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Abstract—3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) techniques have
achieved satisfactory 3D scene representation. Despite their
impressive performance, they confront challenges due to the
limitation of structure-from-motion (SfM) methods on acquiring
accurate scene initialization, or the inefficiency of densification
strategy. In this paper, we introduce a novel framework EasySplat
to achieve high-quality 3DGS modeling. Instead of using SfM
for scene initialization, we employ a novel method to release
the power of large-scale pointmap approaches. Specifically, we
propose an efficient grouping strategy based on view similarity,
and use robust pointmap priors to obtain high-quality point
clouds and camera poses for 3D scene initialization. After obtain-
ing a reliable scene structure, we propose a novel densification
approach that adaptively splits Gaussian primitives based on the
average shape of neighboring Gaussian ellipsoids, utilizing KNN
scheme. In this way, the proposed method tackles the limitation
on initialization and optimization, leading to an efficient and
accurate 3DGS modeling. Extensive experiments demonstrate
that EasySplat outperforms the current state-of-the-art (SOTA)
in handling novel view synthesis.

Index Terms—Novel view synthesis, 3D Gaussian Splatting,
Adaptive Density Control

I. INTRODUCTION

Novel View Synthesis (NVS) is a challenging task in
computer vision and computer graphics. Recently, neural
rendering techniques have gained prominence due to their
superior ability to achieve highly realistic renderings. Among
these techniques, 3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) [1], which
employs an explicit point-cloud representation, has demon-
strated state-of-the-art performance in both rendering quality
and speed.

3DGS uses the Structure-from-Motion (SfM) method,
COLMAP [2], to extract camera poses and an initial sparse
point cloud from hundreds of images and achieves real-time
realistic rendering through a differentiable rasterizer. Despite
the high-quality novel view synthesis performance, it often
produces noisy Gaussians due to two major limitations. One
reason is the use of SfM as an initialization method, which
introduces noise into the point cloud due to its sensitivity
to feature extraction errors and the difficulty in handling
textureless scenarios [3], significantly degrading the final view
synthesis and rendering quality. Recently, pointmap-based
Multi-View Stereo (MVS) models DUSt3R [4] has shown
excellent performance in dense 3D reconstruction. By adopt-
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Fig. 1. Comparison with existing methods. (a) Compared
with other SOTA methods, our method achieves the best
performance in rendering quality. (b) In contrast to the regular
densification used in the vanilla 3DGS, our KNN-based densi-
fication effectively grows points in areas where the initial point
cloud is insufficient, leading to more accurate and detailed
results.

ing an end-to-end estimation process based on Transformer
models, it can easily obtain pairwise pointmaps, which can be
used to represent geometric relationships between two images.
InstantSplat [5] utilizes DUSt3R for initialization to learn
3DGS from sparse views. However, it relies on constructing
a complete connectivity graph between views, limiting its
application in dense-view scenes due to the significant cost
of time and space. As a result, how to perform suitable scene
initialization or estimate camera poses for 3DGS is still an
opening problem.

Besides the initialization, the training strategy in 3DGS
is another reason for the sub-optimal performance. Since
SfM techniques often fail to generate sufficient 3D points in
textureless regions, 3DGS implements an Adaptive Density
Control (ADC) algorithm to manage Gaussian primitives. This
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algorithm performs point densification and pruning regularly
based on a view-average gradient magnitude threshold [6].
However, the less-constrained densification cannot effectively
grow points in areas where the initial point cloud is sparse,
finally degrading the rendering quality. To overcome these
limitations, ScaffoldGS [7] and OctreeGS [8] are proposed to
dynamically generate neural Gaussians by introducing anchor-
based structures. Moreover, Mip-Splatting [9] introduces low-
pass filtering to address high-frequency artifacts.

