TableDB
datasets (the FPS rates are fairly consistent across datasets).

In the physical world, light attenuation in water is gov-
erned only by the constituents of the water body. In a pho-
tograph, the attenuation parameters have little relation to
those of the real world scene; they are specific to the image,
the imager, and the conditions under which the image was
captured [1, 3]. Consequently, in wideband terms, there
are no universal medium parameters representing a water
‘type’, or rules that can be generalized to all underwater im-
ages. Therefore, for successful color reconstruction—and,
by extension, to perform downstream tasks like detection
and segmentation—medium parameters must be estimated
per image, alongside scene depth.

Recently, Akkaynak & Treibitz demonstrated with the
Sea-thru algorithm [2] that if the scene depth is known,
medium parameters can easily be estimated (Figure 1).
Depth for underwater scenes is most commonly obtained
from multiple images in pre-processing, e.g., through
Structure-From-Motion (SFM) [2, 34], or more recently,
neural radiance fields (NeRFs) [18]. Unfortunately, how-
ever, it is not yet possible to obtain scene depth underwater,
in real-time, without using multiple cameras or specialized
sensors. Underwater-specific monocular depth estimation
methods (e.g., [4, 10, 37, 48, 49]) are performing increas-
ingly better, but do not yet produce accurate enough results
when scenes are turbid or objects are heavily occluded by
backscatter, and do not generalize to scenes captured under
different optical conditions. Depth Anything [44], while not
trained exclusively for underwater, also fails in generalizing
to underwater scenes even though it boasts excellent zero-
shot depth estimation ability for a diverse set of land scenes.
Thus, robust estimation of scene geometry from multiple
images—but using as few images as possible—remains to
be the most promising direction to pursue.

When it comes to recovering scene geometry from a
sparse set of images, NeRFs have achieved immense suc-
cess [9, 24]. While classic approaches for scene representa-

tion relied on explicit geometric models (e.g., meshes [38]),
neural rendering employs functions [26] or data structures
([8], [11]) to capture the scene’s appearance and geome-
try. In a fresh perspective in neural rendering, NeRFs learn
an implicit function to represent the scene’s radiance at ev-
ery point in space. Levy et al. [18] were the first to take
NeRFs underwater, adapting the original rendering equa-
tion for image formation in a scattering medium. Their
method, Seathru-NeRF, achieved state-of-the-art (SOTA) re-
sults for novel-view synthesis and color reconstruction for
underwater scenes. However, while successful as a proto-
type algorithm, the practicality of Seathru-NeRF is limited
by its performance—requiring 15-20 images and approxi-
mately 3 hours for training [33, 36]. Even on more powerful
hardware and with more optimized implementations, it is
difficult to achieve faster training and near real-time render-
ing as the requirement to evaluate the implicit function along
viewing rays during rendering makes NeRF-based methods
inherently computationally expensive.

Fortunately, a recent (non-neural) radiance field method,
3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) [13], emerges as an alterna-
tive that, we argue, is intrinsically more suitable for adapta-
tion to underwater scenes. Briefly,

3DGS represents the scene via a finite set of anisotropic
3D Gaussians, augmented with opacity and color informa-
tion. Importantly,

the algorithm from [13] achieves accelerated training (∼
mins) and lends itself to real-time novel view synthesis. As
with most computer-vision methods, however, 3DGS does
not readily work on underwater scenes. To fill this gap, we
proposed a new method, called Gaussian Splashing, which
is an adaptation of 3DGS specific to underwater scenes, and
yet its speed is on par with 3DGS. The key insight behind
the proposed approach is that the entire underwater image
formation formulation can be integrated seamlessly into the
3DGS data representation and the 3DGS rendering pipeline.
Consequently, we were able to implement our new algorithm,
by its entirety, in CUDA, without having to resort to exter-
nal (i.e., non-CUDA) computations. In turn, this facilitates
a smoother backpropagation process and lets the method
achieve state-of-the-art performance with minimal rendering
time, establishing it as the fastest in this domain.

Our main contributions are:
1. New method: The novelty of the method is fourfold.

1) At its core Gaussian Splashing uses a new rendering equa-
tion based on the Sea-thru image formation model [2] for
scattering media. 2) The new rendering equation alters the
original loss function (from [13]) by making it also depen-
dent on learnable backscatter coefficients and depth. 3) We
also add a new loss term related to those coefficients. 4)
We propose a new depth estimation procedure and combine
it within the overall optimization. 2. SOTA results: for
geometry estimation (especially for far away pixels under
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high backscatter), scene color reconstruction, and recon-
struction of high-frequency areas (i.e., sharp visual detail);
see, e.g., Figure 1. 3. Speed: Fast training (∼mins) and
real-time rendering (see, e.g., Figure 2) despite the fact that
we work with the images in their original high resolution
(i.e., no down-sampling as is mandated by the NeRF-based
methods), and real-time novel-view synthesis of original
and color-reconstructed scenes. This speed is obtained by
the virtue of both our algorithm design and the fact that
the entire algorithm is implemented in pure CUDA (with a
user-friendly python wrapper).

