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Abstract

Modeling and understanding the 3D world is crucial
for various applications, from augmented reality to robotic
navigation. Recent advancements based on 3D Gaussian
Splatting have integrated semantic information from multi-
view images into Gaussian primitives. However, these
methods typically require costly per-scene optimization
from dense calibrated images, limiting their practicality. In
this paper, we consider the new task of generalizable 3D
semantic field modeling from sparse, uncalibrated image
pairs. Building upon the Splatt3R architecture, we intro-
duce GSemSplat, a framework that learns open-vocabulary
semantic representations linked to 3D Gaussians without
the need for per-scene optimization, dense image collec-
tions or calibration. To ensure effective and reliable learn-
ing of semantic features in 3D space, we employ a dual-
feature approach that leverages both region-specific and
context-aware semantic features as supervision in the 2D
space. This allows us to capitalize on their complementary
strengths. Experimental results on the ScanNet++ dataset
demonstrate the effectiveness and superiority of our ap-
proach compared to the traditional scene-specific method.
We hope our work will inspire more research into general-
izable 3D understanding.

1. Introduction

We live in and interact with the 3D world, making the 3D
world modeling and understanding important. While 3D
Gaussian Splatting [14] provides explicit geometric and ap-
pearance details of a 3D scene, there is a growing demand
to encapsulate semantic information into the 3D representa-
tion. Incorporating semantic information into 3D models is
critical for scene understanding and human-computer inter-
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Figure 1. Comparison of methods for obtaining semantic 3D
Gaussians. (a) Previous per-scene optimization-based methods re-
quire dense calibrated images and costly iterative optimization. (b)
Our generalizable method allows fast feed-forward inference with
spare uncalibrated (i.e., pose-free) images as input.

action, enabling language-based querying and manipulation
of 3D environments [25, 26, 33, 43, 49]. It favors many ap-
plications such as 3D semantic understanding [25, 34], edit-
ing [26, 43], augmented/virtual reality [25], robotic naviga-
tion [32] and manipulation [33].

Several recent works have attempted to model a 3D se-
mantic/language field, which aims to integrate semantic
information from multi-view images into Gaussian prim-
itives for open-vocabulary querying tasks [1, 11, 13, 25–
27, 34, 43, 49]. However, these techniques mainly focus
on modeling the semantic/language field for a single scene,
through scene-specific optimization from dense multi-view
images [1, 11, 13, 25–27, 34, 43, 49] as illustrated in
Fig. 1 (a). Such frameworks inherit the limitations of single-
scene-specific Gaussian Splatting. First, scene-specific op-
timization is required for a given new scene, which is com-
plicated and costly. Second, camera poses are required to
obtain calibrated images for optimization, adding extra ef-
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Figure 2. Given an input image (a), we present the response map
when we use the text query of “floor” to retrieve the correlated con-
tent from the region-specific feature in (b), and from the context-
aware feature in (c). For the region-specific feature on the floor
region, due to lack of context, the region presents a low correla-
tion with the query. In contrast, the floor region presents a high
correlation for context-aware features as shown in (c).

fort and costs. Third, a dense collection of dozens or hun-
dreds of images is desired to produce high-quality results,
whereas it is usually tedious and inconvenient. These hin-
der the easy use of such frameworks for modeling and un-
derstanding 3D scenes. Consequently, there is a pressing
need for methods that can generalize across scenes without
requiring extensive per-scene optimization and densely cal-
ibrated images.

In this paper, we consider the new problem of gener-
alizable 3D semantic field modeling from sparse, uncali-
brated images, i.e., learning generalizable, pose-free seman-
tic 3D Gaussian Splatting from uncalibrated sparse images,
without requiring per-scene optimization. This problem is
rarely studied yet. Fig. 1 illustrates the differences between
our method and most previous methods [25, 26, 49]. Our
approach is inspired by the recent advances in generaliz-
able 3D Gaussian Splatting [8–10, 29, 47], particularly the
Splatt3R network [35]. We build upon Splatt3R architec-
ture to create a framework, GSemSplat, for generalizable
open-vocabulary scene understanding. Specifically, we aim
to learn semantic representations bonded to 3D Gaussians
from abundant scenes without requiring human annotations
of semantics. Similar to the observation in scene recon-
struction [12, 21, 22, 30, 31, 35, 50], the traditional per-
scene optimization of semantics from sparse images faces
failures due to insufficient information. By learning priors
across abundant scenes, our GSemSplat can effectively cap-
ture semantics from sparse input images.

Most previous works distill and lift the 2D language-
aligned vision CLIP features [28] or variants [24] to 3D
space for scene-specific optimization. Some works extract
a hierarchy of CLIP features from cropped image patches
as the semantic representations [15, 19]. Such represen-
tations are patchy and suffer from unclear object bound-
aries [19]. LangSplat [25] addresses boundary ambiguity by
generating segmentation masks by SAM [16] and extract-
ing CLIP features for each masked region, which we refer
to as region-specific CLIP features. Region-specific CLIP

features exhibit excellent object-distinguishing capability
with clear boundaries but suffer from the absence of context
(around the object). For some masked regions, the extracted
CLIP features are unreliable and incorrect. For example,
the “floor” region only (without neighboring context) could
be mistakenly recognized as “ceiling” even by humans and
does not obtain a high correlation score as shown in Fig. 2.
MaskCLIP [7] directly generates dense semantic features.
This preserves context information but suffers from feature
inaccuracy due to the inevitable interference from the back-
ground or neighboring objects over the current pixels. How
to construct and explore reliable features to distill semantics
is still under-explored. We propose to leverage both region-
specific CLIP features and context-aware CLIP features for
each Gaussian for capturing complementary information.

We illustrate our overall framework in Fig. 3. We use the
generalizable 3D Gaussian Splatting architecture Splatt3R
as our base network, which predicts 3D Gaussians from
uncalibrated image pairs. We introduce a new semantic
head designed to infer detailed semantic information for
each Gaussian. We distill the 3D semantic information from
two sets of 2D semantic features: region-specific CLIP fea-
tures and context-aware CLIP features, to enable more re-
liable semantic representations. This dual-feature strategy
enhances the accuracy of text-based querying for identi-
fying optimal matches. The semantic head outputs a low-
dimensional region-specific feature and a low-dimensional
context-aware feature bound to each predicted Gaussian,
where the low-dimensional features can be projected to
high-dimensional features through MLP blocks to facilitate
text querying.

