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Abstract
Recently, Gaussian Splatting has sparked a new trend in the
field of computer vision. Apart from novel view synthesis, it
has also been extended to the area of multi-view reconstruc-
tion. The latest methods facilitate complete, detailed surface
reconstruction while ensuring fast training speed. However,
these methods still require dense input views, and their output
quality significantly degrades with sparse views. We observed
that the Gaussian primitives tend to overfit the few training
views, leading to noisy floaters and incomplete reconstruction
surfaces. In this paper, we present an innovative sparse-view
reconstruction framework that leverages intra-view depth and
multi-view feature consistency to achieve remarkably accu-
rate surface reconstruction. Specifically, we utilize monoc-
ular depth ranking information to supervise the consistency
of depth distribution within patches and employ a smooth-
ness loss to enhance the continuity of the distribution. To
achieve finer surface reconstruction, we optimize the absolute
position of depth through multi-view projection features. Ex-
tensive experiments on DTU and BlendedMVS demonstrate
that our method outperforms state-of-the-art methods with
a speedup of 60x to 200x, achieving swift and fine-grained
mesh reconstruction without the need for costly pre-training.

Introduction
Reconstructing surfaces from multi-view images (Ramon
et al. 2021; Chen et al. 2024; Zhang, Liu, and Han 2024)
is a long-standing task in 3D vision, graphics, and robotics.
Multi-View Stereo (Schönberger et al. 2016; Yao et al. 2018;
Xu and Tao 2019) is a traditional reconstruction method con-
sisting of processes such as feature extraction, depth esti-
mation, and depth fusion. This technique achieves favorable
results with dense views, but struggles in sparse view recon-
struction due to the lack of matching features.

Over the recent years, neural implicit reconstruction has
rapidly progressed based on neural radiance fields (Milden-
hall et al. 2020). Some methods (Wang et al. 2021; Yariv
et al. 2021; Fu et al. 2022) employ neural rendering to op-
timize implicit geometry fields and color fields from multi-
view images. They can achieve smooth and complete sur-
faces with implicit geometric representations. However, im-
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Figure 1: Surface reconstruction from 3-view images of
DTU scan 24. The trendiest general method 2DGS (Huang
et al. 2024a) is fast but yields coarse results. The state-
of-the-art per-scene optimization method, NeuSurf (Huang
et al. 2024b), and the generalization method, UFORecon (Na
et al. 2024), produce suboptimal surfaces and require long
training time. In contrast, our method (FatesGS) achieves
swift and detailed reconstruction. *Pre-training time.

plicit geometric fields tend to overfit with a limited number
of input views, leading to geometric collapse.

To address this issue, two types of neural implicit meth-
ods for sparse view reconstruction have been developed. The
first type is a generalizable approach (Long et al. 2022; Ren
et al. 2023; Na et al. 2024), which is trained on large-scale
datasets and subsequently applied to infer new scenes. The
second type focuses on per-scene optimization (Yu et al.
2022; Huang et al. 2024b), where no pre-training is needed,
and the method directly fits different scenes. Although both
types of methods achieve satisfactory geometric results, they
require either several days of pre-training or optimization for
several hours per scene, as shown in Figure 1.

Lately, Gaussian Splatting (Kerbl et al. 2023) has been
widely adopted for novel view synthesis due to its high ren-
dering quality and fast training speed. However, 3D Gaus-
sians lack the capability to represent scene geometry consis-
tently, leading to imprecise surface reconstruction. To ensure
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the surface alignment property, some methods (Huang et al.
2024a; Dai et al. 2024; Turkulainen et al. 2024) modify the
shape of Gaussian primitives and the splatting techniques.
With depth maps fusion, the geometry of the object can be
reconstructed completely and precisely. These methods re-
tain the fast training speed of Gaussian Splatting in multi-
view reconstruction. However, with fewer input views, ge-
ometric consistency decreases, leading to inaccurate Gaus-
sian primitive localization and flawed depth rendering. This
results in noisy and incomplete output meshes.

In this paper, we present a novel sparse view reconstruc-
tion framework that leverages the efficient pipeline of Gaus-
sian Splatting along with two consistency constraints to en-
hance both reconstruction speed and accuracy. Specifically,
we transform the 3D ellipsoid Gaussian into a 2D ellipse
Gaussian for more precise geometric representation and em-
ploy 2D Gaussian rendering to optimize the attributes of
the Gaussian primitives. To mitigate local noise induced
by overfitting, we segment the image into patches and reg-
ulate the ranking relationships within these patches using
monocular depth information. Additionally, we introduce a
smoothing loss to address abrupt depth changes in texture-
less regions, thereby ensuring the continuity of the depth dis-
tribution. The intra-view depth consistency aided in achiev-
ing coarse reconstruction geometry, yet compromised nu-
merous details. To resolve the issue of over-smoothing, we
align the reprojection features of depth-rendered points to
ensure precise multi-view feature consistency, which signif-
icantly enhances the quality of surface reconstruction.

Our contributions are summarized as follows.

• We propose FatesGS for sparse-view surface reconstruc-
tion, taking full advantage of the Gaussian Splatting
pipeline. Compared with previous methods, our approach
neither requires long-term per-scene optimization nor
costly pre-training.

• We leverage intra-view depth consistency to facilitate the
learning of coarse geometry. Furthermore, we optimize
the multi-view feature consistency of depth-rendered
points to enhance the learning of detailed geometry.

• We achieve state-of-the-art results in sparse view surface
reconstruction under two distinct settings on the widely
used DTU and BlendedMVS datasets.

Related Works

Multi-View Stereo (MVS)

In the field of 3D reconstruction, MVS methods have es-
tablished themselves based on their scalability, robustness,
and accuracy. Point clouds (Lhuillier and Quan 2005; Fu-
rukawa and Ponce 2010), depth maps (Galliani, Lasinger,
and Schindler 2015; Schönberger et al. 2016; Xu and Tao
2019), and voxel grids (Kostrikov, Horbert, and Leibe 2014;
Ji et al. 2017; Choe et al. 2021) are used as 3D representa-
tions in MVS pipeline to accomplish geometry reconstruc-
tion. While these methods can achieve dense reconstruction,
they often produce limited results in texture-less regions.

Neural Implicit Reconstruction
NeRF (Mildenhall et al. 2020) represents a scene as den-
sity and radiance fields, which are optimized using volumet-
ric rendering. Inspired by this, NeuS (Wang et al. 2021),
VolSDF (Yariv et al. 2021), and subsequent optimization
methods (Yu et al. 2022; Fu et al. 2022; Darmon et al. 2022;
Li et al. 2023) transform signed distance function(SDF) into
density, reconstructing multi-view images into implicit sur-
faces. However, these methods focus on dense view recon-
struction, which places high demands on the input.

