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Figure 1. We introduce Self-Calibrating Gaussian Splatting, a differentiable rasterization pipeline with a hybrid lens distortion field that
can produce high-quality view-synthesis results from uncalibrated wide-angle photographs. (a) Existing methods like Fisheye-GS [46] fail
to accurately handle complex lens distortions due to the fixed traditional parametric distortion model. (b) Our method accurately models
large distortions, especially in the peripheral regions, utilizing the entirety of highly distorted raw images for reconstruction. (d) Our
method (bottom) provides extensive coverage, whereas conventional pipelines (top) can only recover the center.

Abstract

In this paper, we present a self-calibrating framework
that jointly optimizes camera parameters, lens distortion
and 3D Gaussian representations, enabling accurate and
efficient scene reconstruction. In particular, our technique
enables high-quality scene reconstruction from Large field-
of-view (FOV) imagery taken with wide-angle lenses, al-
lowing the scene to be modeled from a smaller number of
images. Our approach introduces a novel method for mod-
eling complex lens distortions using a hybrid network that
combines invertible residual networks with explicit grids.
This design effectively regularizes the optimization process,
achieving greater accuracy than conventional camera mod-
els. Additionally, we propose a cubemap-based resampling
strategy to support large FOV images without sacrificing
resolution or introducing distortion artifacts. Our method
is compatible with the fast rasterization of Gaussian Splat-

ting, adaptable to a wide variety of camera lens distortion,
and demonstrates state-of-the-art performance on both syn-
thetic and real-world datasets. More details and videos can
be found at the project page: https://denghilbert.
github.io/self-cali/.

1. Introduction

Recent advances in 3D scene reconstruction, such as Neu-
ral Radiance Fields (NeRFs) [48] and Gaussian Splatting
(3DGS) [37], have shown remarkable success for high qual-
ity novel-view synthesis (NVS). However, these methods
typically require dense image captures, relatively narrow
FOV, and precise camera pose estimation from structure-
from-motion (SfM) techniques [58, 59]. In practical ap-
plications, large FOV lenses such as fisheye lenses are of-
ten used in fields like robotics and virtual reality [18, 40]
because they capture larger regions of a scene with fewer
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images, enabling faster data collection and reconstruction.
Yet, these lenses introduce significant geometric distortion,
making accurate camera calibration and scene reconstruc-
tion challenging.

Sometimes, the intrinsic properties of wide-angle imag-
ing systems can be pre-calibrated using specialized se-
tups such as a room covered in calibration markers. But
these processes can be slow and cumbersome. Polynomial
camera distortion models, such as those implemented in
OpenCV [10, 58], work well for standard lenses but struggle
to modeling the complex and non-linear distortions of fish-
eye optics. As a result, many frameworks require fisheye
images to be “undistorted” into perspective images before
reconstruction, resulting in images with significant stretch-
ing and/or cropping relative as seen in Fig. 2.

To address these challenges, we explore self-calibration
techniques that jointly optimize camera parameters with 3D
scene representations. Such approaches have roots in meth-
ods that calibrate cameras without explicit calibration tar-
gets [15, 16, 53, 67]. More recently, self-calibration has
been integrated into radiance fields and 3D Gaussian frame-
works [34, 46, 49], where the photometric loss is used to re-
fine both extrinsic and intrinsic parameters. However, these
methods still lack the ability to accurately model the com-
plex lens distortions typical for wide FOV imagery. This re-
sults in significant misalignment artifacts, especially in the
peripheral regions.

In this work, we introduce Self-Calibrating 3D Gaussian
Splatting, a differentiable rasterization pipeline that opti-
mizes both camera lens distortion and scene representations
using 3D Gaussians. Our approach is designed to be ex-
pressive enough to model diverse distortions while remain-
ing computationally efficient and well regularized for sta-
ble training. Previous methods have attempted to handle
lens distortion using grid-based ray offsets [34] or invert-
ible neural networks [62]. While grid-based models are
fast, they often produce noisy and unstable results when
supervised solely by photometric loss. In contrast, neural
network—based approaches offer better regularization but
are prohibitively expensive when applied to each individual
Gaussian.