In summary, our main contributions are threefold:

• We propose a new framework, GSemSplat, for general-
izable 3D semantic field modeling from sparse, uncali-
brated (pose-free) images. To the best of our knowledge,
this work is the first to build generalizable 3D semantic
Gaussians from uncalibrated sparse images.

• We leverage Splatt3R as our base architecture to empower
the semantic prediction capability. We construct dual
features, i.e., region-specific CLIP features, and context-
aware CLIP features, with complementary merits, for ef-
fective distillation of 3D semantics.

• Experimental results demonstrate the effectiveness of our
framework. Our model achieves superior performance
with 4000 × faster running speed compared with the per-
scene optimization-based method.

We build a benchmark based on the ScanNet++ dataset
[45] for studying this new problem. We hope our work will
inspire more investigations on this important and practical
task to advance generalizable 3D understanding.
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Figure 3. Illustration of our overall framework GSemSplat, for generalizable open-vocabulary 3D scene understanding, obviating the need
for costly and complicated per-scene optimization, tedious extensive image collection and calibration processes. We use the generalizable
3D Gaussian Splatting architecture, Splatt3R [35], as our base network, which predicts 3D Gaussians from uncalibrated image pairs. We
introduce a new semantic head that predicts the low-dimensional semantics associated with each Gaussian. Without relying on costly human
annotation of 3D semantics, we distill the 3D semantic information from the 2D semantic features. Particularly, GSemSplat simultaneously
predicts region-specific semantic features, and context-aware semantic features, facilitating text querying to localize the more reliable
semantics. The predicted low-dimensional semantic features are transformed into high-dimensional counterparts via MLP blocks for open-
vocabulary semantic understanding.

2. Related Work

3D Scene Modeling 3D scene modeling has long been
a pivotal area of research in computer vision, graphics,
and robotics. In recent years, neural representations for
3D modeling, e.g., Neural Radiance Fields (NeRFs) [21],
have demonstrated remarkable results in synthesizing novel
views. NeRFs represent 3D scenes by fully connected
neural networks, where volume density and radiance can
be queried by input position and view direction vectors.
However, NeRFs suffer from slow training and rendering
speed [3, 39]. Recent 3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) ex-
plicitly models the 3D scene as a collection of Gaussians,
representing the geometric and appearance details [14].
3DGS sets a new standard on both speed and rendering
quality, by using a fast tile-based rasterization.

These methods [5, 14, 20, 23, 46] in general require
dozens or hundreds of calibrated images (with known cam-
era poses) to produce high-quality results, through expen-
sive, iterative, per-scene optimization, which are unable to
utilize cross-scene priors. To mitigate these problems, gen-
eralizable 3D reconstructors are designed to predict pixel-
aligned features from sparse calibrated images using feed-
forward networks [2, 4, 36–38, 41, 42, 44, 48]. These meth-
ods still require known camera parameters, which hinders
the usage of uncalibrated input images. Splatt3R [35] ad-
dresses this challenge by unifying the Gaussian predictions
into entities under the same reference view, despite some
Gaussians being predicted from other reference views. Mo-
tivated by Splatt3R [35], we aim to build a framework that is
capable of modeling generalizable 3D semantic field from
sparse uncalibrated images, for effective open-vocabulary
semantic understanding.
3D Semantic/Language Field Considering the fast speed

and rendering quality of Gaussian Splatting, many recent
works [1, 11, 13, 25–27, 34, 43, 49] attempted to incor-
porate semantic information to Gaussians to obtain seman-
tic/language fields, which facilitates scene understanding
and manipulation. However, all these methods rely on
single-scene-specific optimization, being complicated and
costly. In practical applications, feed-forward inference
without re-optimization from sparse uncalibrated images is
highly desired, avoiding costly per-scene optimization, te-
dious collection of dense views, and estimation of camera
poses. To the best of our knowledge, there are very few
works to support this yet. Our main contribution lies in that
we design a framework that enables generalizable 3D se-
mantic field learning, being application-friendly.

Many works elevate the 2D semantic features from
vision-language aligned model CLIP into 3D space as se-
mantic information [1, 13, 25–27, 34, 43], where text query
is used to identify relevant semantic regions. Consider-
ing CLIP is originally designed to extract image-level fea-
tures, some works extract a hierarchy of CLIP features
from cropped image patches for pixel-level feature extrac-
tion by feeding the cropped images into CLIP vision en-
coder [15, 19]. The resulting relevancy maps are usually
patchy and blurry. LangSplat [25] addresses the patchy and
blurry effects by using SAM [16] to semantically segment
the regions and feed each region into CLIP to extract the re-
gion feature. While preserving high boundary clarity, some
objects/stuff, suffer from semantic ambiguity due to a lack
of enough context for extracting region features. For ex-
ample, given a region of “floor”, it is difficult to distin-
guish between “floor” and “celling”. TIGER [43] employs
MaskCLIP [7] to directly generate dense semantic features
and then upsample these features to the pixel level. This
enables the preservation of context information for the ex-
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tracted features. However, the features are not accurate due
to the inevitable influence of the background or neighboring
objects for the current pixels. How to construct the features
for reliable supervision of the 3D semantic features is still
under-explored. In this paper, we propose to leverage both
region-specific CLIP features and context-aware CLIP fea-
tures for more reliable semantic learning.

3. Method
We propose a Generalizable 3D Semantic Gaussian
Splatting framework, GSemSplat, for efficient 3D open-
vocabulary scene understanding. Sec. 3.1 gives an overview
of GSemSplat . We review the base network Splatt3R [35]
in Sec. 3.2. In Sec. 3.3, we elaborate on the 3D semantic
learning.