In this paper, we propose EasySplat, a framework for
achieving high-quality novel view synthesis. Specifically, we
introduce an adaptive grouping strategy based on image simi-
larity for the initialization of dense-view scenes. Subsequently,
we employ the K-Nearest Neighbors (KNN) algorithm to
identify the N closest Gaussians to each individual Gaussian.
We then compute the average shape of these neighboring
Gaussians. By comparing the discrepancies between the Gaus-
sian shapes and this computed average shape, we determine
whether a given Gaussian should be subdivided. As can be
observed from Figure. 1(b), our KNN-based densification ef-
fectively densifies Gaussians in regions with insufficient initial
points. In this way, the novel 3DGS learning framework we
proposed releases the power of the large-scale MVS models,
enhancing the NVS efficiency as well as the performance.

In summary, our contributions are as follows:
• We introduce EasySplat, a 3D Gaussian Splatting-based

framework for NVS that outperforms the state-of-the-art
in terms of NVS rendering quality and training speed.

• We propose a novel view-adaptive grouping strategy and
leverage powerful pointmap priors to construct pairwise
pointmap, thereby achieving precise initialization of point
clouds and camera poses.

• We develop an adaptive densification strategy using KNN
algorithm, which dynamically triggers densification in
response to the shape discrepancies of adjacent ellipsoids
for each Gaussian, thereby achieving robust novel view
synthesis.

II. RELATED WORK

Novel View Synthesis. Neural Radiance Fields (NeRF) [10]
is a pioneering method in the field of novel view synthesis
(NVS), utilizing a Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP) for scene
modeling and employing volumetric rendering [11] for high-
quality rendering performance. Follow-up works improve upon
the NeRF method by enhancing training speed [12], rendering
speed [13] and rendering quality [14]. However, these
methods either sacrifice speed or render quality.

Recently, 3DGS utilizes anisotropic Gaussians [15] as rep-
resentation, has demonstrated significant performance in both
speed and rendering quality [16]. Based on this explicit repre-
sentation, several variant methods have been proposed [17].
FSGS [18] and DNGaussian [19] have been proposed to
learn Gaussian parameters with a limited number of images.
GaussianPro [20] develop a progressive propagation strategy
to guide the densification of the 3D Gaussians. Pixel-GS [21]
proposes a gradient scaling technique to mitigate artifacts close

to the camera. FreGS [22] achieves Gaussian densification
through a coarse-to-fine frequency annealing method. Several
methods [7] introduce structured grid features to dynamically
generate neural Gaussians. Additionally, some works have
attempted to extract 3D surfaces from Gaussian Splatting [23].
SuGaR [24] employs planar Gaussians aligned with object
surfaces. 2DGS [25] utilizes planar 2D Gaussians primitives
as representation.
Efficient Prior for Novel View Synthesis. Although SfM
provides effective initialization for NeRF and 3DGS, it re-
quires dense image capture, and when the captured images
lack sufficient overlap and rich textures, SfM may introduce
cumulative errors or even fail [5]. To reduce reliance on SfM
initialization, some methods have begun to simultaneously
optimize camera poses and NeRF training [26]. Nope-NeRF
[27] obtain distortion-free depth priors from monocular depth
estimation and optimize both intrinsic and extrinsic camera
parameters while training NeRF. The latest COLMAP-free
Gaussian-based method, CF-3DGS [3], estimates point clouds
based on depth information and compute the relative poses
of adjacent frames for training. However, these approaches
typically require a long training time. An alternative approach
is to replace COLMAP with more efficient pointmap-based
prior models [4]. InstantSplat combines DUSt3R with 3D
Gaussian Splatting, exploring its application in sparse-view
scenarios, and has achieved promising performance. Currently,
no method has yet explored the combination of pointmap-
based priors and 3D Gaussian Splatting in dense-view setting.

III. METHOD

A. Overview

In this section, we first introduce the overall framework
of EasySplat, which can generate accurate 3D reconstruction
representation by N unposed images. As Figure. 2 shows,
given N images Ii ∈ RH×W×3 with unknown poses, they
will be firstly handled by the Group Initialization Strategy
to obtain the globally aligned pose and the global point
cloud. Subsequently, the global point cloud is utilized to
initialize the 3D Gaussian ellipsoids. During the densification
phase, we employ K-Nearest Neighbor (KNN) search the K
nearest ellipsoids for each Gaussian, determining whether a
Gaussian should split by comparing the shape differences.
The implementation details of these two key strategies will
be elaborated in the following sections.