To overcome these limitations, we propose a novel hy-
brid neural field that combines the strengths of both meth-
ods, striking a balance between expressiveness and com-
putational efficiency, as shown in Fig 3. Specifically, our
method adopts invertible Residual Networks [8] to predict
displacement on a normalized sparse grid, followed by bi-
linear interpolation to generate a continuous distortion field.

For images with large fields of view, using a naive sin-
gle planar projection results in severe pixel stretching and
distortion, particularly in the peripheral regions. To miti-
gate this, we introduce a novel resampling strategy based
on a cubemap representation, which evenly distributes im-

(a) Conventional Paradigm

(b) Ours

Figure 2. Conventional Paradigm vs. Our Method. (a) Con-
ventional approaches require undistorting the image into perspec-
tive views compatible with 3DGS rasterization. As the field of
view increases, pixel stretching becomes progressively severe, sig-
nificantly compromising the quality of the reconstruction. (b) In
contrast, our cubemap resampling strategy maintains a consistent
pixel density across the entire field of view. This approach, com-
bined with our hybrid distortion field, makes use of the peripheral
regions (the annular area outside the blue box) without severe dis-
tortion or pixel stretching. Moreover, our method can handle fields
of view all the way up to 180°, as demonstrated by the green box,
allowing for comprehensive and accurate reconstructions.

age data across cubemap faces. This approach significantly
reduces distortion artifacts and provides a clear, relatively
undistorted omnidirectional view of the scene, preserving
pixel resolution even in the outer areas.

To validate the efficacy of our method, we conduct ex-
tensive experiments on both synthetic datasets and several
real-world scenes, including the FisheyeNeRF datasets [34]
and our synectics Mitsuba dataset. Our system effectively
calibrates camera parameters and lens distortion, achieving
superior Gaussian Splatting performance compared to exist-
ing methods when using uncalibrated fisheye cameras. Im-
portantly, our parametrization is not limited to a single fish-
eye camera model; rather, it is designed to be flexible and
adaptable, accommodating a wide variety of camera models
and real-world distortions seamlessly, all without the need
for pre-calibration. This flexibility enables our method to
fully leverage the unique capabilities of each available lens,
enabling rapid scene capture with comprehensive coverage.

2. Related Work

Camera Modeling and Lens Distortion. Lens distortion
is an inherent property of all cameras. In general, non-linear
distortion can be formulated as:

xg =K-D(n(R-X+t)), (1)

where K and [R|t] are the intrinsic and extrinsic, respec-
tively. 7(+) denotes the pinhole projection, including deho-
mogenization to obtain 2D points x,, on the image plane.



The distortion model D(r(x,,)) is parameterized as a poly-
nomial function of the radial distance:

D(r(xp)) =1+ kir? +hor* + ksr® + ... (2

where ki, ko, k3, ... are the parameters of the Brown-—
Conrady model [11, 17], derived from calibration, and r =
Va2 +y2. Scaramuzza et al. [57] first proposed a uni-
fied model for larger FOV fisheye lenses, which has been
adopted in several works [12, 42]. The most widely used
fisheye model [32] describes the distortion as a function of
the angular distance from the projection center:
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where 6§ = arctan (%), and the distances of projected points
to the image plane are normalized to 1. The 3D Gaus-
sian [37] assumes a standard perfect pinhole camera model
and typically requires COLMAP [58] to undistort images
before reconstruction. To relax this constraint, recent meth-
ods [46, 49] adopt parametric models like Eq. (3) to ex-
tend 3D Gaussian Splatting techniques to fisheye images.
However, these methods still rely heavily on camera cali-
bration for accurate estimation and fix the projection in ras-
terization, making it difficult to generalize to various types
of cameras. Works like [49] introduce ray tracing into the
rasterization pipeline and approximate Gaussians bound-
ing with icosahedron which potentially jeopardize the ef-
ficiency of rasterization. Some works [4, 45] also explore
reconstruction from omnidirectional 360 panoramas, but
the major difference is that panoramas require calibration
to stitch two fisheye images and do not preserve raw geo-
metric consistency at the stitching boundary. We address
the aforementioned limitations by applying a hybrid distor-
tion field that is compatible with the 3D Gaussian Splatting
pipeline. Our experiments demonstrate existing methods
such as Fisheye-GS [46] and ADOP [55] adopt traditional
camera distortion models, such as those in Egs. (2) and (3)
into the rasterization process, are not expressive enough to
handle the distortions present in large FOV cameras.