3.1. Framework Overview
In testing, for a new scene, as illustrated in Fig. 3, given
two uncalibrated input images, GSemSplat outputs the 3D
Gaussians with each accompanied by two semantic fea-
tures: one region-specific feature and one context-aware
feature, through one feed-forward run. Then, we can query
the scene for scene understanding by matching the language
query with the semantic features to identify the highly cor-
related regions.

The network is trained with abundant scenes to learn
the priors from scene reconstruction and semantic recon-
struction. As shown in Fig. 3, on top of Splatt3R [35]
(which is marked by blue), we introduce a new semantic
head that outputs a low-dimensional region-specific feature
and a low-dimensional context-aware feature as the seman-
tic features for each pixel. The semantics are bound to the
predicted 3D Gaussian of that pixel. We refer to a 3D Gaus-
sian with semantics as semantic 3D Gaussian. We obtain a
union of the inferred semantic 3D Gaussians from the two
reference views. After rendering the semantic 3D Gaussians
to a target view, the semantic features are projected/de-
compressed to high-dimensional region-specific CLIP fea-
tures and context-aware CLIP features through an MLP sub-
net, respectively. These features are supervised by the ex-
tracted 2D region-specific CLIP features and context-aware
CLIP features to train the semantic head.

3.2. Review of Base Network Splatt3R
Recently, DUSt3R [40] and its follow-up works MASt3R
[17], and Splatt3R [35], obviate the need for camera poses
for inferring 3D locations (point maps) by predicting the 3D
locations (and Gaussians [35] in Splatt3R) of all points in
the first reference image’s camera frame. This avoids the
need for the transformation of other views’ points to the
same view based on camera parameters. We take Splatt3R
[35] as our base network, which predicts 3D Gaussian from
a pair of images with unknown camera parameters.

The Splatt3R network (as marked by blue in Fig. 3)
consists of a weight-shared ViT encoder, two transformer
decoders followed by a Gaussian head, and a point cloud
head. Given two input reference images I1, I2 ∈ RH×W×3

from the two reference views, the Gaussian head 1 predicts
the Gaussian parameters for each pixel of I1 at its cam-
era view while the Gaussian head 2 predicts the Gaussian
parameters for each pixel of I2 at I1’s camera view too.
The point cloud head predicts the 3D point location (p)
for each pixel. The Gaussian head predicts the parame-
ters of a Gaussian for each pixel: covariances Σ (param-
eterized by rotation q ∈ R4 and scale s ∈ R3), spheri-
cal harmonics (S ∈ R3×d), opacities (α ∈ R), and offset
(∆ ∈ R3) to 3D point location where the center of a Gaus-
sian is µ = p +∆. Thus, a 3D Gaussian point can be for-
mally defined as G(x|µ,Σ) = e−

1
2 (x−µ)TΣ−1(x−µ). The

union of the predicted Gaussians for all pixels from the two
input images I1 and I2 constructs the final set of Gaussians
for the scene.

The Gaussian head is optimized through the reconstruc-
tion supervision over rendered novel views. The remaining
subnetworks, including the ViT encoder, transformer de-
coders, and the point cloud head, are loaded from the pre-
trained MASt3R [17] model and frozen during optimiza-
tion.

3.3. Semantic Learning
Our objective is to predict semantic 3D Gaussians from a
pair of uncalibrated images. To this end, as illustrated in
Fig. 3, on top of Splatt3R, we add a new head (in parallel
to the Gaussian head), dubbed semantic head, to predict the
semantic features to the Gaussian for each pixel. In this
way, each Gaussian is equipped with its 3D semantics.

To avoid the use of costly human annotations of se-
mantics for supervision, similar to previous methods [18,
25, 34], we elevate the 2D semantic features extracted
from CLIP vision encoder to 3D space. CLIP (Contrastive
Language-Image Pre-Training) [28] aligns vision features
(at the image level) with language features, facilitating re-
trieval of vision features based on open-vocabulary query.
Previous works usually leverage CLIP features or their vari-
ants for learning 3D semantics.

There are two challenges to address. 1) How to construct
2D semantic features for more reliable supervision? We
propose to jointly learn region-specific features and context-
aware features to exploit their respective merits. As illus-
trated in Fig. 3, the semantic head predicts region-specific
features and context-aware features by a two-branch design.
2) The high dimension of semantic features would largely
increase the memory and computational costs. How to re-
duce the cost? We learn low-dimension semantic features
and project them to high-dimension after the rendering for
2D semantic supervision. We elaborate on the design below.
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(b) Query “chair” (c) Query “chair”

Figure 4. Given an input image (a), we present the response
map when we use the text query of “chair” to retrieve the cor-
related content from the region-specific feature in (b), and from
the context-aware feature in (c). For the context-aware feature,
the cabinet region mistakenly presents a high correlation with
the query due to interference from the neighboring chair region.
In contrast, the cabinet region presents a low correlation for the
region-specific feature as shown in (b).

2D Semantic Features for Supervision Recently,
LangSplat [25] uses the Segment Anything Model (SAM
[16]) to semantically segment an image into regions and
feed each masked region into CLIP to extract the region
feature. We refer to such features as region-specific
features (or SAM-isolated CLIP features). This strategy
avoids the inferences from neighboring regions on the
feature extraction. It also obviates the blurry and patchy
effects. However, due to the lack of context information for
feature extraction, some region features present ambiguity
and wrong semantics. As an example shown in Fig. 2,
when we query with text “floor”, the floor region in the
region-specific feature map presents low responses while
the windowsill region presents higher responses.

As a remedy, we propose to learn both region-specific
features and context-aware features using two branches of
the semantic head. For the context-aware feature, we use
the SAM-enhanced CLIP feature as the 2D supervision on
the rendered view. Raw CLIP feature map extracted from
an image contains context information. But it is noisy and
low-resolution. Similar to Feature Splatting [26], we gen-
erate high-quality feature maps by pooling within region
masks produced by SAM and filling the pooled feature em-
beddings to high-resolution feature maps. Fig. 2 (c) shows
an example of retrieving “floor” over the context-aware fea-
ture map, where the floor region can be correctly identified.