4. New dataset: We collected a dataset of images of an
underwater 3D scene. Unlike existing such datasets, ours
presents a large variability in terms of camera-to-scene dis-
tances.

Our results and the speed of our method are a signifi-
cant step forward towards overcoming the primary bottle-
neck—robust depth estimation—that has prevented underwa-
ter computer vision from achieving the progress and perfor-
mance in-air computer vision has enjoyed in the last decade.

2. Related Work
Given the different and more complex image formation pro-
cess underwater, we focus here on works in the underwater
realm. For the in-land case, recent reviews of NeRF-based
methods and 3DGS methods can be found in [46] and [7],
respectively.

Due to the logistical difficulties and costs of collecting
high-quality, calibrated data at sea, there are markedly fewer
studies on scene reconstruction and novel-view synthesis
underwater than for scenes on land.

NeRF-based methods. WaterNeRF [32] uses an atmo-
spheric image formation model and histogram-equalized im-
ages to estimate medium parameters. WaterHE-NeRF [50]
utilizes the Retinex theory for attenuation removal, which is
meant to compensate for spatially-varying illumination. That
method is limited to close-range scenes where backscatter
is small. Seathru-NeRF [18] was the first NeRF using
an image formation model for scattering. While it achieved
SOTA results on novel-view synthesis and color reconstruc-
tion, both its training and inference were very slow. More-
over, that method has difficulties with accurately capturing
scene details that are far from the camera (that said, in that
aspect other existing methods do even worse as capturing
such details underwater is hard). Lian et al. [21] proposed a
framework to quantify the uncertainty in underwater scenes
rendered via NeRFs, but did not propose a new way to ren-
der. Additionally, it focused only on scenes illuminated with
white light (i.e., deep sea imagery), which makes it inappli-
cable to the outputs of all other methods using physics-based
image formation models, such as Seathru-NeRF.

3DGS [13], central to our paper, offers a different ap-
proach to scene representation by explicitly modeling scenes

with 3D Gaussians, augmented with color and opacity infor-
mation. Unlike NeRFs, which rely on implicit representa-
tions, 3DGS offers both enhanced interpretability and intu-
itive manipulation of scene geometry. Its rendering method,
utilizing splatting (i.e., projecting 3D Gaussians to 2D), ana-
lytic derivatives, and a tile-based processing, enables rapid
estimation of the parameters of the augmented Gaussians.
Importantly, by replacing the complex processes of NeRF
with a discrete representation and direct rendering, 3DGS
achieves real-time rendering during inference, marking a
significant improvement in rendering efficiency and perfor-
mance. To our knowledge, thus far only one peer-reviewed
published work applied 3DGS to underwater scenes: Qu
et al. devised Z-Splat [27], a 3DGS extension that incor-
porates sonar data to address the “missing cone problem”.
That method, however, requires not only optical data but also
acoustical data (hence requires specialized instrumentation),
in contrast to our pure vision-based multi-view approach.

During the writing of this paper, we became aware of
three recent ArXiv papers that describe works that were con-
ducted concurrently to ours. These works, like ours, aim
at adapting 3DGS to underwater scenes. However, those
works combine 3DGS with neural nets [19] [39], a fact neg-
atively impacting their rendering time, or introduce extra
learnable parameters and numerous loss terms to achieve
model fit [43]. As of the time of the writing of our paper,
only one of these three, WaterSplatting [19], has pub-
lished code so far, so we could not directly compare results.
A future comprehensive comparison between all of the four
concurrent works (theirs and ours) will be interesting. In
any case, note that our method, which unlike those meth-
ods 1) does not require deep nets and 2) is implemented
purely in CUDA, is much faster than those works. In terms
of performance, our method achieves comparable results
to [19] (the best performing method among those works).
See, e.g., Figure 2.

3. Preliminaries

3.1. 3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS)

3DGS [13] represents a 3D scene by N 3D Gaussians, each
of which is augmented with two more attributes: color and
opacity. Let θi = (µi,mΣi, ci, σi) denote the parameters
of Gaussian i, where µi ∈ R3 is its 3D position (i.e., its
mean), mΣi, a 3-by-3 symmetric positive-definite matrix,
is its covariance matrix, ci ∈ R3 is the color (represented
by Spherical Harmonics), and σi ≥ 0 is the opacity. Thus,
Θ ≜ (θi)

N
i=1 represents the entire scene.