Self-Calibrating Reconstruction. The bundle adjust-
ment process can be extended to include optimization of
camera lens parameters as well as the poses. This way cam-
eras do not need to be calibrated in a separate operation;
this process is known as self-calibration [19, 30, 54, 68].
Camera calibration without a known calibration target is
challenging as it relies on strong assumptions about the
scene structures and geometric priors for establishing re-
liable 3D-2D correspondence [2, 6, 14]. Camera auto-
calibration methods [19, 54, 68] extend this idea to derive
camera intrinsics from multi-view observations of unstruc-
tured scenes, which was further advanced in recent stud-
ies [21, 22, 28]. Typically, the camera calibration process
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Figure 3. Overview of our method. In contrast to the explicit
distortion vector field illustrated in the upper row, our hybrid ap-
proach maintains computational efficiency by leveraging explicit
control points. Additionally, the regularization provided by the in-
vertible neural field effectively balances the trade-off between the
expressiveness and smoothness of the distortion field.

involves careful selection of appropriate camera lens mod-
els from a large family of high-order polynomial models
and camera projection functions [20, 23, 36, 56, 60]. On the
other hand, non-parametric models have been developed for
broad applicability across different camera and lens com-
binations [13, 25, 29, 44], while additional regulariza-
tion was needed to ensure the underlying distortion to be
smooth [51]. With advances in differentiable rendering and
rasterization pipelines [41, 65], recent works [34, 55, 62]
showed that camera lens distortion can be optimized to-
gether with other parameters through a differentiable pro-
jection module. Prior works also adapt NeRF for panoramic
inputs and fisheye distortions [27, 31, 43, 63]. These so-
lutions usually use parametric models tailored for specific
lenses of interest and are not generalizable to a wide variety
of lenses types. SCNeRF [34] proposes to model a residual
projection matrix and residual raxel parameters [26], which
are interpolated on a sub-sampled pixel grid. Cam-P [52]
proposes a novel preconditioner for the pose optimization,
further improving the modeling of camera extrinsics and in-
trinicics jointly with NeRF. NeuroLens [62] optimizes lens
parameters through an invertible neural network. This work
builds on the insight of prior self-calibration methods and
introduces a novel and efficient way of modeling lens dis-
tortion integrated with Gaussian Splatting.

3. Method

Given uncalibrated wide-angle captures, we aim to develop
an algorithm that produces high-quality reconstructions us-
ing 3D Gaussians. Our method is designed to be robust to
severe distortion in peripheral regions of images and vari-
ous wide-angle lens effects. We achieve this through two
key steps. First, we extend Gaussian splatting to support a
broader range of camera models, such as fisheye lenses, as



discussed in Sec. 3.2. To model lens distortion, we apply a
hybrid distortion field to diverse real-world scenarios where
cameras with various distortions are used. Second, we re-
place the traditional single planar projection in 3DGS with
cubemaps and introduce the depth sorting strategy accord-
ingly, as detailed in Sec. 3.3.