We conducted experiments to analyze the necessity of
exploiting both the region-specific features and context-
aware features on the extracted 2D semantic features. Here,
we treat each query over an image as a sample. Experimen-
tal results show that 33.72% samples prefer region-specific
features while 66.28% samples prefer context-aware fea-
tures, among the samples that their IoU (Intersection over
Union) difference is larger than 5%. Please refer to Supple-
mentary for more details. In general, we found that context-
aware features yield better results when the context is neces-
sary to identify an object or stuff (such as the floor region in

Fig. 2). For objects/stuff where the segmented region con-
tains sufficient details to recognize the category (such as the
chair in Fig. 4), region-specific features yield better results,
with more accurate semantic feature representations that are
less affected by neighboring regions.
Semantic Head Prediction and Optimization As illus-
trated in Fig. 3, we add a semantic head 1 for reference
view 1 branch and a semantic head 2 for reference view
2 branch. For the ith input view (where i = 1, 2), the
semantic head takes the set of decoder tokens T i as in-
put and outputs the compressed region-specific feature map
Fi
R ∈ RH×W×K and the compressed context-aware feature

map Fi
C ∈ RH×W×K :

Fi
R,Fi

C = SemHeadi(T i). (1)

Here, to reduce the memory and computational costs, we
regress the semantic feature at a low dimensional space,
with the feature dimension K ≪ D, where D = 512 de-
notes the original dimension of the 2D semantic features.
We set K as 16 by default. For the ith view, the semantic
3D Gaussian point for pixel (m,n) can then be represented
as {G(x|µi

m,n,Σ
i
m,n),F

i
R(m,n),Fi

C(m,n)}.
In training, we render the low-dimensional features to

two target views (i.e., view r1 and r2). Two MLP sub-
nets MLPR and MLPC are then used to project the low-
dimensional region-specific features and context-aware fea-
tures to high-dimensional features, supervised by the high-
dimensional 2D region-specific features and context-aware
features, respectively.

For the ith target/rendering view ri, we render its
low-dimensional region-specific features and context-aware
features to this view followed by the projection through
the MLP subnets. We obtain the reconstructed high-
dimensional region-specific features F̄FFri

R and context-aware
features F̄FFri

C . For region-specific features, the regression
loss for a pixel at position (m,n) of rendering view ri is as

Lri
R (m,n) = 1− cos

(
F̄FFri

R (m,n),FFFri
R (m,n)

)
, (2)

where FFFri
R (m,n) denotes the region-specific features used

for supervision, cos(·, ·) denotes cosine similarity. Simi-
larly, we denote the regression loss for context-aware fea-
tures as Lri

C (m,n). The final training objective is as

Lsem =
∑

i∈{1,2}

H∑
m=1

W∑
n=1

Lri
R (m,n) + Lri

C (m,n). (3)

Open-vocabulary Querying Following LERF [15] and
LangSplat [25], we compute the regularized relevancy score
for the text query. We follow the strategy used in LERF [15]
to choose the region-specific or context-aware that yields a
higher regularized relevancy score for each query. Our sta-
tistical analysis shows that this strategy can hit better fea-
tures at an accuracy of 70% when we do the study on the
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extracted 2D semantic features. Please see our Supplemen-
tary for more details. For the 3D object localization task, we
directly choose the point with the highest score. For the 3D
semantic segmentation task, we filter out points with scores
lower than a chosen threshold as the predicted mask region.

4. Experiments

4.1. Settings
Evaluation Metrics We evaluate semantic segmenta-
tion performance using mean Intersection-over-Union
(mIoU) and Localization Accuracy (LA) [25]. Following
Splatt3R [35], all metrics are computed after applying loss
masks to the rendered semantic images to exclude the cal-
culation on invisible regions. We assess localization accu-
racy by checking if the point with the highest response falls
within the corresponding ground truth semantic mask.
Training Data We use the ScanNet++ dataset[45], which
contains high-fidelity 3D geometry and high-resolution
RGB images of indoor scenes, for training and testing.
Following the setting of Splatt3R [35] that was originally
set for 3D reconstruction, we use the official training (230
scenes) and validation (50 scenes) splits, excluding frames
marked as “bad” and scenes with frames lacking valid
depth. All frames are cropped and resized to a resolution
of 512×512.
Testing Data The ScanNet++ validation split provides de-
tailed semantic and instance annotations of 3D meshes. We
project the 3D semantic labels of a scene onto 2D im-
ages, followed by distortion correction and resizing to gen-
erate ground-truth semantic masks for evaluation. We focus
on commonly used categories, such as “ceiling”, “floor”,
“wall”, and “chair”, selected from the top 100 semantic
classes in ScanNet++, as the queries. The queries for
each scene vary according to scene-specific characteristics.
Please refer to our Supplementary for more details. During
testing, we render the semantic features from the predicted
3D semantic field to the target view for the open-vocabulary
text querying. Given that Splatt3R provides the testing sub-
sets, we evaluate the subset with at least 50% direct pixel
correspondence. More results on other ratios of pixel corre-
spondence can be found in Supplementary.

Moreover, we also tested our model on in-the-wild test-
ing examples to evaluate the generalization capability.
Implementation Details For our scheme, during training,
we input two context images and render two target views
for supervision on semantics. We extract 2D region-specific
features and context-aware features for target view images
as supervision. We choose views such that each context-
context pair and each target-context pair both share a mini-
mum of 30% direct pixel correspondence. Consistent with
Splatt3R, we also apply loss masks to mitigate the impact
of regions invisible in the context images.

input target storage cabinetwall

Figure 5. Open-vocabulary semantic segmentation results (the last
two columns) of LangSplat are poor when it is trained/optimized
with sparse views (two context views in the first two columns).

Baseline Method for Comparison To the best of our
knowledge, there is no prior work that addresses general-
izable 3D semantic field modeling from sparse pose-free
images. As an alternative, we compare our method to the
per-scene optimization-based method LangSplat [25].