B. View-adaptive Group Initialization Strategy

To achieve effective initialization and address the limitations
of SfM methods, we introduce DUSt3R [4], a powerful prior
based on Transformer models, capable of generating point
clouds from a pair of images. When confronted with dense
viewpoint inputs, it is necessary to construct multiple pairwise
image pairs, followed by the estimation of paired pointmaps.
Finally, these pointmaps are globally aligned to obtain the
globally aligned point cloud and camera poses. However, as
shown in Table 1, we note that constructing a large number of
pointmap pairs using the complete graph and swin methods
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Fig. 2. Overview of proposed EasySplat. Given N images, we first construct image pairs based on view similarity to estimate
paired point clouds, followed by global alignment to estimate camera poses and point clouds. During training, we use a KNN-
based adaptive division to control the density of Gaussian distributions while optimizing camera poses.

consumes considerable memory, making it less suitable for
dense views. Moreover, the camera poses derived from the
pointmap pairs constructed by the oneref method are subopti-
mal, which may lead to a degradation in the performance of
novel view synthesis.

Table 1. Ablation experiment on the Church scene of the
Tanks&Temples dataset, which consists of 400 images. OOM
denotes Out of Memory. These results are reported on a
single A6000 GPU.

Scheme PSNR↑ ATE↓ RPE t↓ RPE r↓ image pairs GPU Mem

complete / / / / 159600 OOM
oneref 29.80 0.003 0.017 0.016 798 27510MB
swin / / / / 2400 OOM
ours 30.22 0.005 0.015 0.013 1142 35118MB

To improve camera pose performance in dense-view scenes
and avoid memory overhead, we propose an adaptive grouping
strategy based on image similarity to construct image pairs.
Given an input image sequence I = {I1, I2, . . . , In}, we first
compute the cosine similarity between each pair of adjacent
images to quantify their similarity. The cosine similarity is
defined as:

sim(Ii, Ii+1) =
Ii · Ii+1

∥Ii∥∥Ii+1∥
, (1)

where Ii · Ii+1 represents the dot product of images Ii and
Ii+1, and ∥Ii∥ and ∥Ii+1∥ are their respective norms. Next, we
calculate the difference in similarity between adjacent images
and construct a difference rate array ∆:

∆i = |sim(Ii, Ii+1)− sim(Ii+1, Ii+2)| i = 1, 2, . . . , n− 2,
(2)

where ∆i represents the difference in similarity between
images Ii and Ii+1.

Then, we select the k largest values from the difference
rate array ∆. Finally, the image sequence I is divided into

multiple subsequences I1, I2, . . . , Ik, where each subsequence
represents a group G. Within each group G, the view with
an index of 0 is assigned as the reference view, and all other
views within the group are matched to this reference view. This
process generates a set of image pairs, denoted as Equation
(3)

e = (i, j|i = G0
p, j = Gq

p, p ∈ [0, k], q ∈ [1, t)), (3)

where p is the group number, G is the group set, q is the
non-reference number, i and j are pointmap number.

After pairing, all the image pairs are input to the DUSt3R’s
pretrained model to obtain the pairwise pointmaps Xn,n, Xm,n

and their associated confidence maps Cn,n, Cm,n for each
image pair e ∈ E. Then, a global optimization is performed
as illustrated in Equation (4) to obtain the global point cloud
and camera poses.

Ĵ∗ = arg min
Ĵ,P,σ

∑
e∈E

∑
v∈e

HW∑
i=1

Cv,e
i ∥Ĵv

i − σePeX
v,e
i ∥ (4)

By employing the view-adaptive grouping pairing strategy,
we achieve more precise global point clouds and camera poses
for subsequent 3DGS training.