To enable sparse view reconstruction, both generalization
and per-scene optimization methods have been proposed re-
cently. The generalizable methods (Long et al. 2022; Ren
et al. 2023; Xu et al. 2023; Peng et al. 2023; Liang, He,
and Chen 2024; Na et al. 2024) are trained on large-scale
datasets and then generalized to new scenes. These methods
require significant time on high-performance GPUs (usually
several days) to learn the correspondence between 3D ge-
ometry and 2D views in advance. In contrast, per-scene op-
timization methods (Yu et al. 2022; Vora, Patil, and Zhang
2023; Wang et al. 2023; Somraj and Soundararajan 2023;
Somraj, Karanayil, and Soundararajan 2023; Huang et al.
2024b) do not require training on large-scale datasets but in-
stead directly fit the 3D geometry from the sparse images
of a given scene. Due to the lack of learned correspondence,
these methods often require several hours to fit from scratch.

Gaussian Splatting
3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) (Kerbl et al. 2023) repre-
sents the latest advancement in novel view synthesis, lever-
aging explicit Gaussian primitives for scene representation.
By integrating a splatting-rendering pipeline, 3DGS main-
tains high-quality rendering while enabling real-time perfor-
mance. However, 3DGS still requires dense view input and
tends to overfit the training views when dealing with sparse
input. To address this issue, some studies introduce monoc-
ular depth regularization (Zhu et al. 2023; Chung, Oh, and
Lee 2023; Li et al. 2024; Han et al. 2024) for sparse views
to constrain geometric relationships, thereby reducing Gaus-
sian overfitting for high-quality rendering.

Lately, to extend the advantages of Gaussian Splatting
into the field of surface reconstruction, some work (Chen,
Li, and Lee 2023; Guédon and Lepetit 2023; Lyu et al. 2024)
have enhanced surface representation by integrating regular-
ization terms and Signed Distance Function (SDF) implicit
fields at the cost of reduced training speed. 2DGS (Huang
et al. 2024a) and Gaussian Surfels (Dai et al. 2024) flat-
ten the 3D ellipsoid into 2D ellipse to obtain more stable
and consistent geometric surfaces. Although these methods
achieve satisfactory results with dense views, they can only
produce noisy and incomplete surfaces under sparse input.

Method
Our goal is to reconstruct the high-quality geometry S of a
scene from a collection of sparse-view images I = {Ii | i ∈
1, 2 . . . , N}, with poses T = {Ti | i ∈ 1, 2 . . . , N}. In this
paper, we propose FatesGS, a Gaussian surface reconstruc-
tion approach with sparse views, as shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 2: Overview of FatesGS. Starting with a set of sparse input views, we initialize 2D Gaussians using COLMAP and
employ splatting to render RGB images and depth maps. To enhance the geometric learning process, we integrate ranking
information from monocular depth estimation and apply depth smoothing to ensure intra-view depth consistency. To further
refine the geometry, we align the multi-view features extracted by projecting estimated surface points onto the source images.

Since the Gaussian splatting process involves localized
operations for fast rendering and optimization, it tends to
produce floating artifacts and view misalignments when
only a few views are provided (Sun et al. 2024a). This re-
sults in the collapse of the learned geometry. Our motivation
is to leverage intra-view depth consistency to prevent local
noise for coarse geometry and multi-view feature alignment
to maintain coherent observations for detailed geometry.

Learning Multi-View Geometry by Gaussian
Splatting
3DGS (Kerbl et al. 2023) represents the scene as a series of
3D Gaussians. Each Gaussian can be defined by center po-
sition µ, scaling matrix S, rotation matrix R, opacity o, and
SH coefficients. The view-dependent appearance can be ren-
dered with local affine transformation (Zwicker et al. 2001)
and alpha blending techniques. Although 3DGS can achieve
good rendering results, the geometric results remain noisy.

Following the previous work (Huang et al. 2024a; Dai
et al. 2024), we flatten the 3D ellipsoid into 2D ellipse to
enable the primitives to better cover the surface of objects.
Scaling matrix S and rotation matrix R can be expressed as
S = (s1, s2), R = (t1, t2, t1 × t2). Then the 2D ellipse can
be defined within a local tangent plane in world space as:

P (u, v) = µ+ s1t1u+ s2t2v. (1)

For the point u = (u, v) within the uv plane, its correspond-
ing 2D Gaussian value can be determined using the standard
Gaussian function:

G(u) = exp

(
−u2 + v2

2

)
. (2)

During the scene optimization process, the parameters of
the 2D Gaussian primitives are all designed to be learnable.
The view-dependent color c is obtained through spherical

harmonic (SH) coefficients. For Gaussian rasterization, 2D
Gaussians are depth-sorted and then integrated into an im-
age with alpha blending from front to back. Given a pixel
from one image, the rendered color Ĉ(r) of a homogeneous
ray r emitted from the camera can be expressed as:

Ĉ(r) =
∑

i=1

ciωi, (3)

ωi = oiGi (u(r))

i−1∏

j=1

(1− ojGj(u(r))) , (4)

where ci is the i-th view-dependent color, ωi is blending
weight of the i-th intersection.

Similarly, the rendered depth D̂(r) for the homogeneous
ray r can be accumulated by alpha blending as:

D̂(r) =

∑
i=1 ωidi∑

i=1 ωi + ϵ
. (5)

Following (Huang et al. 2024a), the i-th intersection depth
di is obtained by the ray-splat intersection algorithm.

Intra-View Depth Consistency
Since Gaussian Splatting lacks the concept of geometric
fields, surface reconstruction relies on rendered depth ex-
traction. Direct depth optimization seems to avoid overfit-
ting and address geometric noise effectively. Employing ab-
solute scaling for monocular depth to supervise rendered
depth (Yu et al. 2022; Xiong et al. 2023) and enhancing
the correlation between monocular and rendered depth (Zhu
et al. 2023) are regarded as effective depth regularization
techniques. However, it has been proven that these strategies
might result in a noisy distribution of Gaussian primitives
(Sun et al. 2024b). To avoid geometric collapse caused by
hard constraints, we utilized monocular depth information to



maintain the ranking consistency of local rendering depth.
Since long-range depth ambiguity may exist in monocular
depth, we performed local depth information distillation on
a patch-by-patch basis.