3.1. Background of Gaussian Splatting

3DGS explicitly represents a 3D scene with a collection of
Gaussians, each parameterized by a center € R?, a scal-
ing vector s € R?, and a quaternion ¢ € R* representing
the orientation. Each Gaussian G can be formulated as:

G(x) = e~ (@=W S @) where ¥ = RqSSTRqT, “)

where S = diag(s) € R3*3 is a diagonal matrix with the
vector s on the diagonal, and R, € R3*3 is the rotation
matrix for the quaternion g. Each Gaussian is also asso-
ciated with a d.-dimensional vector c that stores spherical
harmonic coefficients to represent the color of the Gaussian.
To produce an image from this set of Gaussians, we need
to assume a projection function P : R3 — R? that takes
a 3D point X € R? and projects it to pixel coordinates
P(X,0) € R? conditioned on camera parameters ©. Un-
der this projection function, the 3D Gaussians are projected
to 2D for rasterization [69]:
2P =P(u,0), ¥?P =JIvJp (5)
where Jp € R3%? is the affine approximation of the projec-
tion P at point p while parameterized by ©. In the original
3DGS paper, the authors assume perspective pinhole cam-
era models free of lens distortion. The final image for a set
of Gaussians G = {(u, S, qi, ¢i)}+ is produced using al-
pha blending [41, 65]. Specifically, the RGB color for pixel
location u is given by the following equation:

|G|

f(u) = ZC’iwi, where w; = o; H (1—-qj), (6

i=1 JEN<(G)

where N'(G) is an ordered set of indices for relevant Gaus-
sians to pixel location u sorted by depth, A indicates the
first K — 1 element of A/, C; € R? is the view-dependent
RGB color, «; is the opacity given by applying Eq. 5 on the
2D Gaussians. Finally, this set of 3DGS is optimized using
a photometric loss:

L= (1—A)ﬁm([,f)+A£D_SSIM(I,f), 7

where A is the loss weight, L4 is the L1 loss and Lp_ g5
is the D-SSIM [5] loss. The parameters of Gaussians G are
usually optimized using gradient-based algorithms together
with adaptive control. [37].

3.2. Lens Distortion Modeling

In this section, we extend the Gaussian splatting technique
to accommodate a broader class of camera lenses, includ-
ing fisheye and wide-angle cameras by modeling the lens
distortion. Lens distortion is typically captured by a dis-
tortion function defined in camera coordinates. A Distor-
tion function Dy : R? — R? parameterized by # maps
pixel locations from a rectified image to locations of a dis-
torted image. Ideally, the mapping Dy should be: 1) ex-
pressive enough to model various lens distortions, 2) well
regularized such that it can be optimized together with the
3D scenes, and 3) efficient so that it does not add signifi-
cant overhead. While existing methods have explored using
parametric camera models, grid-based methods, and deep-
learning methods, none of these methods perfectly satisfy
all three criteria.

Grid-based method. The simplest way to implement a
generic camera model is to explicitly optimize for the dis-
tortion in a grid of pixel coordinates and apply bilinear in-
terpolation to extract a continuous distortion field:

Dy(x) = x + interp(x, 6), 8)

where the optimizable parameters § € RT*XWX2 are a
H x W grid storing 2D vectors representing the distortion.
Bilinear interpolation function interp(z, §) = W(x,0) - 6,
with W (z,0) € RH*W being the bilinear interpolation
weights of location z. Such a grid-based method is expres-
sive and efficient, since W (z, ) is sparse (i.e., weights are
zeros except for the those in the neighbor nodes of z) and
one can increase the grid resolution to model more com-
plex functions. The grid-based method, however, lacks the
proper smoothness needed to model lens distortion, result-
ing in overfitting and suboptimal solutions (Fig. 3 Top).

Invertible Residual Networks. An alternative way to
model the distortion is using a neural network with appro-
priate inductive bias. NeuroLens [62] proposes to use in-
vertible residual networks [8] to represent non-linear lens
distortions as a diffeomorphism. Specifically, the deforma-
tion mapping is modeled by a residual network:

Dy(x)=Fpo---oFi(z), Fi(z)=z+ fe(f)(z), 9)

where f(*) is a neural network parameterized by 6; with
Lipschitz constant bounded by 1 (i.e., \fél) (z) — fél) (y)| <
|z — y| for all z, y, and 0). fé:) represents a residual block
with 4 linear layers. L denotes the number of blocks, which
is 5 in our case, and the circle denotes function composi-
tion. Such constraints make the network invertible, and its
inverse can be obtained using a fixed-point algorithm [8].