Actually, LangSplat performs poorly in reconstructing
semantic fields from sparse views. As the example shown
in Fig. 5, when we train LangSplat with only two con-
text views and render the scene on the target view, the
reconstructed scene appears blurred (see the fourth col-
umn) and the semantics are inaccurate (see the fourth and
fifth columns). In the following experiments, to enable
high performance of the baseline for comparison, we train
LangSplat with dense views. Particularly, in each scene,
we use all images and their semantic features (i.e., SAM-
isolated CLIP features) within the highest and lowest in-
dices range across the two context views and the testing
view to train LangSplat, with the testing view excluded. The
number of images for optimizing a scene ranges from 60 to
400. In contrast, our scheme obtains the corresponding se-
mantic field using only the two input context images.

4.2. Results
Comparison with LangSplat The per-scene optimization
process of LangSplat is complicated (which requires cam-
era parameter estimation, scene-specific autoencoder train-
ing, and two-step training) and it is labor-intensive to test all
the scenes. Therefore, we select eight representative scenes
from the validation set for comparison. For each scene,
we randomly select one sample composed of two context
images and one target/test image for evaluating the qual-
ity of the rendered target view semantics. Tab. 1 shows the
comparison between LangSplat and our GSemSplat. Our
GSemSplat consistently outperforms LangSplat in both seg-
mentation (measured by mIoU score) and localization (mea-
sured by localization accuracy).

Fig 6 shows visualization comparisons of the correla-
tion maps from the given text queries for LangSplat and
our model. We observe that our model achieves more accu-
rate identification of the queried objects/stuff. In Fig 6 (a),
“chair” is more accurately identified by our model while
some chairs are missed by LangSplat. In Fig 6 (b), “storage
cabinet is only partially identified by LangSplat. In addi-
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Method office classroom-1 utility room workshop printing room kitchen meeting room classroom-2

mIoU↑ LA↑ mIoU↑ LA↑ mIoU↑ LA↑ mIoU↑ LA↑ mIoU↑ LA↑ mIoU↑ LA↑ mIoU↑ LA↑ mIoU↑ LA↑
LangSplat [25] 57.7 83.3 57.5 66.7 41.3 100 68.8 75.0 31.4 40.0 64.0 66.7 41.3 66.7 53.5 83.3

GSemSplat (Ours) 86.1 100 78.9 100 78.9 100 76.0 100 53.4 80.0 84.1 100 73.6 100 73.8 100

Table 1. Performance comparison between LangSplat and our GSemSplat on segmentation measured by mIoU score (%), and on localiza-
tion measured by accuracy (LA)(%).
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Figure 6. Qualitative comparison between LangSplat and our GSemSplat. We present the correlation maps between the text queries and
learned semantic features on the rendered target images. Here, low correlation (< 0.5) responses were filtered out for clearer presentation.

tion, LangSplat mistakenly recognizes the wall as “floor”
in Fig 6 (c), due to lack of sufficient context. Our method
achieves more precise responses with clear boundaries and
demonstrates robustness across various scenes. We provide
more visualization results in our Supplementary.
Generalization Results To evaluate the generalization ca-
pability of our model, we conducted tests on scenes from
the ScanNet [6] and LERF [15] datasets, as well as our cap-
tured real-world images. The results are presented in Fig. 7.
For visualization of the semantic field from a new view,
we reduce the dimension of the rendered semantic features
from 512 to 3 dimensions via PCA. We find that GSem-
Splat effectively perceives and distinguishes distinct ob-
jects/stuff, yielding accurate responses across diverse query
texts.
Runtime Comparison on New Scene We compare the run-
time for obtaining the semantic field for a given new scene.
For LangSplat, we measure the time required for 30,000 it-
erations of optimization to reconstruct the semantic field.
All evaluations are conducted on one NVIDIA A100 GPU,
and the comparison results are presented in Tab. 2. Given a
new scene, since LangSplat requires iterative optimization,
it incurs a higher time cost (about 25 minutes). In contrast,
our GSemSplat achieves very fast inference through a feed-
forward manner (0.35 seconds), being 4000 × faster.

4.3. Ablation Studies
Effectiveness of Dual Features To verify the effectiveness
of jointly exploiting region-specific and context-aware fea-
tures, we test the performance of GSemSplat when only a
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Figure 7. Zero-shot testing results of GSemSplat on (a) our cap-
tured images, (b-c) ScanNet [6], and (d) LERF [15].

Method Reconstruction Time↓
LangSplat 25 min 6s

GSemSplat (Ours) 0.35 s

Table 2. Runtime comparison of LangSplat and GSemSplat.

single type of feature is used. We use the same scenes as
listed in Tab. 1. To obtain statistical results, for each scene,
we randomly sample 100 samples (2 context images and
1 target image) for testing. The average results for each
scene are summarized in Tab. 3. We observe that using only
region-specific or context-aware features leads to a perfor-
mance drop when compared with our final scheme. Com-

7



Scene
Region Context Both

mIoU↑ LA↑ mIoU↑ LA↑ mIoU↑ LA↑

office 51.0 77.5 52.4 81.7 57.8 84.9
classroom-1 43.7 68.9 45.5 77.7 48.2 78.6
utility room 41.9 70.1 35.1 68.2 47.9 76.3
workshop 42.4 76.8 38.1 72.1 48.9 77.7

printing room 34.1 63.2 36.5 63.2 39.2 64.1
kitchen 49.7 78.7 51.0 79.8 59.1 83.1

meeting room 49.1 78.1 57.8 90.5 58.2 90.8
classroom-2 47.7 79.5 50.1 80.4 50.9 81.9

Average 44.9 74.1 45.8 76.7 51.3 79.7

Table 3. Effectiveness of using region-specific semantic features,
context-aware semantic features, and both.

Region

Context

curtain kitchen cabinet floor monitor

(a) (b)

Figure 8. Examples on (a) cases where region-specific features are
selected and (b) cases where context-specific features are selected.

bining them facilitates the use of their respective strengths
to provide more reliable responses to given queries, result-
ing in higher localization accuracy and more precise seg-
mentation. Please see more results under the same setting
as Tab. 1 in Supplementary.

We analyze rendered views to observe when region-
specific versus context-aware features are selected in
GSemSplat. As examples in Fig. 8, the trends align with
intuition: for objects or surfaces hard to identify in isolation
(like monitors or floors), context-aware features typically
show stronger responses and are selected. For distinguish-
able objects observed in isolation (such as cabinets), region-
specific features often have higher responses, likely due to
minimal interference from neighboring regions.