C. KNN-based Densification

Each 3D Gaussian primitive Gi(x) is composed of a mean
vector µ3di and a full 3D covariance matrix Σ3di . The Gaus-
sian primitive can be written as:

Gi(x) = e
− 1

2 (x−µ3di
)TΣ−1

3di
(x−µ3di

) (5)

Subsequently, during training, the average view-space posi-
tional gradient for each Gaussian primitive Gi(x) is computed
every 100 iterations. If the gradient exceeds the gradient
threshold τp and the shape exceeds the scale threshold τS ,
the Gaussian Gi(x) will undergo a split:

∇µiL > τp and Σ3di > τS (6)



Table 2. Quantitative comparison of novel view synthesis results with previous SOTA methods on Tanks&Temples. The
best results are highlighted in bold.

Scene 3DGS CF-3DGS Mip-Splatting ScaffoldGS EasySplat (Ours)

PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓

Church 29.93 0.93 0.09 30.54 0.93 0.09 30.49 0.94 0.08 31.95 0.95 0.08 30.22 0.94 0.08
Barn 31.08 0.95 0.07 29.38 0.86 0.12 34.23 0.96 0.05 34.91 0.96 0.06 33.17 0.94 0.06
Museum 34.47 0.96 0.05 29.45 0.91 0.10 35.16 0.97 0.04 35.04 0.97 0.04 35.62 0.97 0.04
Family 27.93 0.92 0.11 33.47 0.96 0.05 30.20 0.94 0.08 31.62 0.95 0.06 35.23 0.97 0.03
Horse 20.91 0.77 0.23 34.11 0.96 0.05 20.31 0.76 0.23 30.46 0.95 0.06 34.02 0.97 0.04
Ballroom 34.48 0.96 0.04 32.47 0.96 0.07 35.11 0.97 0.03 35.36 0.98 0.03 36.62 0.98 0.02
Francis 32.64 0.92 0.15 32.80 0.92 0.14 33.58 0.93 0.12 34.66 0.95 0.10 35.48 0.94 0.10
Ignatius 30.20 0.93 0.08 27.46 0.90 0.09 30.03 0.93 0.07 32.36 0.95 0.06 30.04 0.91 0.08

Mean 30.205 0.918 0.103 31.210 0.925 0.089 31.139 0.925 0.088 33.295 0.956 0.064 33.800 0.953 0.056

Table 3. Novel view synthesis and pose accuracy results on CO3DV2. All results are evaluated using the same evaluation
protocol. As for pose accuracy results, we use the camera poses provided by CO3DV2 as the “ground truth”. The best results
are highlighted in bold.

Scene CF-3DGS EasySplat(Ours)

PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ RPE t↓ RPE r↓ ATE↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ RPE t↓ RPE r↓ ATE↓

197 21206 41908 18.07 0.91 0.32 0.257 1.592 0.065 30.35 0.96 0.23 0.592 1.116 0.015
219 23121 48537 25.09 0.80 0.40 0.112 0.605 0.027 31.73 0.90 0.20 0.427 1.010 0.009
378 43990 87662 19.37 0.79 0.44 0.224 0.867 0.043 27.69 0.90 0.31 1.107 1.719 0.023
437 62536 123478 16.44 0.67 0.46 0.206 1.251 0.052 30.45 0.91 0.15 0.434 0.902 0.018

六、策略二消融可视化对比

(a) w/o KNN_split (b) w/ KNN_split

Fig. 3. KNN-based Densification. After the KNN-based
splitting, the large Gaussians are decomposed into smaller
Gaussians, leading to significant improvements on smaller
targets, such as the car depicted in the figure.

Although ADC allows the split Gaussians to cover most
of the scene, some large Gaussians tend to resist splitting.
However, our observations in practical scenarios reveal that
Gaussian distributions are uneven, with larger Gaussians of-
ten appearing in the proximity of smaller ones. Inspired by
this phenomenon, we propose an adaptive Gaussian ellipsoid
splitting strategy based on the K-Nearest Neighbors (KNN)
algorithm. Specifically, for each Gaussian ellipsoid Gi, We
use the KNN algorithm to identify the n closest neighboring
Gaussians G = {G1, G2, . . . , Gn}, and then compute the
mean shape Σ̄3d of these neighbors.