While an invertible ResNet provides both expressivity
(i.e., being able to fit many lenses) and regularity, it is com-
putationally expensive to deploy it directly to 3DGS for sev-
eral reasons. To compute the alpha-blending weights a; and
w,; when rendering an image in Eq. (6), forward and back-
ward passes of Dy for each Gaussian are required. This is
computationally expensive for large-scale scenes with mil-
lions of 3D Gaussians, and motivates us to find a more ef-
ficient solution that can leverage the inherent inductive bias
of the invertible ResNet. We show more ablation compar-
isons in the supplementary to demonstrate the effective reg-
ularization of iResNet compared with regular ResNet.

Hybrid Distortion Field. Given that the grid-based
method is efficient yet tends to overfit, while the invertible
ResNet has an appropriate inductive bias but is not efficient,
we propose a hybrid method that combines the advantages
of both. Specifically, we use the invertible ResNet to predict
the flow field on a sparse grid and apply bilinear interpola-
tion:

Dy(x) = x + interp(x, Rg(P.) — P.), (10)

where P, € RH>*W*2 g a sparse grid of fixed control points
(pixel locations and H x W is the resolution of control
points instead of images) and Ry is an invertible ResNet
parameterized by 6.

Unlike existing hybrid neural fields [50] where networks
are applied after grid interpolation, our approach uses in-
vertible Residual Networks to predict displacement vectors
on a sparse grid where bilinear interpolation is applied to
produce a continuous displacement field, shown at the bot-
tom of Fig. 3. The advantage of this architecture is that we
only need to compute the expensive forward and backward
ResNet mappings for locations at P.. This scales with the
grid resolution, independent of the number of Gaussians in
the scene. The additional operation that needs to be done
for each Gaussian is interp(-), which is affordable and par-
allelizable.

3.3. Cubemap for Large FOV

In order to apply our method to cameras with larger FOV,
we extend the single planar perspective projection to a cube-
map projection [35, 61]. Mathematically, single planar
projection requires upsampling in the peripheral regions,
and the sampling rate increases drastically as the FOV ap-
proaches 180°. In contrast, rendering with a cubemap main-
tains relatively uniform pixel density from the image center
to the edges, making it ideal for wide-angle rendering.

Single-planar Projection. Given the parameters esti-
mated from SfM [58], the parametric model is then ap-
plied to undistort the raw image into perspective images, as

shown in the blue box in Fig. 2a. These undistorted images
are then reconstructed through perspective-based pipelines
like NeRF [48] or 3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) [37].
However, this process stretches the pixels in the periph-
eral regions, and the effect becomes more pronounced when
undistorting into larger FOV perspectives, as shown in the
yellow box. More specifically, the stretching rate of each
pixel is defined by the inverse of Eq. (3), which exhibits a
trend similar to tan(r), where r is the FOV angle from the
center in the raw image. When the FOV for the undistorted
image is 110° (as in the blue example), the upsampling rate
from the blue circle to the box is around 1.4. However,
when the FOV increases to 170° like the yellow one, this
rate rises to 11.4, which inevitably sacrifices a significant
amount of high-frequency information for reconstruction.

Moreover, to preserve central details, the resolution of
undistorted images needs to be higher, as the pixel density
at the center of the raw image should ideally match that of
the undistorted perspective. For example, when undistort-
ing a 180° fisheye image in Fig. 2a, the resulting perspec-
tive image in the yellow region would have an extremely
high resolution, making it computationally infeasible. A
common solution is to crop away the periphery, following
COLMAP’s approach [58], but this strategy contradicts our
intent of using a fisheye camera to capture wide-angle in-
formation.