If Θ and the camera pose are known, the corresponding
2D image can be generated by rendering the scene. The
rendering process accumulates the contributions from each
Gaussian (based on differentiable point-based rendering tech-
niques [16] [42] [40]) along viewing rays to generate the
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image as follows. Given the camera pose, the 2D location
of a pixel defines a ray, in 3D, from the camera origin to the
pixel. Let pi ∈ R3 be the closest point, among all of the
points on the ray, to µi. The pixel’s color, denoted by C, is
computed using a technique called α-compositing:

C =
∑M

i=1
ciαiTi , Ti ≜

∏i−1

j=0
(1− αj) , (1)

where M < N , and, in a slight abuse of notation, possibly
renaming indices, the M Gaussians participating in Eq. 1 are
sorted in an increasing order according to their depth (i.e.,
the distance from the camera), and αi > 0 is the opacity
contribution of Gaussian i to this pixel, defined by

αi = sigmoid(σi)e
− 1

2 (pi−µi)
TmΣ−1

i (pi−µi) . (2)

Typically, the pixel-dependent number M ≪ N ; i.e., only
a small subset of the N Gaussians affects the pixel’s color.
How the subset is chosen will be clear later when we dis-
cuss tiles. Also, in practice, (pi − µi)

TmΣ−1
i (pi − µi)

is computed in 2D (not 3D) using an affine projection that
approximates the camera’s projection of pi, µi, and mΣi;
see [51] for details. Note that αi ∈ [0, 1] ∀i, and that the
effect of Ti, which is called the transmittance of Gaussian
i (for that particular pixel), is that the first i− 1 Gaussians
(whose depths are smaller than that of Gaussian i) down
weight the color contribution of Gaussian i according to
their opacity, covariance matrices, and distances from the
ray.

To achieve real-time rendering, 3DGS employs two strate-
gies [5]: 1) Tiles: To avoid computing contribution of every
Gaussian for every pixel, the image is divided into non-
overlapping patches, called tiles, of 16× 16 pixels. Among
the N 2D projected Gaussians, only those close enough (e.g.,
less than several standard deviations) to the tile are deemed
relevant for that tile (the other Gaussians are ignored). Thus,
during the rendering of a pixel, the α-compositing (Eq. 2)
uses only the projected Gaussians associated with the tile
containing the pixel. In other words, all the pixels within
the a tile share the value of M . 2) Parallel Rendering:
The tile-based approach, together with the direct rendering,
facilitates massive parallelism that leads to huge speedups.

So far we discussed the forward problem; i.e., how a 2D
image is rendered given Θ and the camera pose. The inverse
problem, which uses the forward one as a sub-routine, is
as follows: given a collection of 2D images and the associ-
ated estimated camera poses, reconstruct the 3D scene by
optimizing over Θ. This reconstruction is also referred to
as the learning of the scene. After the reconstruction, novel
view synthesis (i.e., generalization) is done by rendering the
scene given a new camera pose.

Finally, compositing techniques are often employed dur-
ing post-processing of 3DGS to combine the contribu-
tions from various effects (e.g., lighting, materials, anti-
aliasing [12], [22], [45]).

3.2. Underwater Image Formation

By definition, clear air does not attenuate light so image
formation models for clear air do not include the medium
parameters. When the medium is attenuating (e.g., atmo-
spheric haze, fog, smog, and all water bodies), an image
formation model must include, at a minimum, two processes
that affect light: out-scattering from the scene as light travels
towards the camera (commonly referred to as attenuation,
which causes color distortions), and in-scattering from the
water volume between the camera and the scene (i.e., com-
monly referred to as backscatter or path radiance, which
causes haze/visibility loss). We adapt the Sea-thru image
formation model [1] that includes both these processes and
is applicable to scenes that are either in air or underwater:

I =

direct signal︷ ︸︸ ︷
J︸︷︷︸

clean image

· (e−βd(vd)·z)︸ ︷︷ ︸
attenuation

+

backscatter signal︷ ︸︸ ︷
B∞︸︷︷︸

color at ∞

· (1− e−βb(vb)·z)︸ ︷︷ ︸
backscatter

. (3)

Here, I is the image captured by the camera and has attenu-
ated colors while J is the clean image “without water”. The
terms βd and βb are wideband medium parameters govern-
ing attenuation and backscatter, respectively, and they have
dependencies vd and vb on object reflectance, spectrum of
ambient light, spectral response of the camera, and physical
attenuation coefficients of the water body, all of which are
wavelength-dependent functions. B∞ is the saturated color
of water at infinity, i.e., the signal present in areas without
objects, and z is the scene depth, which must be known for
each pixel. The direct signal governs how the colors of the
objects in the scene are affected by the distance that the light
travels in a given water body, and the backscatter signal
governs the density and color of the “fog” occluding the
scene. The backscatter signal exists due to the scattering in
the water volume and is independent of the scene/objects.

It is important to note that the camera sensor is assumed
to have a linear response to light, otherwise Eq. 3 does not
hold. Similarly, the image from which the parameters will be
estimated must also be linear, meaning in-camera processed
.jpg images or gamma-corrected images cannot be used,
unless the non-linearities can be reversed.