Σ̄3d =
1

n

n∑
j=1

Σ3dj
(7)

If Σ3di
> Σ̄3d, the Gaussian Gi is classified as a large

Gaussian and needs to be split. As shown in Figure 3, through
this splitting method, the large Gaussian is effectively divided.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Experimental Setup

Dataset We conduct experiments on two real-world datasets:
Tanks&Temples [28], and CO3DV2 [29]. Tanks&Temples:
We refer to CF-3DGS [3] and use 8 scenes to evaluate pose
accuracy and novel view synthesis quality. For each scene,
7/8 of the images in each sequence are used for training, and
the remaining 1/8 are used for testing the quality of novel
view synthesis. Camera poses are estimated and evaluated
after performing Umeyama alignment [30] on all training
samples. CO3DV2: CO3DV2 captures images by moving in
a full circle around the target, with large and complex camera
movements, making it more challenging to recover camera
poses. We randomly choose four scenes and follow the same
protocol as Tanks&Temples to split the training/test set.
Metrics We evaluate our approach on two primary tasks:
novel view synthesis and camera pose estimation. For novel
view synthesis, we follow previous methods [3] and use
standard evaluation metrics including the Peak Signal-to-Noise
Ratio (PSNR), the Structural Similarity Index Measure (SSIM)
[31], and the Learned Perceptual Image Patch Similarity
(LPIPS) [32]. For camera pose estimation, we report standard
evaluation metrics from visual odometry [33], which include
the Absolute Trajectory Error (ATE), Relative Rotation Error
(RPEr), and Relative Translation Error (RPEt).
Implement Details Our implementation utilizes the PyTorch
framework. In constructing the pointmap groups, we set k = 2.



四、定性对比结果
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Fig. 4. Qualitative comparison for novel view synthesis on Tanks&Temples. Our approach produces much more high-quality
and detailed images than the baselines.

CF-3DGS EasySplat

CF-3DGS EasySplat

Fig. 5. Qualitative comparison for novel view synthesis and
camera pose estimation on CO3DV2.

The Gaussian neighborhood parameter n is set to 64. For the
pointmap prior model configuration, we employ the DUSt3R
model [34], trained at a resolution of 512, using a ViT Large
encoder and a ViT Base decoder. To ensure a fair comparison,
all experiments are conducted on a single A6000 GPU.

B. Experimental Result

Quantitative and Qualitative Results We conduct both
qualitative and quantitative evaluations on the Tanks&Temples
dataset, comparing our method with current state-of-the-art
(SOTA) methods, including 3DGS, CF-3DGS, Mip-Splatting,
and ScaffoldGS. As shown in Table 2, our method achieves
the best performance across all metrics. We also perform
a qualitative evaluation, as illustrated in Figure 4. While
the leading SOTA methods, ScaffoldGS and Mip-Splatting,
demonstrate excellent novel view synthesis performance, they
still exhibit blurriness and artifacts when changing views due
to limitations imposed by COLMAP initialization. In contrast,
our method, which incorporates more accurate initialization
and view-adaptive learning strategies, delivers more sharp and
clear visual results, demonstrating superior performance.
Results on Scenes with Large Camera Motions To further
evaluate EasySplat’s performance in camera pose estimation,
we present results on the CO3DV2 dataset, which comprises
long videos with more complex camera movements. We select
the existing optimal non-COLMAP initialization approach,
CF-3DGS, as the comparison method. As shown in Table 3
and Figure 5, our method significantly outperforms CF-3DGS
in both novel view synthesis and camera pose estimation under
the complex camera trajectories.