Multi-planar Projections. Inspired by the representation
of environment maps using cubemaps in computer graph-
ics [24], we propose representing extreme wide-angle ren-
derings with cubemap projections, each covering 90° FOV
and oriented orthogonally to one another, as illustrated
in Fig. 2b. By resampling across the cubemap faces, we
can render perspective or distorted images with FOVs even
larger than 180°. Fast rasterizations are first applied to ob-
tain each face of the cubemap. For each rendered pixel, we
look up its corresponding position in the constructed cube-
map. Our hybrid distortion field then resamples from the
lookup table to achieve the distorted rendering. In practice,
it is not necessary to render all faces of the cubemap at once
as the choice of number of cubemaps may differ for differ-
ent FOV camera lenses.

The resampling step only involves a simple coordinate
transformation along with our hybrid field distortion. The
distance from the shared camera center to each plane is nor-
malized to 1. To render a pixel outside the 90° FOV at
(z,y,—1) where x > 1 and |y| < 1, for instance, the pixel
on the right face can be obtained as (=%, £, —1) in camera
coordinates, looking toward the right side. When consid-
ering lens distortion, the sampling mapping is distorted ac-
cording to Eq. (10), altering the lookup on the right face to
(;—,1, %, —1), where (z',3") = Dy(z,y). By doing so, the
entire distortion field can be directly applied to the cubemap



Method Chairs Cube Flowers Globe Heart Rock
t]
ete SSIM  PSNR LPIPS SSIM PSNR LPIPS SSIM PSNR LPIPS SSIM PSNR LPIPS SSIM PSNR LPIPS SSIM PSNR LPIPS
3DGS [37] 0431 14.06 0.547 0507 1521 0533 0.281 1291 0609 0.502 1509 0.530 0.505 15.19 0.549 0297 1270 0.595
Dense-Grid 0511 15.14 0525 0316 1329 0581 0513 1536 0517 0556 1602 0489 0556 1603 0489 0381 13.74 0.527
Sparse-Grid 0.532 1579 0442 0.529 16.06 0513 0339 14.19 0560 0.535 1629 0.502 0576 1658 0475 0419 1510 0.482
Adop-GS [55]  0.829 2259 0200 0.755 22.12 0.289 0.646 1996 0314 0.758 2135 0.294 0.741 21.37 0306 0.726 2248 0254
Fisheye-GS [46] 0.785 21.68 0.110 0.754 2329 0.166 0.615 2023 0214 0728 22.11 0.160 0.722 2137 0.218 0.697 2238 0.177
Ours 0.832 2345 0.106 0.786 24.63 0.162 0.693 22.01 0.172 0.790 23.63 0.126 0.775 2342 0.195 0.787 24.88 0.145

Table 1. Quantitative Evaluation on the FisheyeNeRF Dataset [34]. We evaluate our method on a challenging real-world benchmark.
Our method consistently outperforms existing baselines. More qualitative results are shown in Fig. 4.

Fisheye-GS

Ours

Figure 4. Qualitative Comparisons with Baselines on the FisheyeNeRF Dataset [34]. The images show comparisons across different
scenes using two baselines (e.g., Adop-GS [55] and Fsiheye-GS [46]) and our method. PSNRs are computed for each patch.

for large FOV rendering. The entire resampling process is
fully differentiable, making it directly applicable in our hy-
brid distortion field as a plug-and-play module.

Gaussian Sorting. Vanilla Gaussian Splatting builds an
ordered set NV (G) of Gaussians before alpha blending [37].
The Gaussians are sorted based on depth (i.e., the orthogon-
gal projection distance to the image plane). This strategy
is valid if a single Gaussian is not projected onto two dif-
ferent faces. However, with the cubemap, Gaussians can
span the boundary between two faces, resulting in multiple
projections, and the depth ordering is different between the
two faces, leading to intensity discontinuities at the bound-
ary. To resolve this, we replace the original sorting by depth
with sorting by distance from the camera center to each of
the Gaussians. This change ensures that the rasterization or-
der is consistent across all faces of the cubemap, thereby al-
leviating intensity discontinuities. Due to the affine approx-
imation used in Eq. (5), the 2D covariance of the Gaussians
at the cubemap face boundary still has a slight influence on
the final render, which we discuss in Sec. 5.