4. The Proposed Method: Gaussian Splashing

Unsurprisingly, as we will show in § 6, in underwater scenes
3DGS is very limited. Hence, we extend the traditional
3DGS by introducing three additional learnable parameters
and adapt the rendering procedure to accommodate scat-
tering (§ 4.1). Similarly, we modify depth estimation for
underwater conditions (§ 4.2), thereby altering the original
loss terms used in 3DGS, and introduce an additional re-
lated loss term (§ 4.3). In § 4.4 we discuss our pure-CUDA
implementation. Figure 3 depicts the entire method.
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Figure 3. Method overview: Initially, we utilize Structure from Motion (SfM) to acquire an initial point cloud and camera poses. Subsequently,
we commence the optimization process to refine the model based on our underwater rendering equation and modified tile rasterization, taking
those distortions into account. We evaluate backscatter every 500 steps to ensure convergence towards the accurate medium coefficients
using our approach. The base figure is adapted from the original 3D Gaussian Splatting method in [13].

4.1. Direct Rendering for Underwater Scenes

According to [1], βb(vd) can be treated as constant within an
image, while βd mainly varies with the object distance (i.e.,
z) and to a lesser extent with object reflectance. Similarly,
all dependencies of βd(vd) can be assumed to be small [3],
except for that on the scene depth z, which we model to be
linear. Thus, Eq. 4 is well approximated by

I =

direct signal︷ ︸︸ ︷
J︸︷︷︸

clean image

· (e−Bd·z)︸ ︷︷ ︸
attenuation

+

backscatter signal︷ ︸︸ ︷
B∞︸︷︷︸

color at ∞

· (1− e−Bb·z)︸ ︷︷ ︸
backscatter

(4)

where Bb is a constant approximating βb(vd) and Bd is
a constant such that Bd · z ≈ βd(vd) · z (i.e., the linear
dependency of βd(vd) on z is absorbed into Bd)

Analogously to [18], who extended NeRF to underwater
scenes, we incorporate backscatter and attenuation effects
into the 3DGS formulation. Utilizing the coefficients from
Eq. 4, we propose a new rendering formula for Gaussian
Splashing (namely, Gaussian Splatting underwater):

Cuw =

(∑M

i=1
ciαiTi

)
e−Bdz +B∞(1− e−Bbz) (5)

where Ti ≜
∏i−1

j=0(1 − αj). Here, Cuw is the final color
for the underwater scene, while Bd is the direct attenuation
parameter and the pair (B∞, Bb) are the backscatter atten-
uation parameters. We emphasize that Bd, B∞, and Bb
are learnable parameters and are not assumed to be known
beforehand. The other variables in Eq. 5 are as in Eq. 1.

4.2. Estimating Dense Depth Maps

When using 3DGS for land scenes, there is usually no need
to estimate dense depth maps. However, in the underwa-

ter case, color distortions strongly depend on scene depth
(among other factors). Drawing inspiration from methodolo-
gies in [23] and [6], we propose a technique for extracting
the depth z from (based on a current estimate of Θ) while
leveraging the rasterization pipeline (further details in § 4.3).
Concretely, upon the rendering of an image, at each pixel we
extract the depth, denoted by z, as

z =

(∑M

i=1
diαiTi

)
/

(∑M

i=1
αiTi

)
(6)

where di is the depth of Gaussian i. As we will explain
in § 4.3, during the optimization we use Eq. 6 to extract the
z values and these help in guiding the learning.

4.3. Optimization

The original loss function used in [13] is relatively simple,
comprising two widely-used losses,∑K

k=1
(1− λ1)

∥∥Igt
k − I r

k(Θ)
∥∥
ℓ1
+ λ1LD-SSIM(Igt

k , I
r
k(Θ)) ,

(7)

where K is the number of images, λ1 ∈ [0, 1] is user-defined,
Igt
k and I r

k are i-th ground truth (i.e., observed) image and
i-th rendered image, respectively, ∥·∥ℓ1 is the ℓ1 norm, and
LD-SSIM [41] measures the structural similarity between the
two images, providing a perceptually-motivated metric.

Let Bs = B∞(1− e−Bb·z) denote the true-but-unknown
backscatter (from Eq. 4) at a pixel. One of the advan-
tages of 3DGS over NeRF-based methods is the ability to
quickly render entire images during the optimization pro-
cess. This is in sharp contrast to NeRFs which, due to
computational reasons, must render only a small number
(e.g., 500) of randomly-chosen pixels during the optimiza-
tion [24] [26] [20]. The fast rendering lets us, during the
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optimization, obtain rough estimates of B∞ and Bb from
the rendered images. To better estimate the backscatter-
ing parameters, we introduce an additional loss, denoted by
Lbs, inspired by the backscatter-estimation method outlined
in [2]. Backscatter increases with depth z and eventually
saturates [1, 2]. Thus, shadowed areas across the entire im-
age provide a good estimate of the backscatter without the
direct signal. Initially, we divide the depth map obtained
from the current estimate of the scene (see § 4.2) into 10
evenly-spaced clusters covering the range from the minimal
value of z to the maximal. Within each cluster, we identify,
in the ground-truth image, the pixels whose RGB triplets are
below the bottom 1st percentile. These triplets serve as an
overestimate of the backscatter, which we model as