Specifically, We divide the image I into patches, each of
size M × M . The i-th patch Pi is represented as a list of
pixels:

Pi =
{
p
(i)
j

∣∣∣ j ∈ 1, . . . ,M2
}
. (6)

To simplify, the pixels in the patch are shuffled, denoted as:

P ′
i = shuffle (Pi) =

{
p
(i)
kj

∣∣∣ j ∈ 1, . . . ,M2
}
. (7)

For each pixel in Pi and P ′
i , we obtain its rendered depth D̂

and monocular depth D̃. A patch-based depth ranking loss
is then expressed as:

Lr =
∑

i,j

σ
(
sgn

(
D̃

(i)
kj

− D̃
(i)
j

)
·
(
D̂

(i)
j − D̂

(i)
kj

)
+m

)
,

(8)
where σ(·) represents the ReLU function, and m is a small
positive threshold.

The patch-based depth ranking loss ensures the overall
distribution consistency of Gaussian primitives. However,
noisy primitives still exist in texture-less areas, resulting in
abrupt depth changes. Therefore, we propose a smoothing
loss for the depth of adjacent pixels to enhance the distribu-
tion continuity of the reconstructed surface:

Ls =
∑

i,j,k

∑

|D̃k−D̃(i,j)|<me

σ
(∣∣∣D̂k − D̂(i,j)

∣∣∣−mt

)
. (9)

Here, D̂(i,j) denotes the rendered depth value of the pixel at
i-th row and j-th column within the whole image. Small pos-
itive thresholds me and mt are utilized to recognize edges
and avoid over-smoothing. k ∈ {(i+ 1, j), (i, j + 1)}.

Multi-View Feature Alignment
Intra-view depth consistency helps maintain the overall
shape and structure of the reconstructed object. While rank-
ing and smoothing are effective in reducing artifacts and
preserving the coarse geometry, they fall short in refining
the finer details of the reconstruction. Multi-view geome-
try may present a reliable solution. The traditional Multi-
View Stereo (MVS) reconstruction pipeline typically em-
ploys photometric consistency across multiple views to re-
fine the surface. Inspired by that, a straightforward idea is
to project the 3D points corresponding to the depth of each
view onto other views and then compute the color difference
on the projected views.

However, due to the influence of lighting, the colors may
differ across different viewpoints (Zhan et al. 2018). When
there are only a few input views, the number of reference
views for projection is limited, and the spacing between
views is greater compared to dense views. As a result, the
influence of lighting on the color of surface points becomes
more pronounced. To resolve these issues, we have designed
a multi-level feature projection loss.

Let I(l)i denote the image whose resolution is downscaled
by a scale factor l from the original image Ii, the image set
of the downscaled images then can be marked as

I(l) =
{
I
(l)
i

∣∣ i ∈ 1, 2, . . . , N
}
, l ∈ 1, 2, . . . , 2L. (10)

Multi-view feature at single level l can be calculated using
a frozen feature extraction network fϕ:

F (l) = fϕ(I(l)) =
{
F

(l)
i

∣∣ i ∈ 1, 2, . . . , N
}
. (11)

Let Ir, Is denote the reference view image and one of its
source view images, respectively. For a pixel pr,i of Ir, with
its rendered depth D̂r,i, we can calculate the corresponding
spatial point xr,i and its projected pixel coordinate ps,i to
the source view Is by

xr,i = or + D̂r,i · dr,i, (12)
ps,i = KP−1

s xr,i, (13)
where K and Ps represent the intrinsic matrix and camera
pose of the source view image Is. dr,i is the normalized di-
rection vector of the ray omitted form or passing through
pr,i. Then the feature loss can be acquired by

Lf =
∑

s,i,l

1

l
· vr,s,i

∣∣∣1− cos
(
F (l)
r (pr,i) ,F

(l)
s (ps,i)

)∣∣∣ .

(14)
Since surface points may be occluded when projected onto
the source views. We design visibility item vr,s,i, which in-
dicates the visibility of xr,i from the viewpoint os. For spa-
tial points along the ray rs,i which is emitted from os and
passes through ps,i, only the nearest one is considered visi-
ble and its visibility item is set as 1, while the others are set
as 0. The process can be expressed as

vr,s,i =

[
i = argmin

t
(∥xr,t − os∥)

]
,

where t ∈
{
t
∣∣∣ ps,i = KP−1

s xr,t

}
.

(15)

[·] represent the Iverson Bracket.

Loss Functions
The overall loss functions are defined as follows:
L = Lc + λ1Lr + λ2Ls + λ3Lf + λ4Ld + λ5Ln, (16)

where Lr and Ls represent the ranking and smoothing losses
from intra-view depth consistency, respectively, and Lf de-
notes the multi-view feature loss.

According to 3DGS (Kerbl et al. 2023), the L1 loss and
LD−SSIM loss are utilized for color supervision Lc. This
can be formulated as follows, with λ = 0.2:

Lc = (1− λ)L1 + λLD−SSIM . (17)
As with 2DGS (Huang et al. 2024a), depth distortion loss
and normal consistency loss are used as regularization terms
to optimize surface geometry.

Ld =
∑

i,j

ωiωj |di − dj | , Ln =
∑

i

ωi(1− nT
i N).

(18)
Here, ω and d are computed during the Gaussian Splatting
process, nT

i represents the estimated normal near the depth
point, and N is the estimated normal near the depth point.



Scan ID 24 37 40 55 63 65 69 83 97 105 106 110 114 118 122 Mean

COLMAP 0.90 2.89 1.63 1.08 2.18 1.94 1.61 1.30 2.34 1.28 1.10 1.42 0.76 1.17 1.14 1.52
TransMVSNet 1.07 3.14 2.39 1.30 1.35 1.61 0.73 1.60 1.15 0.94 1.34 0.46 0.60 1.20 1.46 1.35

SparseNeuSft 1.29 2.27 1.57 0.88 1.61 1.86 1.06 1.27 1.42 1.07 0.99 0.87 0.54 1.15 1.18 1.27
VolRecon 1.20 2.59 1.56 1.08 1.43 1.92 1.11 1.48 1.42 1.05 1.19 1.38 0.74 1.23 1.27 1.38
ReTR 1.05 2.31 1.44 0.98 1.18 1.52 0.88 1.35 1.30 0.87 1.07 0.77 0.59 1.05 1.12 1.17
C2F2NeuS 1.12 2.42 1.40 0.75 1.41 1.77 0.85 1.16 1.26 0.76 0.91 0.60 0.46 0.88 0.92 1.11
GenSft 0.91 2.33 1.46 0.75 1.02 1.58 0.74 1.16 1.05 0.77 0.88 0.56 0.49 0.78 0.93 1.03
UFORecon 0.76 2.05 1.31 0.82 1.12 1.18 0.74 1.17 1.11 0.71 0.88 0.58 0.54 0.86 0.99 0.99