Ablation on Feature Selection Strategies We compare the
performance of using another strategy and the upper bound.
Our used strategy achieves higher performance, approxi-
mating the upper bound performance. Please refer to Sup-
plementary for more details.

Ablation on Feature Dimension K Please see the analysis
in our Supplementary.

Ablation on Threshold of Relevance Score We study its
influence in our Supplementary.
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Figure 9. (a) and (c) show two examples that the extracted 2D
supervision features are inaccurate for “wall” and “table” regions
(see the second row), and (b) and (d) show two examples that the
supervision features are accurate. Our model is robust to noisy
labels and can learn accurate features (see the third row).

4.4. Discussion
Our GSemSplat outperforms the per-scene-based optimiza-
tion method LangSplat in semantic field modeling, exceed-
ing our initial expectations. As we know, due to dense in-
put views and per-scene-based optimization, the novel view
synthesize quality (i.e., RGB quality) of LangSplat is much
better than that of Splatt3R and our GSemSplat. Why the
semantic modeling capability of our GSemSplat is better
than LangSplat? We attribute the reason for the robustness
of our framework to the interference of noisy semantic fea-
tures. As some examples in Fig. 9, the extracted 2D se-
mantic features (that are used as supervision) are inaccurate
and some regions (such as the “wall” in (a) and “table” in
(c) cannot be correctly identified when querying with texts.
LangSplat tends to overfit these unreliable features. In con-
trast, our model learns the semantics across different scenes
where consistent and reliable patterns are learned, being ro-
bust to the noise. The learned features (as shown in the
third row in Fig. 9) respond correctly to those queries even
though the supervision features are wrong.

5. Conclusion

In this paper, we introduced a new framework, GSem-
Splat, for generalizable 3D semantic field modeling using
sparse, uncalibrated images. Unlike existing methods that
rely on dense, calibrated images and costly per-scene op-
timization, GSemSplat allows rapid inference of semantic
3D Gaussians of a new scene in a single feed-forward pass
from just two uncalibrated images. GSemSplat demon-
strates superior semantic understanding performance com-
pared to the representative per-scene optimization-based

8



method LangSplat, achieving 4000 × faster. Our dual-
feature approach enhances the reliability of semantic fea-
tures without human annotations. But, there is still a gap be-
tween the “ground truth” semantics. We hope this work en-
courages more investigations to advance the generalizable
3D understanding.
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Supplementary Material

6. Effectiveness of Feature Selection Strategy
It is difficult to determine which feature to choose (from the
region-specific and context-aware features) for each query-
ing. We follow the strategy used in LERF [15] to choose
the feature that yields a higher regularized relevancy score
for each query. Our statistical analysis in Tab. 4 shows that
this strategy can hit better features at an average accuracy
of 70% when we do the study on the extracted 2D seman-
tic features (which are used as supervision of the rendered
features), being much better than a random guess. A higher
relevance score of the features usually indicates a higher
correlation with the querying text and thus the features are
prone to be the right one.

Particularly, for each scene, 100 samples are randomly
selected for the statistical analysis. For each query, we
compute the IoU of region-specific and context-aware fea-
tures, respectively. The one with a higher IoU is considered
as the “ground truth” correct selection of feature type for
the current query over the sample. Finally, we assess how
often this strategy hits the better-performing feature, and
Tab. 4 shows that the average accuracy across all the scenes
reaches 70%, indicating the effectiveness of this strategy.
Note that we focus only on cases where the IoU difference
between the two types of features exceeds 5% to exclude
the cases where the two types of features have similar per-
formance.

Scene Accuracy

office 68.5
classroom-1 82.2
utility room 71.8
workshop 75.6

printing room 65.2
kitchen 77.0

meeting room 62.2
classroom-2 56.3

Average 69.9

Table 4. Effectiveness of our used feature selection strategy eval-
uated on the extracted 2D semantic features.

7. More Visualization Comparison
We provide more visualization comparison of results be-
tween LangSplat and GSemSplat. As illustrated in Fig. 10
(a), LangSplat faces obvious confusion between “wall” and

“floor”, while GSemSplat successfully distinguishes these
categories. In Fig. 10 (b), when querying “box”, both
methods show suboptimal performance, where GSemSplat-
produces a stronger response for the box in the bottom-
right corner. Moreover, for the narrow “shelf”, our method
achieves a more precise localization while LangSplat pro-
duces high responses on the “wall” region. In Fig. 10 (c),
LangSplat mistakenly trades certain “floor” region as “ta-
ble” while ours produces more accurate localization.

8. More Visualization on Generalization Re-
sults

We provide the visualization of testing on scenes from other
datasets in the main manuscript. Due to space limitations,
we only show the rendered results on one target view. In our
supplementary, we provide the results on more rendering
views in the form of videos. Please see the attached zip
folder.

9. Ablation Studies
Effectiveness of Dual Features In Tab. 3 of our main
manuscript, we statically investigated the effectiveness of
using dual feature design by randomly sampling 100 sam-
ples for each scene for testing.

Here, we also evaluate the results when using the same
setting as that in Tab. 1 where only a sample for each scene
is tested. Tab. 5 shows the results. We obtain the consis-
tent conclusion that combining region-specific and context-
aware features leads to superior performance in most of the
scenes. Note that the statistical results in Tab. 3 are more
reliable considering that they can eliminate the influence of
randomness caused by the small amount of the testing data.

Moreover, we test on other settings with at least 30%,
70%, and 90% pixel correspondence between input-input
and target-input image pairs, whereas the main manuscript
only shows the results for 50% pixel correspondence (in
Sec. 4.3). Similarly, we randomly sample 100 samples of
each scene. The final results are shown in Tab. 6, which
demonstrates the effectiveness of using both region-specific
and context-aware features.
Selection of Features We analyze the quality of the learned
region-specific features and context-aware features in our
model. Particularly, for each scene, 100 samples are ran-
domly selected for the statistical analysis. For each query,
we compute the IoU of rendered region-specific and ren-
dered context-aware features, respectively. The one with a
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Figure 10. Additional qualitative comparison between LangSplat and our GSemSplat.