Table 4. Ablation study.

scheme PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓

w/o View-adaptive Group Initialization 33.721 0.950 0.056
w/o KNN-based Densification 33.436 0.950 0.061
Full model 33.800 0.953 0.056



Ablation Studies We conduct an ablation study focusing on
the View-adaptive Group Initialization Strategy and the KNN-
based Densification. When the group initialization is removed,
we resort to an initialization method based on the oneref
approach. As shown in Table 4, there is a notable decline
in metrics when both group initialization and KNN-based
densification are omitted. Furthermore, as indicated in Table 1,
the group initialization exhibits more accurate camera poses
compared to the oneref approach, which in turn demonstrates
superior performance in the NVS task.

V. CONCLUSION & FUTURE WORK

In this paper, we propose EasySplat, a robust and efficient
3DGS-based framework for novel view synthesis (NVS). To
address the issue of inaccurate sparse point cloud initialization
caused by SfM in vanilla 3DGS, EasySplat utilizes an effective
pointmap-based prior model for initialization. To release the
power of pointmaps in dense-view scenarios, a group-based
initialization strategy is proposed. Furthermore, to enhance the
performance of NVS, we propose a densification scheme based
on KNN algorithm. Extensive experiments demonstrate that
EasySplat achieves the SOTA performance. In the future, this
work could be extended to support both sparse and dense view
settings, establishing a generalized 3DGS paradigm.
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[24] Antoine Guédon and Vincent Lepetit, “Sugar: Surface-aligned gaussian
splatting for efficient 3d mesh reconstruction and high-quality mesh
rendering,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer
Vision and Pattern Recognition, 2024, pp. 5354–5363.

[25] Binbin Huang, Zehao Yu, Anpei Chen, Andreas Geiger, and Shenghua
Gao, “2d gaussian splatting for geometrically accurate radiance fields,”
in ACM SIGGRAPH 2024 Conference Papers, 2024, pp. 1–11.

[26] Zirui Wang, Shangzhe Wu, Weidi Xie, Min Chen, and Victor Adrian
Prisacariu, “Nerf–: Neural radiance fields without known camera
parameters,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2102.07064, 2021.

[27] Wenjing Bian, Zirui Wang, Kejie Li, Jia-Wang Bian, and Victor Adrian
Prisacariu, “Nope-nerf: Optimising neural radiance field with no pose
prior,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision
and Pattern Recognition, 2023, pp. 4160–4169.

[28] Arno Knapitsch, Jaesik Park, Qian-Yi Zhou, and Vladlen Koltun, “Tanks
and temples: Benchmarking large-scale scene reconstruction,” ACM
Transactions on Graphics (ToG), vol. 36, no. 4, pp. 1–13, 2017.

[29] Jeremy Reizenstein, Roman Shapovalov, Philipp Henzler, Luca Sbor-
done, Patrick Labatut, and David Novotny, “Common objects in 3d:
Large-scale learning and evaluation of real-life 3d category reconstruc-
tion,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF international conference on
computer vision, 2021, pp. 10901–10911.

[30] Shinji Umeyama, “Least-squares estimation of transformation parame-
ters between two point patterns,” IEEE Transactions on Pattern Analysis
& Machine Intelligence, vol. 13, no. 04, pp. 376–380, 1991.

[31] Zhou Wang, Alan C Bovik, Hamid R Sheikh, and Eero P Simoncelli,
“Image quality assessment: from error visibility to structural similarity,”



IEEE transactions on image processing, vol. 13, no. 4, pp. 600–612,
2004.

[32] Richard Zhang, Phillip Isola, Alexei A Efros, Eli Shechtman, and Oliver
Wang, “The unreasonable effectiveness of deep features as a perceptual
metric,” in Proceedings of the IEEE conference on computer vision and
pattern recognition, 2018, pp. 586–595.

[33] Zichao Zhang and Davide Scaramuzza, “A tutorial on quantitative
trajectory evaluation for visual (-inertial) odometry,” in 2018 IEEE/RSJ
International Conference on Intelligent Robots and Systems (IROS).
IEEE, 2018, pp. 7244–7251.

[34] Vincent Leroy, Yohann Cabon, and Jérôme Revaud, “Grounding image
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