NeuS 4.57 4.49 3.97 4.32 4.63 1.95 4.68 3.83 4.15 2.50 1.52 6.47 1.26 5.57 6.11 4.00
VolSDF 4.03 4.21 6.12 0.91 8.24 1.73 2.74 1.82 5.14 3.09 2.08 4.81 0.60 3.51 2.18 3.41
MonoSDF 2.85 3.91 2.26 1.22 3.37 1.95 1.95 5.53 5.77 1.10 5.99 2.28 0.65 2.65 2.44 2.93
NeuSurf 0.78 2.35 1.55 0.75 1.04 1.68 0.60 1.14 0.98 0.70 0.74 0.49 0.39 0.75 0.86 0.99

3DGS 3.38 4.19 2.99 1.76 3.38 3.80 5.21 2.91 4.29 3.18 3.23 5.18 2.78 3.48 3.32 3.54
Gaussian Surfels 3.56 5.42 3.95 3.68 4.61 2.72 4.42 5.22 4.71 3.46 4.07 5.42 2.44 3.27 4.00 4.06
2DGS 1.26 2.95 1.73 0.96 1.68 1.97 1.58 1.87 2.50 1.02 1.93 1.91 0.72 1.85 1.37 1.69

Ours 0.67 1.94 1.17 0.77 1.28 1.23 0.63 1.05 0.98 0.69 0.75 0.48 0.41 0.78 0.90 0.92

Table 1: The quantitative comparison results of Chamfer Distance (CD↓) on DTU dataset (large-overlap setting). In this table,
the best results are in bold, the second best are underlined.

Experiments and Analysis
To demonstrate the effectiveness and generalization perfor-
mance of our approach, we compare our evaluation results
with previous state-of-the-art methods in terms of recon-
struction accuracy and training efficiency. Additionally, we
provide a detailed ablation study and analysis to validate the
efficacy of each component of our proposed method.

Experimental Settings
Datasets. We evaluate our approach on DTU dataset
(Jensen et al. 2014), which is extensively utilized in previous
surface reconstruction research. DTU comprises 15 scenes,
each with 49 or 69 images at a resolution of 1600 × 1200.
We follow the previous work (Huang et al. 2024b) to train
and evaluate the model on 3 views of both the large-overlap
(SparseNeuS) setting and the little-overlap (PixelNeRF) set-
ting. The images are downscaled into 800 × 600 pixels
during training procedure, following (Huang et al. 2024a).
To assess generalization performance, we further test our
method on BlendedMVS dataset (Yao et al. 2020) with ran-
domly selected 3 input views per scene at a resolution of 768
× 576. Consistent with sparse-view settings from previous
works, the camera poses are assumed to be known.

Baselines. We compare our approach with abundant
SOTA methods of various categories. i. MVS methods:
COLMAP (Schonberger and Frahm 2016) and TransMVS-
Net (Ding et al. 2022). ii. Generalizable sparse-view neural
implicit reconstruction methods: SparseNeuS (Long et al.
2022), VolRecon (Ren et al. 2023), ReTR (Liang, He, and
Chen 2024), C2F2NeuS (Xu et al. 2023), GenS (Peng et al.
2023) and UFORecon (Na et al. 2024). iii. Per-scene opti-
mization neural implicit methods: NeuS (Wang et al. 2021),
VolSDF (Yariv et al. 2021), MonoSDF (Yu et al. 2022) and
NeuSurf (Huang et al. 2024b). iv. Gaussian splatting based
methods: 3DGS (Kerbl et al. 2023), Gaussian Surfels (Dai

GT Image UFORecon NeuSurf Ours2DGS

Figure 3: Visual comparison of 3-view reconstruction on
BlendedMVS dataset.

et al. 2024) and 2DGS (Huang et al. 2024a). For a fair com-
parison, we initialize 3DGS and 2DGS with the same point
clouds used in our method. We also adopt the same TSDF
depth fusion approach as ours for 3DGS to extract meshes.

Implementation Details. Following previous research,
we use COLMAP (Schonberger and Frahm 2016) for Gaus-
sians initialization. Our framework is built upon 2DGS
(Huang et al. 2024a) and 3DGS (Kerbl et al. 2023). We adopt
Vis-MVSNet (Zhang et al. 2020) as the feature extraction
network fϕ and Marigold (Ke et al. 2024) as the monocular
depth estimation model fθ. All experiments presented in this
paper are conducted on a single NVIDIA RTX 3090 GPU.

Comparisons
Sparse View Reconstruction. The quantitative results of
geometry reconstruction from sparse input views on the
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Figure 4: Qualitative comparison of reconstruction results on the DTU with different sparse settings.

DTU dataset (large-overlap setting) are presented in Table 1.
Additional experimental results (e.g., little-overlap setting)
are presented in the supplementary materials. Our method
achieves the best mean Chamfer Distance (CD) performance
across 15 scenes compared to others. As illustrated in Figure
4, our approach achieves more comprehensive global geom-
etry and preserves finer details. This highlights our method’s
superior capability in multi-view feature extraction. More-
over, in contrast to NeuSurf, our method successfully avoids
over-smoothing of the geometric surfaces.

Reconstruction results on BlendedMVS are shown in Fig-
ure 3. Our method exhibits consistent and stable perfor-
mance across datasets with the same set of hyperparameters.
In contrast, UFORecon, which is currently the most recent
generalizable method, has not undergone extensive training
on this dataset, resulting in significant reconstruction defects
and noise. NeuSurf, being the latest per-scene optimization
method, produces surfaces in the SDF field that are overly
smooth, leading to a loss of local texture details. 2DGS, a
leading Gaussian splatting surface reconstruction method,
struggles with sparse image coverage. Insufficient geometric
consistency can lead to flawed depth rendering and subopti-
mal reconstruction results.

Method
Training Time

GPU Mem.
Pre-Training Per-Scene

SparseNeuSft 2.5 days 19 mins 7 GB
GenSft ∼ 1 day∗ 25 mins 19 GB∗

VolRecon ∼ 2 days
-

17 GB
ReTR ∼ 3 days 22 GB
UFORecon ∼ 10 days 23 GB
MonoSDF

-
6 hours 14 GB

NeuSurf 14 hours 8 GB
Ours 14 mins 4 GB

Table 2: Comparison with the efficiency of sparse-view re-
construction methods. The listed GPU memory values are
approximate maximum occupancies during training. ∗We
used 2 NVIDIA RTX 3090 GPUs for GenS pre-training.

Efficiency. We conduct an efficiency study on all spe-
cialized sparse-view reconstruction methods using the DTU
SparseNeuS 3-view setting, as detailed in Table 2. The pre-
sented results are obtained from tests conducted on a sin-
gle NVIDIA RTX 3090 GPU. To ensure a fair compari-



son, all models are configured with settings optimized for
peak performance. In previous methods, generalizable ap-
proaches require extensive pre-training, often taking several
days. Per-scene optimization methods, on the other hand,
need several hours of training for each scene. In contrast,
our method completes training in just a few minutes and uses
significantly less GPU memory.