4. Results

In this section, we evaluate our method on both synthetic
and real datasets. We will start by describing the dataset we
use and the process taken to curate these datasets, followed
by comprehensive evaluations.

Synthetic Data. We customized a camera module in the
Mitsuba ray tracer [33] to incorporate camera parameters
derived from professional DSLR lenses and profiles from
the open-source Lensfun database [1]. For scene setup, we
rendered three large indoor scenes and four object-centric
scenes using 3D assets from [9]. We created a held-out test
set where each scene was rendered with paired perspective
and fisheye cameras to accurately evaluate the performance
of undistortion. To test the efficiency of fisheye captures,
we created a training set where the number of fisheye im-
ages (i.e., 100) is half that of the narrower FOV perspective
images. We applied various levels of lens distortion to the
object-centric scenes to evaluate our lens model’s adaptabil-
ity across diverse camera setups. Additionally, we intro-
duced synthetic distortions, including both radial and tan-
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Figure 5. Qualitative Results on Mitsuba Synthetic Scenes. To better illustrate reconstruction coverage, we visualize reconstructions
using the panorama views of both 3DGS [37] and our method. As explained in Fig. 2, undistorted images compatible with current 3DGS
crop large peripheral regions to avoid stretched pixels as the FOV approaches 180°. We also compare our method with Fisheye-GS [46],

which fails to reconstruct the peripheral region under extreme distortion.
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Figure 6. Qualitative Results on Real-World Captures. We also evaluate our method on real-world data. 3DGS requires an SfM method
like COLMAP [58] but crops the region when the FOV is large. Our method recovers a wider region compared to directly reconstructing
from the SfM output. In contrast, Fisheye-GS [46] produces spikes and blurry reconstructions at the edges. We report the average PSNR

of hold-out cameras for both Fisheye-GS [46] and our method.

gential components, to images from the LLFF dataset [47].
Further details are provided in the supplementary material.

Real-World Data. We captured several real-world
datasets using different uncalibrated cameras to test our
method, consisting of casual walk-around video footage
with a camera that has a field of view of approximately
150°. Additionally, we evaluated our method on the exist-
ing benchmark FisheyeNeRF dataset [34], which consists
of highly distorted images captured with ultra-wide-angle
fisheye lenses featuring a field of view of around 120°.
The dataset includes a variety of indoor and outdoor scenes
with complex lighting and geometric details.

4.1. Comparisons with Traditional Lens Models

We evaluate the effectiveness of our hybrid distortion field
(Eqg. (10)) in modeling substantial fisheye distortions. We

Mitsuba Kitchen Mitsuba Room1 Mitsuba Room2
SSIM PSNR LPIPS SSIM PSNR LPIPS SSIM PSNR LPIPS
3DGS [37] 0470 11.09 0435 0595 1527 0406 0.897 30.88 0.155

Method

Ours 0.794 27.56 0.272 0.686 26.27 0.314 0895 3321 0.172
Fisheye-GS [46]  0.601 14.30 0485 0.549 1554 0.548 0.739 1797 0.355
Ours 0.886 30.72 0.146 0.842 2846 0.180 0.929 3116 0.095

Table 2. Evaluation on Mitsuba Synthetic Scenes. We compare
our method with vanilla 3DGS [37] and Fisheye-GS [46] on a set
of held-out captures. Since vanilla 3DGS does not support fish-
eye rendering, we render several perspective images at the same
locations and look-at directions for comparison. We directly com-
pare the fisheye rendering results with both Fisheye-GS and our
method. Further details are provided in Sec. 4.1.