B̂s = B̂∞(1− e−B̂bz) (8)

where B̂s and z are the color value and depth estimate at such
a pixel. Given the pairs of (B̂s, z) values, we use nonlinear
least squares fitting to estimate parameters B̂∞ and B̂b for
each RGB channel while ensuring they remain within the
bounds [0, 1] and [0, 5], respectively. The full algorithm for
estimating these parameters appears in the Appendix.

While those estimates, B̂∞ and B̂b, are fairly effective,
rather than using them directly, we opt to learn the parame-
ters as part of the overall optimization, during which we let
those estimates merely guide the learning of the B∞ and Bb
parameters. Concretely, our proposed loss function is

L(Θ, Bd, B∞, Bb) =∑K

k=1
(1− λ1)

∥∥Igt
k − I r

k(Θ, Bd, B∞, Bb)
∥∥
ℓ1
+

λ1LD-SSIM(Igt
k , I

r
k(Θ, Bd, B∞, Bb)) + λ2Lbs(B∞, Bb) (9)

where λ2 > 0 is user defined and Lbs(B∞, Bb) =∥∥∥B∞ − B̂∞

∥∥∥
ℓ1

+
∥∥∥Bb − B̂b

∥∥∥
ℓ1

. As the depth maps im-

prove during the optimization process, every 500 iterations
we re-compute (using Eq. 6 and the nonlinear least squares
procedure mentioned earlier) the B̂∞ and B̂b quantities that
appear in Lbs. This approach represents an alternate learn-
ing strategy, where the iterative improvement of depth maps
leads to the refinement of B̂∞ and B̂b, which we then utilize
for improving the optimization over the 3D scene (which, in
turn, impacts the depth, z; see Eq. 6). Therefore, the addi-
tional loss term facilitates better reconstruction and depth
estimation in underwater scenes.

It is important to note that the difference between Eq. 7
and Eq. 9 is not just (the periodic inclusion of) Lbs but also
the fact that in Eq. 9, the rendered images (which appear
in the ∥·∥ℓ1 and LD-SSIM loss terms in both equations) are
functions of Θ, Bd, B∞, and Bb (not just Θ).

To minimize Eq. 9 over Θ, Bd, B∞, and Bb we employ
the Adam optimizer [15], utilizing the same learning rate as

in [13]. Our additional parameters (i.e., Bd, B∞, and Bb)
are trained using the same learning rate as each Gaussian
color parameter ci. The details of the partial derivatives for
all our additional parameters appear in the Appendix.

To recap, our approach is grounded in an established
formulation of underwater image formation that we use to
adapt the 3DGS rendering to aquatic environments. Together
with our proposed additional loss term and gradual depth
estimation, this lets us propose a fast and effective method
for underwater 3D reconstruction and novel view synthesis.

4.4. Implementation

We incorporate the extraction of the depth map z from the
3DGS representation using our own customized CUDA im-
plementation. Empirically, the best result was achieved by
mapping our depth to [0, 1.0) by the (shifted and scaled) lo-
gistic function, z = 2/(1+e−0.1·ẑ)−1 where ẑ is the initial
output of 3DGS manipulation based on [6]. This logistic
function transforms the original depth values to ensure they
fall within the desired range for underwater visualization.

Leveraging the insights from [13], we have developed
a CUDA-based package that harnesses the power of the
differential rasterization pipeline. This approach ensures
both speed and efficiency in integrating our extra parameters
tailored to underwater scenes.

Finally, in [14], one of the steps in 3DGS, the so-called
densification process (addition and removal of Gaussians),
was recently improved by using an MCMC approach to
sample Gaussians for subsequent iterations. We adopt this
improvement, as we found it beneficial for capturing high-
frequency details in the scene.

5. New Dataset
Noting that existing public underwater datasets are limited
in terms of the variation in camera-to-scene distances, we
captured a new underwater dataset (TableDB). It consists of
172 images with a resolution of 1384× 918 pixels (see our
Appendix for example images), and, unlike existing public
datasets, it is unbounded in terms camera-to-scene distances.
That dataset will be made available upon acceptance.

6. Experiments and Results
Datasets and Camera Pose Extraction. In addition to our
TableDB we also experimented on several publicly available
underwater datasets from [18]. We used COLMAP [30, 31]
to extract camera poses and utilized its sparse 3D point ini-
tialization to determine the initial positions of the Gaussians.

Competing methods and evaluation metrics. The key
work that has performed 3D reconstruction and rendering for
underwater scenes in natural environments is Sea-Thru NeRF
(STNeRF) [18], which serves as the primary comparison in
terms of quality. There are two implementations of STNeRF:
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Table 1. Quantitative Comparison.