Depth Prediction. We trained our model using three seen
views and tested it on the same three views, along with
three additional unseen views. We then calculated the er-
ror with the ground truth depth, and compared the results
with methods Marigold (Ke et al. 2024) and 2DGS (Huang
et al. 2024a), as shown in Table 3. Marigold is a universal
method for monocular depth prediction, limited to predict-
ing relative depth. To facilitate comparison, we rescale the
predicted results to real-world dimensions using the ground
truth depth. The results demonstrate that our method signif-
icantly outperforms both the 2D Gaussian Splatting (2DGS)
backbone and the prior method, Marigold, in depth predic-
tion. Our approach effectively integrates monocular depth
information with the Gaussian splatting pipeline, leading to
more consistent and accurate multi-view depth learning.

Method Marigold 2DGS Ours

< 1 ↑ 5.01 / 4.40 35.74 / 31.24 77.35 / 73.52
< 2 ↑ 9.98 / 8.84 57.26 / 50.71 89.58 / 87.38
< 4 ↑ 19.55 / 17.82 73.78 / 66.92 94.34 / 92.69
Abs. ↓ 15.58 / 15.12 7.46 / 18.07 2.41 / 3.43
Rel. ↓ 2.37 / 2.31 1.05 / 2.66 0.33 / 0.49

Table 3: Depth map evaluation results on DTU (seen / un-
seen). The result of mean absolute error (Abs.) is in millime-
ters. The result of threshold percentage (< 1mm, < 2mm
and < 4mm) and mean absolute relative error (Rel.) are in
percentage (%). The best results are highlighted in bold.

Ablation Study
The Proposed Components. To demonstrate the effec-
tiveness and necessity of each proposed component, we iso-
late individual design choices and measure their impact on
reconstruction quality. Our experiments are conducted on
the DTU dataset using the little-overlap setting, maintain-
ing the same hyperparameters as in the main experiment.
The mean Chamfer Distance (CD) values of all 15 scenes
are reported in Table 4. Furthermore, the ablation results
for scan 83 are visualized in Figure 5. Removing each of
the proposed optimization losses results in varying degrees
of performance decline, demonstrating the effectiveness of
each component. Notably, the model with only the intra-
view depth ranking loss (Lr) and the smoothing loss (Ls)
performs worse than the baseline model, which does not in-
clude any of the three losses. This indicates that the con-
tributions of the three optimization losses to the full model
are neither isolated nor merely additive. As shown in Fig-
ure 5, Lr and Ls provide globally complete and coarsely
correct geometric guidance. However, they cannot ensure

Lr Ls Lf Mean CD↓
2.47√ √
2.56√ √
1.56√ √
1.62√ √ √ 1.37

Table 4: Comparison of reconstruction from the ablation
study for the little-overlap setting on the DTU dataset.

Full model

CD: 1.19

w/o ℒ!
CD: 1.50

w/o ℒ"
CD: 1.58

w/o ℒ#
CD: 2.14

Baseline

CD: 2.21

Figure 5: Visual comparison of ablation study on DTU scan
83. The transition of the error maps from blue to yellow in-
dicates larger reconstruction errors.

local details due to the lack of absolute scale information.
After incorporating feature loss (Lf ), we observe that the
reconstructed surface details are significantly enhanced, ef-
fectively avoiding excessive smoothing.

The Number of Training Views. To validate the impact
of image counts on our proposed method, we varied the
number of views, and the results are summarized in Table 5.
As the number of images increases, the reconstruction qual-
ity improves progressively. Incorporating additional views
can enhance multi-view consistency, ensure stable recon-
struction results, and prevent overfitting.

Number of Views 3 6 9 Full

Mean CD↓ 0.92 0.85 0.79 0.61

Table 5: Ablation study of number of views on DTU dataset.
The best result is highlighted in bold.

Conclusion
In this paper, we present FatesGS, a novel method for sparse
view surface reconstruction utilizing a Gaussian Splatting
pipeline. To combat geometric collapse caused by overfit-
ting in sparse views, we enhance the learning of coarse ge-
ometry through intra-view depth consistency. For finer geo-
metric details, we optimize multi-view feature consistency.
Our method is robust across various sparse settings and does
not require large-scale training. Unlike previous methods,
our approach eliminates the need for long-term per-scene
optimization and expensive in-domain prior training. We
demonstrate state-of-the-art results in sparse view surface
reconstruction under two distinct settings, validated on the
widely used DTU and BlendedMVS datasets.
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Supplementary Material for FatesGS: Fast and Accurate Sparse-View Surface
Reconstruction using Gaussian Splatting with Depth-Feature Consistency

In this supplementary document, we provide additional
framework and implementation details, and explain the eval-
uation metrics in Section A. In Section B, we present further
validation experiments to demonstrate the superiority of our
method in dense-view reconstruction, sparse-view recon-
struction under various settings, and novel view synthesis
from sparse views. We also compare our results with those
obtained from direct monocular depth fusion. Section C pro-
vides an evaluation of our method under different conditions
by conducting additional ablation studies. These studies fo-
cus on comparing intra-view depth supervision approaches
and assessing the impact of multi-view feature consistency
on surface reconstruction. In Section D, we discuss concur-
rent works and highlight the differences with our method
through experimental results. In Section E, we discussed the
applications of sparse reconstruction in other fields and ex-
plored potential avenues for future research. Section F ad-
dresses the potential negative social impacts of our research.
Finally, Section G provides comprehensive visualized ex-
perimental results.

A. Details of Framework and Implementation
Framework
In the main paper, we introduce a novel framework,
FatesGS, for surface reconstruction from sparse-view im-
ages. While FatesGS shares a foundational pipeline with
2DGS (Huang et al. 2024), it incorporates two primary con-
straints tailored for sparse view reconstruction. The core
concept is to utilize intra-view depth consistency to mitigate
local noise in coarse geometry, and multi-view feature align-
ment to ensure coherent observations in detailed geometry.

Implementation
We have implemented the FatesGS based on both 2DGS
and 3DGS. Specifically, we employed an adaptive density
control strategy, similar to that used in 3DGS, to enhance
the placement of Gaussian primitives. For the proposed loss
functions, the loss weights λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4 and λ5 are set to
10, 1, 1.5, 104 and 0.05, respectively. The feature levels l =
1, 2. Margins m,me and mt are specified as 10−4, 10−2 and
10−4. Experiments were carried out utilizing an NVIDIA
RTX 3090 GPU alongside two Intel Xeon C6226R CPUs.