Scene
Region Context Both

mIoU↑ LA↑ mIoU↑ LA↑ mIoU↑ LA↑

office 78.6 83.3 65.8 83.3 86.1 100
classroom-1 71.1 66.7 79.1 100 78.9 100
utility room 78.9 100 46.8 100 78.9 100
workshop 59.4 100 70.2 100 76.0 100

printing room 38.8 80.0 51.1 60.0 53.4 80.0
kitchen 82.9 100 88.8 100 84.1 100

meeting room 57.8 83.3 68.4 100 73.6 100
classroom-2 67.4 100 72.0 100 73.8 100

Average 66.9 89.2 67.8 92.9 75.6 97.5

Table 5. Effectiveness of using region-specific semantic features,
context-aware semantic features, and both when the setting is same
with Tab. 1 where only a sample for each scene is tested.

higher IoU is considered as the “ground truth” correct se-
lection of feature type for the current query over the sam-
ple. We count the frequency of being the better one based
on the “ground truth” for each type of feature. We can see
that each type of features has their advantages and stands
out with large opportunities. In addition, we assess how of-
ten the feature selection strategy hits the better-performing
feature, and Tab. 7 shows that the average accuracy across
all the scenes reaches 83.7%, indicating the effectiveness of
this strategy. Note that we focus only on cases where the
IoU difference between the two types of features exceeds
5% to exclude the cases where the two types of features
have similar performance. The accuracy is different from
that evaluated on the extracted features as shown in Tab. 4.
That is because the learned semantic features are already
very different from those supervision features. For exam-
ple, the supervision features suffer from view inconsistency
while the learned features have delimitated this problem.

Ablation on Feature Selection Strategies We choose the
region-specific or context-aware features that produce a
higher regularized relevancy score as the selected features.
Tab. 8 compares performance using different strategies.
Strategy “Mean” involves averaging the two types of ren-
dered features for querying. Besides, we compare with

Figure 11. Segmentation performance (mIoU) on different feature
dimensions.

Figure 12. Localization accuracy on different feature dimensions.

the “Upper Bound” strategy: after obtaining region-specific
and context-aware features, for a query to a rendered im-
age, we calculate the IoU with the ground truth segmenta-
tion, respectively, and choose the one with the higher IoU
(the same process applies to localization accuracy). Com-
pared with “Mean”, our strategy achieves a higher perfor-
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Scene
0.3 0.7 0.9

Region Context Both Region Context Both Region Context Both

mIoU↑ LA↑ mIoU↑ LA↑ mIoU↑ LA↑ mIoU↑ LA↑ mIoU↑ LA↑ mIoU↑ LA↑ mIoU↑ LA↑ mIoU↑ LA↑ mIoU↑ LA↑

office 46.0 72.1 46.4 76.4 51.4 79.5 52.5 79.0 52.7 81.1 58.3 87.4 54.4 78.3 50.1 81.6 58.6 85.6
classroom-1 43.1 68.5 44.6 76.0 47.7 76.7 45.3 67.8 46.6 76.6 49.7 76.3 50.9 76.0 54.9 88.0 57.1 88.2
utility room 42.3 68.1 36.2 66.3 48.5 76.9 50.7 80.2 42.7 79.0 55.3 85.9 60.0 90.3 48.8 92.7 63.2 92.4
workshop 36.4 73.8 33.7 65.0 43.3 75.6 40.2 74.8 36.5 64.9 48.1 75.9 49.5 79.5 44.3 74.7 55.9 82.2

printing room 29.7 58.2 34.1 61.7 35.5 60.7 34.0 63.2 35.9 63.5 38.2 65.3 32.9 63.2 35.9 61.7 37.5 64.8
kitchen 44.0 75.2 43.0 71.2 50.6 78.4 52.9 85.0 55.0 82.8 63.7 86.2 58.1 85.5 57.1 84.3 64.5 87.3

meeting room 45.3 74.6 53.3 89.3 53.6 87.9 50.3 81.2 61.9 92.5 61.2 92.6 49.5 81.8 61.9 88.0 61.1 88.2
classroom-2 42.2 71.9 43.4 74.8 44.9 75.4 51.6 81.3 54.6 82.7 55.9 82.5 62.2 95.7 68.9 93.2 68.3 95.3

Average 41.1 70.3 41.8 72.6 46.9 76.4 47.2 76.6 48.2 77.9 53.8 81.5 52.2 81.3 52.7 83.0 58.3 85.5

Table 6. Effectiveness of using region-specific semantic features, context-aware semantic features, and both, when testing on other settings
with at least 30%, 70%, and 90% pixel correspondence, respectively.

Scene Region Pro. Context Pro. Accuracy

office 43.4 56.6 76.5
classroom-1 50.9 49.1 83.0
utility room 54.4 45.6 86.5
workshop 63.8 36.2 92.1

printing room 45.6 54.4 84.8
kitchen 55.0 45.0 81.1

meeting room 22.1 77.9 85.7
classroom-2 26.5 73.5 80.2

Average 45.2 54.8 83.7

Table 7. Effectiveness of region-specific features and context-
aware features (measured by the probability of being better), and
the feature selection strategy, evaluated on the GSemSplat ren-
dered 2D semantic features.

mance, approximating the “Upper Bound”. Note that for
each scene, 100 samples are randomly selected for the sta-
tistical analysis.

Scene
Mean Ours Upper Bound

mIoU↑ LA↑ mIoU↑ LA↑ mIoU↑ LA↑

office 57.7 85.6 57.8 84.9 60.2 86.3
classroom-1 47.9 78.3 48.2 78.6 49.6 79.4
utility room 38.8 70.5 47.9 76.3 49.3 77.5
workshop 47.1 79.5 48.9 77.7 49.9 80.4

printing room 36.6 61.5 39.2 64.1 40.7 68.6
kitchen 51.7 80.3 59.1 83.1 60.7 85.4

meeting room 58.1 90.9 58.2 90.8 59.9 92.0
classroom-2 50.1 81.7 50.9 81.9 53.0 82.8

Average 48.5 78.5 51.3 79.7 52.9 81.6

Table 8. Ablation study on feature selection strategies for text
querying. For each scene, 100 samples are randomly selected for
statistical analysis.