Dataset Red Sea Curaçao Panama TableDB

Method PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓
3DGS [13] 22.94 0.87 0.17 28.23 0.88 0.23 29.88 0.91 0.15 31.17 0.91 0.12
splatfacto [22] 21.65 0.85 0.20 25.30 0.88 0.19 30.61 0.93 0.07 32.51 0.92 0.06
STNeRF [18] 21.83 0.77 0.25 30.48 0.87 0.20 27.89 0.83 0.22 29.76 0.86 0.15
STNeRfacto [33] 23.17 0.86 0.14 28.42 0.89 0.12 30.53 0.92 0.07 18.7 0.63 0.42
Gaussian Splashing (Ours) 24.73 0.92 0.11 31.26 0.92 0.17 31.35 0.94 0.11 32.33 0.95 0.09

one using [25] as the NeRF backbone package, and another
by [35], where Nerfacto, a powerful NeRF version, is used
as the backbone. We refer to the latter as STNeRFacto. We
compare our work to both implementations. Recall that our
approach improves upon the original 3DGS [13] in that it
adapts it to aquatic scenes by incorporating the related ocean
optics. Therefore, we also performed comparisons to [13]
and Splatfacto by [47], as the latter achieves the best re-
sults for in-the-wild scenes. We measure performance using
three widely-used metrics: PSNR, LPIPS, and SSIM. Peak
Signal-to-Noise Ratio (PSNR) quantifies image quality by
measuring the ratio between the maximal possible power of
a signal and the power of the corrupting noise. Learned Per-
ceptual Image Patch Similarity (LPIPS) assesses perceptual
similarity by comparing deep features extracted from neural
networks, as in [17], providing a human-aligned evaluation
of visual similarity. Structural Similarity Index (SSIM) eval-
uates image similarity based on luminance, contrast, and
structure, thereby capturing perceptual differences that align
closely with human visual perception.

Hyper-parameters, memory and computational re-
sources. In our experiments, we set λ2 = 0.1 and λ1 = 0.3.
All of the other hyper-parameters values are as in [13]; see
our appendix for details. Training was conducted on a single
NVIDIA GeForce RTX 4090 GPU. The average memory
consumption per scene over 30,000 training steps was ap-
proximately 500 MB, which is slightly less than STNeRF’s
average of around 600 MB.

6.1. Results

Figure 4 shows a visual comparison between the methods.
A quantitative analysis, summarized in Table 1, shows the
effectiveness of the proposed method. Being based on 3DGS,
our method is very fast, much faster than the NeRF-based
methods. For example, its training takes only several minutes
and, during inference, it renders images at 140 frames per
second (FPS) on average (across different datasets). Please
see the appendix for a comprehensive comparison between
the different methods in terms of running times during both
training and inference. Table 1 also shows that vanilla 3DGS
(while being fast) struggles to effectively handle underwater
scenes (see also Figure 4). This is in sharp contrast with our
method which offers both speed and quality.

Although traditional metrics like PSNR might be mis-

leading in underwater scenarios due to the predominant
bluish color palette, our method’s superiority becomes ev-
ident upon closer inspection, particularly when examining
distant objects within the scene. This advantage is particu-
larly pronounced with datasets like TableDB, which unlike
publicly-available datasets, is unbounded in viewpoints and
scene depth. Of note, our method stands out in preserving
the original resolution of rendered scenes due to its efficient
rendering speed, as shown in Figure 2. In contrast, STNeRF
and STNeRFacto must downsize the images during training.
For additional visual results, see the appendix. Also, for
best impression, we strongly encourage the reader to see our
videos in our project webpage.

6.2. Ablation Study

Our ablation study, summarized in Table 2, considered sev-
eral conditions: 1) Removing our additional loss term Lbs; 2)
Forcing Bd to be zero, to test if Bs alone can capture enough
of the underwater scene distortions. 3) Using original densi-
fication process from [13] instead of MCMC densification
process approach [14]. 4) Replacing our depth estimation
with a standard monocular depth model ([28] [29]). For
completeness, Table 2 also includes, as a baseline, the origi-
nal 3DGS [13], as well as our complete model. As Table 2
shows, all of the components turn out to be important.

7. Conclusion

We presented Gaussian Splashing, a variant of 3D-Gaussian
Splatting specialized for underwater imagery. Our method
accurately estimates geometry for underwater scenes, from
as few as five images, which is a necessary step to maximize
the amount of useful information that can be extracted from
the original images containing attenuated colors. Perhaps
more importantly, our method performs geometry estimation
from a handful of scenes within a few minutes (compared to
several hours for NeRF-based methods)

We are unaware of any potential negative societal impact
of this work. Having accurate scene geometry is a necessary
component for consistent color reconstruction, following
which underwater imagery can be processed using powerful
computer-vision and machine-learning methods developed
for in-air images. Thus, getting close to near real-time train-
ing opens the possibility for real-time color reconstruction
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(a) Ground Truth (b) 3DGS [13] (c) STNeRFacto [33] (d) Ours

Figure 4. Visual Comparison of novel views. Row 1: an example from the Red-Sea scene. Row 3/5/7: examples from the TableDB dataset.
Rows 2/4/6: zoom in on the red rectangles in Rows 1/3/5. Note that Row 7 highlights STNeRFacto’s failure on unbounded scenes.