The software setup operated on Ubuntu 18.04, with PyTorch
version 2.0.0 and CUDA version 11.8.

Evaluation Metrics
For quantitative evaluation of surface reconstruction, we fol-
low previous methods and use L2 Chamfer Distance (CD) as
the metric, which is calculated by

CD(S1,S2) =

1

2|S1|
∑

x∈S1

min
y∈S2

∥x− y∥2 +
1

2|S2|
∑

y∈S2

min
x∈S1

∥x− y∥2 .

(1)

Here, S1 and S2 represent the sampled point cloud from the
reconstructed mesh and the GT point cloud, respectively.

For depth prediction, we follow VolRecon (Ren et al.
2023) to take thresholded accuracy, mean absolute error and
mean absolute relative error as evaluation metrics. The defi-
nitions of these metrics are illustrated in Table 1.

B. More Experiments
Little-overlap Setting
Building on the work of NeuSurf, we validated the ro-
bustness of our method using the DTU little-overlap (Pix-
elnerf) setting. The little-overlap seltting is characterized
by minimal overlap between the three images and larger
pose intervals, making the reconstruction of geometry more
challenging. As shown in Table 2, our approach achieved
comparable experimental results in the little-overlap setting.
This demonstrates the adaptability of our method to vary-
ing viewpoints in sparse settings, showcasing its universal
sparse reconstruction capability.

Dense View Reconstruction
To further substantiate the effectiveness of our method, we
performed a comparative analysis against the current state-
of-the-art neural implicit reconstruction and Gaussian recon-
struction techniques with dense view input. Apart from some
of the approaches we have discussed in the main text, ad-
ditional works like NeRF (Mildenhall et al. 2020), NeuS2
(Wang et al. 2023b), SuGaR (Guédon and Lepetit 2023) and
VCR-GauS (Chen et al. 2024b) are also compared. The re-
sults are illustrated in Table 3. The findings reveal that our



Metric Symbol Definition

Thresholded Accuracy < δ (mm) 1
n

∑n
i=1 [|ŷi − yi| < δ]× 100%

Mean Absolute Error Abs. 1
n

∑n
i=1 |ŷi − yi|

Mean Absolute Relative Error Rel. 1
n

∑n
i=1

∣∣∣ ŷi−yi

yi

∣∣∣× 100%

Table 1: Evaluation metrics for depth predition. ŷ and y denote predicted value and ground truth value, repectively.

Scan ID 24 37 40 55 63 65 69 83 97 105 106 110 114 118 122 Mean

COLMAP 2.88 3.47 1.74 2.16 2.63 3.27 2.78 3.63 3.24 3.49 2.46 1.24 1.59 2.72 1.87 2.61

SparseNeuSft 4.81 5.56 5.81 2.68 3.30 3.88 2.39 2.91 3.08 2.33 2.64 3.12 1.74 3.55 2.31 3.34
VolRecon 3.05 4.45 3.36 3.09 2.78 3.68 3.01 2.87 3.07 2.55 3.07 2.77 1.59 3.44 2.51 3.02
UFORecon 1.52 2.58 1.85 1.44 1.55 1.81 1.06 1.52 0.96 1.40 1.19 0.94 0.65 1.25 1.29 1.40

NeuS 4.11 5.40 5.10 3.47 2.68 2.01 4.52 8.59 5.09 9.42 2.20 4.84 0.49 2.04 4.20 4.28
VolSDF 4.07 4.87 3.75 2.61 5.37 4.97 6.88 3.33 5.57 2.34 3.15 5.07 1.20 5.28 5.41 4.26
MonoSDF 3.47 3.61 2.10 1.05 2.37 1.38 1.41 1.85 1.74 1.10 1.46 2.28 1.25 1.44 1.45 1.86
NeuSurf 1.35 3.25 2.50 0.80 1.21 2.35 0.77 1.19 1.20 1.05 1.05 1.21 0.41 0.80 1.08 1.35

2DGS 3.25 3.64 3.52 1.42 2.04 2.52 1.99 2.69 2.55 1.79 2.92 4.50 0.73 2.38 1.79 2.52

Ours 1.32 2.85 2.71 0.80 1.44 2.08 1.11 1.19 1.33 0.76 1.49 0.85 0.47 1.05 1.06 1.37

Table 2: The quantitative comparison results of Chamfer Distance (CD↓) on DTU dataset (little-overlap setting). Cell colors
denote best , second best and third best results.

Scan ID 24 37 40 55 63 65 69 83 97 105 106 110 114 118 122 Mean

NeRF 1.90 1.60 1.85 0.58 2.28 1.27 1.47 1.67 2.05 1.07 0.88 2.53 1.06 1.15 0.96 1.49
VolSDF 1.14 1.26 0.81 0.49 1.25 0.70 0.72 1.29 1.18 0.70 0.66 1.08 0.42 0.61 0.55 0.86
NeuS 1.00 1.37 0.93 0.43 1.10 0.65 0.57 1.48 1.09 0.83 0.52 1.20 0.35 0.49 0.54 0.84
NeuS2 0.56 0.76 0.49 0.37 0.92 0.71 0.76 1.22 1.08 0.63 0.59 0.89 0.40 0.48 0.55 0.70

3DGS 2.14 1.53 2.08 1.68 3.49 2.21 1.43 2.07 2.22 1.75 1.79 2.55 1.53 1.52 1.50 1.96
SuGaR 1.47 1.33 1.13 0.61 2.25 1.71 1.15 1.63 1.62 1.07 0.79 2.45 0.98 0.88 0.79 1.33
Gaussian Surfels 0.66 0.93 0.54 0.41 1.06 1.14 0.85 1.29 1.53 0.79 0.82 1.58 0.45 0.66 0.53 0.88
2DGS 0.48 0.91 0.39 0.39 1.01 0.83 0.81 1.36 1.27 0.76 0.70 1.40 0.40 0.76 0.52 0.80
VCR-GauS 0.55 0.91 0.40 0.43 0.97 0.95 0.84 1.39 1.30 0.90 0.76 0.92 0.44 0.75 0.54 0.80

Ours 0.40 0.76 0.30 0.31 0.85 0.80 0.56 1.36 0.92 0.62 0.53 0.66 0.32 0.38 0.40 0.61

Table 3: The quantitative comparison results of Chamfer Distance (CD↓) on DTU dataset (full-view reconstruction). Cell colors
denote best , second best and third best results.

proposed method markedly improves reconstruction perfor-
mance even when dealing with dense-view images.