Ablation on Feature Dimension K In addition to the de-
fault feature dimension K set to 16, we set K to 8, 12, and
18 to study its impact. Fig. 11 and Fig. 12 show the seg-
mentation performance (mIoU) and localization accuracy
on different feature dimensions, respectively. We observe
that our method’s performance first improves with the in-
crease of feature dimensions and achieves the best average
performance when K is 16. The performance declines at
higher dimensions, which we guess this is due to the in-
creased difficulty in model optimization with higher dimen-
sionality.
Ablation on Threshold of Relevancy Score During open-
vocabulary querying, a fixed empirical threshold is manu-
ally set to select regions. For each position, when the reg-
ularized relevancy score is higher than the threshold, it is
identified as the retrieved location. In our experiment, we
set the threshold to 0.5 by default. Further analyses with
thresholds of 0.2, 0.4, and 0.7 are shown in Fig. 13 and
Fig. 14 measured by segmentation performance and local-
ization accuracy, respectively. We can see that the threshold
too high or too low negatively influences the performance,
whereas thresholds in the range of 0.4 to 0.5 yield better
results.

10. RGB Quality Comparison with LangSplat

We compare the view synthesis quality of the per-scene
optimization-based method LangSplat and the generaliz-
able method. Note our GSemSplat inherits the view synthe-
sis capability of Splatt3R [35] while enabling the capability
of semantic understanding. Tab. 9 reports the RGB qual-
ity of the synthesized views for all eight scenes as listed
in Tab. 1. Specifically, we compute the PSNR between the
rendered images and the ground truth images. Following
Splatt3R, the PSNR metric is calculated after applying loss
masks in GSemSplat. For LangSplat, we report the PSNR
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Method
office classroom-1 utility room workshop printing room kitchen meeting room classroom-2

PSNR↑ PSNR↑ PSNR↑ PSNR↑ PSNR↑ PSNR↑ PSNR↑ PSNR↑

LangSplat 33.1 28.6 31.8 29.9 27.0 33.5 30.2 32.7

LangSplat (using loss masks) 32.9 30.3 32.3 30.0 26.8 33.5 33.9 32.8

GSemSplat (Ours) 21.5 14.1 22.7 15.5 22.7 22.1 19.6 24.6

Table 9. RGB quality comparison between LangSplat and our GSemSplat in terms of PSNR (dB).

Figure 13. Segmentation performance (mIoU) on different thresh-
olds of the regularized relevance score.

Figure 14. Localization accuracy on different thresholds of the
regularized relevance score.

after applying the same loss masks, and the PSNR without
applying loss masks. As discussed in Sec. 4.4 and the re-
sults shown in Tab. 9, LangSplat achieves a much higher re-
construction quality due to its costly per-scene optimization
under the dense view supervision of RGB images. Even
with the per-scene optimization under the dense view se-
mantic supervision, LangSplat is inferior to our GSem-
Splat (see Tab. 1). The reason is analyzed in Sec. 4.4,
where our generalizable model is robust to the interference

input target storage cabinet

(a) (b) (c) (d)

Figure 15. Failure case 1: the “storage cabinet” region is only par-
tially identified. The region highlighted by the red box actually has
a high relevance score but it is still lower than the given threshold
and thus is not identified.
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Figure 16. Failure case 2: the context features identify the monitor
region correctly but region-specific features are selected for the
query of “monitor” (i.e., the feature selection strategy fails here).

of noise in semantic features.

11. Failure Cases

We analyze the failure cases to understand the limitations
of our method. 1) Sometimes, our GSemSplat fails to seg-
ment all regions that correspond to the query text since the
relevancy score is lower than the threshold even though the
score is not very low. As the example shown in Fig. 15 (c),
the “storage cabinet” region as highlighted by the red box
exhibits an obvious response to the query but is not high
enough. As a result, with a fixed threshold, it is filtered
out, leaving only regions with higher responses as shown
in Fig. 15 (d). 2) Our feature selection strategy prioritizes
the feature with a higher response to the input text. This
strategy succeeds at a high probability but sometimes fails.
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Scene Scene IDs Queries
Image IDs

Input Images Target Images

office 7b6477cb95 blinds, ceiling, door, floor, monitor, office chair, storage cabinet, table, wall, whiteboard 3679, 3738 3688
classroom-1 bde1e479ad ceiling, door, floor, table, wall, whiteboard 2303, 2369 2212
utility room e398684d27 box, ceiling, door, floor, storage cabinet, wall 9837, 9987 9839
workshop c5439f4607 cabinet, ceiling, door, floor, office chair, wall 5760, 6230 5750

printing room 825d228aec box, ceiling, door, floor, shelf, table, wall 2313, 2320 2443
kitchen 40aec5fffa door, floor, kitchen cabinet, refrigerator, wall 9693, 9771 9696

meeting room fb5a96b1a2 ceiling, chair, floor, table, wall, whiteboard 2981, 2998 2789
classroom-2 c4c04e6d6c ceiling, chair, door, floor, table, wall 3166, 3349 3164

Table 10. Details of scenes related to the scene IDs, queries, and image IDs from the ScanNet++ dataset.

By comparing Fig. 16 (c) and (e) which represent the re-
sponses of the region-specific features and the responses
of the context-aware features, we can see that the region-
specific feature exhibits a stronger response. However,
the selected regions are focused on the “wall” and “office
chair”, which deviate significantly from the query. In con-
trast, although the context-aware feature shows a slightly
weaker response, it accurately localizes the “monitor”. We
think that exploring more effective strategies for selecting or
integrating different features would further improve the per-
formance. Moreover, an adaptive determination of thresh-
olds would be helpful to reduce missed detections.

12. Details of Scene Selection
Tab. 10 presents the details of the selected eight representa-
tive scenes from ScanNet++, including the scene IDs in the
dataset, the typical categories chosen as query texts for each
scene, and the image IDs for the two input/reference images
and one target image (used in the per-scene comparison ex-
periments with LangSplat).
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