Table 2. Ablation Study

Dataset Red Sea Curaçao Panama Avg.

Method PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓
3DGS [13] (the baseline) 22.94 0.87 0.17 28.23 0.88 0.23 29.88 0.91 0.15 27.02 0.89 0.18
Ours w/o Lbs 22.93 0.88 0.14 20.65 0.79 0.27 27.67 0.87 0.21 23.75 0.85 0.20
Ours w/o Bd 22.12 0.88 0.15 30.12 0.89 0.20 29.47 0.91 0.13 27.24 0.89 0.16
Ours w/o MCMC densification 23.04 0.88 0.15 28.40 0.89 0.23 29.99 0.91 0.14 27.14 0.89 0.31
Ours w/o depth 21.16 0.84 0.23 23.86 0.80 0.24 27.69 0.88 0.21 24.23 0.84 0.23
Our complete method 24.73 0.92 0.11 31.26 0.92 0.17 31.35 0.94 0.11 29.11 0.92 0.13

of underwater scenes, which would improve capabilities of
autonomous or remotely operated underwater vehicles for
better navigation, SLAM, and obstacle avoidance. Lastly,
leveraging well-estimated scene geometry, we are able to
render novel-views of underwater scenes in real time. This

capability can have a broad and positive societal impact as it
immediately enables applications for subsea training (e.g.,
divers or submarine pilots, search and rescue teams, commer-
cial divers, etc.), computer games, marine science education,
and cultural heritage documentation. Our method shares
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three limitations with [18, 33]:
1) While, like [18, 33], we rely on a SOTA image forma-

tion model, that model does not address phenomena such as
multiple scattering or artificial illumination. 2) The method
requires the extraction of camera poses, which is hard if the
visibility is too poor (as in, e.g., turbid water). This limitation
is shared with not only [18, 33] but also other NeRF-based or
3DGS-based methods. 3) While our formulation’s strength
lies in its ability to learn the medium’s characteristics, the
success of that learning depends on having enough varia-
tion in scene range. However, while [18, 33] struggle if the
inter-image range variability is too large (see Figure 4), our
method handles such cases gracefully.
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A. Supplemental Material
A.1. Additional Visual Results

Qualitative videos showcasing comparisons, depth estimation, and backscattering estimation, including videos for frames
from our new TableDB dataset, are available on our project webpage, and we strongly encourage viewing them to get a
better impression and deeper understanding. Additional rendering results for training images and novel views are presented in
Figure 6 and Figure 7, where Figure 7 includes several images from our new TableDB dataset (more examples from TableDB
are available in our anonymous webpage). Figure 8 provides visualizations of depth estimation. Furthermore, Figure 5
illustrates another example of color reconstruction that can be efficiently achieved using our fast method.

Figure 5. Color reconstruction application utilizing depth maps generated by our method, with raw (white-balanced, WB) images as inputs
to the original Sea-thru algorithm [2]. Results are presented across all datasets.
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(a) Ground Truth (train) (b) Rendered (train) (c) Ground Truth (test) (d) Rendered (test)

Figure 6. Supplementary rendering results exemplifying the effectiveness and visual quality of our method across three different scenes and
conditions. Train refers to the data used during the reconstruction. Test refers to novel views.
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(a) Ground Truth (train) (b) Rendered (train) (c) Ground Truth (test) (d) Rendered (test)

Figure 7. Supplementary rendering results demonstrating the effectiveness and visual quality of our method on the TableDB dataset. TableDB
is a distinctive underwater dataset featuring a wide range of depths. ”Train” refers to data used for reconstruction, while ”Test” represents
novel views.
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(a) Rendered (train) (b) Depth (train) (c) Rendered (test) (d) Depth (test)

Figure 8. Rendered views and novel views, along with the depth maps generated by our method, shown for scenes from the Red Sea, Panama,
and Curaçao.
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A.2. Time Comparison

Measuring the rendering time of our method reveals that it is significantly faster than competitors in both training and inference.
The high frame rate achieved during rendering enables its use in real-time applications while maintaining accuracy at such
speeds. Detailed results are summarized in Table 3.