Direct Depth Fusion
To explore the reconstruction quality of directly incorpo-
rating monocular depth into meshes, we conducted exper-
iments on all 15 scenes of the DTU large-overlap setting.
Notably, the monocular depth estimated by Marigold (Ke
et al. 2024) is normalized and does not include real-world
scale information. Therefore, applying a transformation to
regularize the depth maps is necessary for proper fusion with
ground truth poses. To maximize the performance, we cal-
culate the scale and shift using ground truth depth maps
through least squares fitting. The geometric evaluation re-

sults presented in Table 4 demonstrate that directly fusing
monocular depth maps of multi-view images is not a practi-
cal way of reconstructing the surface.

Novel View Synthesis
We conduct few-shot novel view synthesis experiments on
all the 15 tested DTU scenes. Following PixelNeRF (Yu
et al. 2021), we use views 22, 25 and 28 of each scan as
input and measure PSNR, SSIM (Wang et al. 2004) and
LPIPS (Zhang et al. 2018) on 25 unseen images. We com-
pare our approach with recent state-of-the-art methods in-
cluding 3DGS, 2DGS, DNGaussian (Li et al. 2024) and
FSGS (Zhu et al. 2023). The resolution of the evaluated im-
ages is 1/4 that of the original images. For a fair compari-



son, we use the same initial point clouds as ours for all the
compared methods. For DNGaussian, we also report the re-
sults with randomly generated point clouds. The quantitative
comparison results are reported in Table 5. Our approach
achieves SOTA results, surpassing all the compared meth-
ods across the three evaluation metrics.

Method Mean CD↓
Marigold (Ke et al. 2024) 5.94

Ours 0.92

Table 4: Quantitative results on DTU dataset (large-overlap
setting). The best result is marked as bold.

Method PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓
3DGS 18.91 0.852 0.127
2DGS 18.28 0.859 0.121
DNGaussian (random) 14.24 0.735 0.217
DNGaussian 17.85 0.792 0.170
FSGS 19.27 0.868 0.119
Ours 21.80 0.904 0.077

Table 5: Novel view synthesis results on DTU for 3 in-
put views. Cell colors denote best , second best and
third best results.

C. Additional Ablation Study
In order to thoroughly evaluate the effectiveness and bene-
fits of the modules we have proposed, we conducted a series
of additional ablation studies. These studies involved sys-
tematically replacing our proposed modules with alternative
approaches, as well as varying certain parameter settings of
our method, to assess their individual contributions to the
overall performance.

Directly employing monocular depth supervision faces a
scale ambiguity between the real scene scale and the esti-
mated depth. To mitigate this issue, FSGS (Zhu et al. 2023)
introduces a relaxed relative loss Lp on the estimated and
rendered depth maps, which measures the distribution dif-
ference between 2D depth maps and follows the below func-
tion:

Lp = 1− PCC(D̃, D̂). (2)

Here, D̃ and D̂ represent the monocular depth map and
the rendered depth map of a processing image, respectively.
PCC denotes the Pearson Correlation Coefficient, which is
defined as

PCC(X,Y ) =
Cov(X,Y )√
Var(X)Var(Y )

. (3)

To investigate whether our purposed ranking constraint Lr

is more effective for surface reconstruction, we replace Lr

with Lp in our full model and measure the mean CD values

of reconstructed meshes. As shown in Table 6, our ranking
supervision Lr yields better results. This indicates that com-
pared to the Pearson correlation optimization, our purposed
ranking loss attains stronger feasibility on local geometry
refinement. While Lp offers a general indication of global
spatial distribution, it fails to address local errors and may
introduce incorrect relative scale information.

Lp Lr Mean CD↓
√

1.24
√ 0.92 (Ours)

Table 6: Comparison of surface reconstruction results us-
ing various types of monocular depth supervision on DTU
dataset (large-overlap setting). The best result is marked as
bold.

l = 1 l = 2 Mean CD↓
√

1.00
√

1.01
√ √ 0.92 (Ours)

Table 7: Comparison of surface reconstruction results across
different feature levels on DTU dataset (large-overlap set-
ting). The best result is marked as bold.

We also explore the impact of varying multi-view fea-
ture levels on surface reconstruction. As outlined in the main
text, we downsample the image resolution to 1/l of its orig-
inal size before inputting it into the feature extraction net-
work. We adopt a multi-level feature with l = 1, 2 in our
full model. Compared to using either l = 1 or l = 2 alone,
the introduction of multi-resolution image features enables
more accurate correspondence of features between different
viewpoints, thereby enhancing the reconstruction accuracy.

Method Mean CD↓
Model A 2.10
Model B 2.33
Ours w/o Lr,Ls 1.93
Ours w/o v 1.62
Ours w/o patches 4.26
Ours 1.37

Table 8: Comparison of surface reconstruction results on
DTU dataset (little-overlap setting). The best result is
marked as bold.

To investigate if absolute depth or multi-view color super-
vision outperforms our proposed method, we conduct abla-
tion study on the two losses. Reconstruction CD results on
DTU (little-overlap setting) are shown in the Table 8. Model
A refers to the model obtained by replacing the depth rank-
ing loss with the scale-shifted MSE loss (from MonoSDF



Scan ID 24 37 40 55 63 65 69 83 97 105 106 110 114 118 122 Mean

Geo-NeuS 3.55 13.99 3.03 0.77 1.56 5.01 0.74 1.16 1.00 0.68 0.84 0.52 0.41 0.78 0.92 2.33
DN-Splatter 8.74 9.51 8.62 8.51 8.40 7.34 7.42 8.17 8.93 8.20 9.90 8.42 8.08 7.95 7.02 8.35
PGSR 3.17 5.02 2.72 2.59 8.74 3.85 2.61 3.13 7.27 3.04 2.47 4.34 2.60 2.99 2.88 3.83
SparseCraft 1.17 1.74 1.80 0.70 1.19 1.53 0.83 1.05 1.42 0.78 0.80 0.56 0.44 0.77 0.84 1.04
Ours 0.67 1.94 1.17 0.77 1.28 1.23 0.63 1.05 0.98 0.69 0.75 0.48 0.41 0.78 0.90 0.92

Table 9: The quantitative comparison results of Chamfer Distance (CD↓) on DTU dataset (large-overlap setting). The best
results are marked as bold.

(Yu et al. 2022)) in our full model. Model B refers to the
model obtained by replacing the feature loss with multi-
view multi-resolution color loss in our full model. The re-
sults confirm that it is challenging to obtain precise scale
and shift with sparse views due to the absence of multi-view
constraints. And the multi-view multi-resolution color loss
is affected by reflective non-Lambertian surfaces.