Dataset Red Sea Curaçao TableDB

Method FPS↑ Training Time (min)↓ FPS↑ Training Time (min)↓ FPS↑ Training Time (min)↓
3DGS [13] 174 10 154 13 162 16
splatfacto [22] 129 28 111 25 119 37
STNeRF [18] 0.05 582 0.05 547 0.06 612
STNeRfacto [33] 0.72 168 0.76 151 0.53 213
Gaussian Splashing (Ours) 187 11 135 12 161 15

Table 3. Comprehensive comparison table across scenes, highlighting the frames per second (FPS) performance during rendering and the
training time (minutes) required to create the model.
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A.3. Partial Derivatives of the New Parameters

CUW =

[
N∑
i=1

ciαi · Ti

]
e−Bdz +B∞(1− e−Bbz)

=
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A.4. Backscatter Estimation

The backscatter estimation algorithm is outlined in Algorithm 1, which calls Algorithm 2 as a subroutine. A visual explanation
of underwater attenuation is provided in Figure 9.
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attenuation

backscatter

Figure 9. Illustration of the scattering and absorption of light by waterborne particles, which then reflect back to the camera. This
phenomenon leads to image degradation by reducing contrast, altering colors, and obscuring fine details, posing significant challenges for
underwater imaging and rendering.

Algorithm 1: Estimate Backscatter
Input: Ism, zsm, pdark = 0.01, intervals num = 25, resized height = 300
1. Resize Ism to resized height
2. Set negative values in Ism to 0
3. Resize zsm to resized height
4. Set negative values in zsm to 0
5. darkZ,Bc ← getBackscatterByCurveFittingMultipleImages(Ism, zsm, pdark) (i.e., Algorithm 2)
6. intervals← linspace(min(darkZ),max(darkZ), intervals num)
7. Initialize min values depth and minvals as empty lists for each color channel
8. for each color channel k do

(a) for each interval i in intervals do
i. Find indices ind within the current interval

ii. if valid data exists then
A. Append min(Bc[ind, k]) to minvals[k]
B. Append corresponding darkZ value to min values depth[k]

9. Initialize out as a zero matrix
10. for each color channel k do

(a) Fit model to min values depth[k] and minvals[k]
(b) Extract parameters b∞ and bcb into out

11. B∞ ← out[0, :]
12. Bb ← out[1, :]
13. return {B∞, Bb}
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Algorithm 2: Get Backscatter By Curve Fitting Multiple Images
Input: I, zsm, pdark = 0.01, rhoflag = 0, edges num = 10
1. Initialize edges with edges num evenly spaced values between min(zsm) and max(zsm)
2. Compute zcluster = clusterRange(zsm, edges)
3. Initialize maskRho as a zero matrix with the same shape as zsm
4. for i in range(len(edges)− 1) do

(a) Set thisMask = (zcluster == i)
(b) if

∑
(thisMask) > 0 then

i. Extract thisRho using thisMask
ii. Find darkest pixels in thisRho with threshold pdark

iii. Update maskRho by adding thisMaskRho
5. Convert maskRho to boolean
6. Extract darkest pixels and their corresponding depths using maskRho and dm, resulting in darkZ and Bc
7. return darkZ,Bc
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A.5. Experimental Setup

We adopted hyperparameters consistent with those used in [13], as they have shown to yield optimal results empirically. For
underwater-specific parameters, we maintained the same learning rates as those used for color. Our data splits involved testing
every 8 images, and we utilized the Adam optimizer.
• Iterations: 30,000
• Position Learning Rate Initial: 0.00016
• Position Learning Rate Final: 0.0000016
• Position Learning Rate Delay Multiplier: 0.01
• Position Learning Rate Maximum Steps: 30,000
• Feature Learning Rate: 0.0025
• Direct Volume Absorption Learning Rate: 0.0025
• Backscatter Learning Rate: 0.0025
• Opacity Learning Rate: 0.05
• Scaling Learning Rate: 0.005
• Rotation Learning Rate: 0.001
• Lambda SSIM: 0.3
• Lambda Backscatter: 0.1
• Densification Interval: 100
• Opacity Reset Interval: 3000
• Densify From Iteration: 1500
• Densify Until Iteration: 15,000
• Densify Gradient Threshold: 0.0002
• Minimum Opacity Threshold: 0.1

A.6. License Restrictions

Utilizing the [13] code package entails adhering to the following license restrictions:
• Redistribution: You may reproduce or distribute the Work only if (a) you do so under this License, (b) include a complete

copy of this License with your distribution, and (c) retain all copyright, patent, trademark, or attribution notices present in
the Work.

• Derivative Works: You may specify additional or different terms for your derivative works of the Work (”Your Terms”)
only if (a) Your Terms include the use limitation in Section 2, and (b) you identify the specific derivative works subject to
Your Terms. The original License still applies to the Work itself.

• Other Uses: Any other use without prior consent of the Licensors is prohibited. Research users must ensure they have all
necessary information to use the Software safely.

• Publications: If using the Software for a publication, users are encouraged to cite the relevant publications as detailed in the
Software documentation.
Additionally, the dataset distribution restrictions from [18] are also enforced.
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