We also conduct ablation study on the visibility item v,
the feature loss Lf and the patches used in depth ranking
loss Lr, as shown in Table 8. Incorporating Lf results in a
0.54 improvement in CD (2.47 to 1.93) while Lr and Ls to-
gether provide an 0.56 improvement (1.93 to 1.37). While
the use of patches for depth ranking loss ensures that pixels
involved in the loss calculation are not too far, thus reducing
the impact of inaccurate values in monocular depth estima-
tion, it introduces a trivial problem. Specifically, a pixel on
the edge of a patch cannot use its immediate neighbor in an
adjacent patch for ranking loss calculation, leading to noise
at the edges of the patches. To address this issue, we use the
strategy of overlapping patches in our implementation.

D. More Comparisons
Comparison with Surface Reconstruction Methods
Besides the methods compared in the main text, there
are some other noteworthy relevant works in the existing
publications and concurrent submissions: Geo-NeuS (Fu
et al. 2022), DN-Splatter (Turkulainen et al. 2024), PGSR
(Chen et al. 2024a) and SparseCraft (Younes, Ouasfi, and
Boukhayma 2024).

• Geo-NeuS in NeurIPS 2022 is the state-of-the-art
neural-rendering method in dense view reconstruction
on DTU dataset. It directly locates the zero-level set of
SDF networks and explicitly perform multi-view geome-
try optimization by leveraging the sparse geometry from
SfM and photometric consistency in multi-view stereo.

• DN-Splatter in arXiv 2024 extends 3D Gaussian splat-
ting with depth and normal cues for efficient mesh extrac-
tion. It regularizes the optimization procedure with depth
information and uses the geometry of the 3D Gaussians
supervised by normal cues to achieve better alignment
with the true scene geometry.

• PGSR in arXiv 2024 is a state-of-the-art method for
dense view surface reconstruction based on the Gaussian
Splatting pipeline. It leverages geometric regularization
and multi-view photometric consistency to optimize the
reconstruction results.

• SparseCraft in arXiv 2024 leverages the neural render-
ing framework (similar to NeuS), incorporating stereop-
sis cues to improve the optimization of geometric and
color fields. Additionally, CUDA optimization is used to
accelerate the optimization process.

We compared our method with these methods in terms of
sparse reconstruction quality under the DTU large-overlap
setting, as shown in Table 9. Our reconstruction results sig-
nificantly outperform those of contemporary methods. Sim-
ilar to our approach, PGSR employs multi-view priors and
leverages consistency across different viewpoints for opti-
mization. However, as discussed in our main text, PGSR
relies solely on multi-view photometric consistency, which
only works well with dense view inputs. Unfortunately, its
performance degrades sharply under sparse input conditions
due to the influence of lighting variations. SparseCraft con-
tinues to utilize the neural radiance fields method, result-
ing in a reconstruction quality that is marginally inferior to
our approach. Besides, in contrast to our Gaussian Splatting-
based technique, the NeRF-based method encounters signif-
icant difficulties in further optimizing both rendering speed
and quality, thereby precluding the possibility of real-time
rendering.

Comparison with Novel View Synthesis Methods
There exist a few papers in the literature that focus on regu-
larizations for novel view synthesis with sparse input views,
some of which can be trivially incorporated for surface re-
construction: ViP-NeRF (Somraj and Soundararajan 2023),
SparseNeRF (Wang et al. 2023a), DSNeRF (Deng et al.
2022), DDP-NeRF (Roessle et al. 2022) and FSGS (Zhu
et al. 2023). We implemented the core ideas of these re-
lated works on 2DGS baseline. Reconstruction CD results
on DTU (large-overlap setting) are shown in Table 10. We
hope this sets a proper baseline for future work.

The experimental results indicate that our method outper-
forms others by incorporating ideas borrowed from novel
view synthesis works. ViP-NeRF improves training with
sparse input views by using a visibility prior through the
use of plane sweep volumes. However, it exhibits signifi-
cant depth estimation errors in regions where only a single
view is visible, which is more problematic in geometric re-
construction tasks. DSNeRF and DDP-NeRF directly opti-
mize the rendered depth using the absolute values from SfM
depth/completed depth. These methods require a high level
of completeness and accuracy in depth prediction, which
currently limits their applicability in sparse-view reconstruc-



Method Mean CD↓
ViP-NeRF-2DGS 2.55
SparseNeRF-2DGS 3.14
DS-NeRF-2DGS 2.39
DDP-NeRF-2DGS 1.91
FSGS-2DGS 1.80
Ours 0.92

Table 10: Comparison of surface reconstruction results
on DTU dataset (large-overlap setting). The best result is
marked as bold.

tion. The depth loss in SparseNeRF, similar to our approach,
employs a ranking relationship to avoid introducing addi-
tional errors. However, this can result in overly smooth ob-
ject surfaces lacking reliable details. FSGS utilizes the Pear-
son correlation coefficient to optimize rendering depth under
sparse views. We conducted similar procedures in our abla-
tion experiments, which resulted in a deterioration of local
geometry.

E. Applications in Other Fields
Our method is a general sparse-view object reconstruction
approach that incorporate intra-view depth and multi-view
feature consistency to 2D Gaussian Splatting pipeline for
fast and accurate surface reconstruction. In certain more spe-
cialized fields, there is also a demand for sparse-view recon-
struction. In the process of reconstructing the human head,
it is typically feasible to acquire only a limited number of
images through low-cost equipment. H3DS (Ramon et al.
2021), deformable model-driven approaches (Xu et al. 2023)
and Implicit Neural Deformation methods (Li et al. 2022)
integrate neural implicit fields with prior knowledge mod-
els of the head to achieve high-fidelity head reconstruction.
However, the optimization of neural implicit fields still re-
quires a significant amount of time. In the future, extending
our method to sparse-view reconstruction tasks for the head
or other objects with prior shape information may be an ef-
fective solution to enhance reconstruction efficiency while
ensuring quality.

F. Potential Negative Social Impacts
Our approach utilizes the Gaussian Splatting pipeline to
rapidly reconstruct general objects from sparse views. How-
ever, the resulting reconstructions may pose potential copy-
right issues. Rapidly reconstructing objects without proper
authorization can complicate copyright management and en-
forcement. Our reconstruction process necessitates the use
of high-performance GPUs to perform the computations,
which may lead to considerable energy consumption and po-
tential environmental impact.

G. More Qualitative Results
In our main text, we show several representative scenes for
visual comparison on DTU dataset. In this supplementary,

we present the qualitative reconstruction results on all 15
tested scenes from the DTU dataset under different overlap
settings in Figure 1 and Figure 2. Figure 1 highlights the
results in the large-overlap setting, while Figure 2 illustrates
the results in the little-overlap setting. These visualizations
provide a thorough examination of the performance across
different overlap conditions.
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Figure 2: Visualized results of 3-view surface reconstruction on DTU dataset (little-overlap setting).
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