use the FisheyeNeRF dataset [34], which consists of full-
frame fisheye captures from two indoor and four outdoor
scenes. Instead of undistorting images during preprocess-



Type Method PSNR SSIM LPIPS

Vanilla-GS [37] 19.08 0.654 0.332
Ours (Single Planar) 24.10 0.676  0.312
Ours (Cubemap) 29.01 0.792 0.253

Vanilla-GS [37] 2537 0923 0.121
Ours 28.00 0.932 0.093

Mitsuba Indoor

Mitsuba Objects

Table 3. Evaluation on Mitsuba Synthetic Scenes. We ablate
our cubemap method with a single planar projection using a fixed
hybrid distortion field. Single perspective projection utilizes the
entire region compared to our cubemap projections, which results
in degraded quality. We also compare our method with 3DGS [37]
in object-centric scenes with slight radial distortion, where our
method still produces better reconstructions.

ing, we directly optimize Gaussians from uncalibrated fish-
eye photos, simultaneously accounting for camera distor-
tion while optimizing camera parameters and 3D scenes to-
gether. We compare our method against four baselines: 1)
Vanilla Gaussian Splatting (3DGS); 2) a discrete grid-based
method similar to Jeong et al. [34] in both dense (Grid-
Dense) and sparse (Grid-Sparse) versions; 3) Fisheye-
GS [46], which modifies the 3DGS projection model to
a specific type of fisheye parametric camera model; and
4) optimization of the omnidirectional camera model from
ADOP [55], which we have re-implemented on GS.

Our method consistently outperforms the baselines in all
image metrics, as shown in Tabs. 1 and 2. The baseline
methods struggle at the four corners of the images, which
can potentially be attributed to using too few parameters
to model a complex fisheye camera and bad initializations
from SfM, as illustrated in Fig. 4, Fig. 5 (c¢) and (d), and
Fig. 6 (c) and (d). Our method can effectively model lens
distortion, resulting in improved reconstruction quality.

4.2. Large FOV Reconstruction.

To verify that large FOV cameras provide better reconstruc-
tion coverage than narrower FOV perspective cameras, we
evaluate our method on both synthetic Mitsuba scenes and
real-world captured scenes.

Our method, directly reconstructed from uncalibrated
fisheye images, delivers superior reconstruction quality de-
spite using only half the number of images required by nar-
rower FOV cameras, as the fisheye images capture a larger
area in each shot. Quantitatively, we report reconstruction
evaluations on the hold-out camera set, as shown in the
first two rows of Tab. 2. Reconstruction directly from fish-
eye captures using our pipeline significantly outperforms
the perspective-based reconstruction supported by vanilla
3DGS [37]. As visualized in Fig. 5a and b, our method
achieves better coverage in Room1, where all cameras are
oriented toward the sofa. Additionally, our method achieves
comparable reconstruction with fewer artifacts in a walk-

(a) Ours (b) GT

(c) Distortion (d) Ours

Figure 7. Qualitative Results of Radial and Tangential Distor-
tion. We apply synthetic distortion to real-world images and (a)
show the distorted rendering, comparing with the reference im-
ages in (b). After training, we can use the distortion field in (c)
to undistort the image to a perspective view. Notably, we apply a
combination of radial and tangential distortion to Trex.

around setting like Room2, even with fewer images.

We further evaluate our method on real-world fisheye
captures with over 150° FOV. As a baseline, we apply
COLMAP to undistort images from our dataset. We then
apply vanilla 3DGS using the undistorted images and our
method directly on the raw images, with camera extrin-
sics and intrinsics estimated by COLMAP. The results are
shown in Fig. 6. We find that COLMAP tends to exces-
sively crop the peripheries far from the center of the image,
resulting in a significant loss of information (first column).
Our approach avoids laborious pre-calibration while retain-
ing details of the original captures, including those in highly
distorted areas where information is typically lost during
pre-undistortion processes. By optimizing the hybrid dis-
tortion field with a multi-planar projection, we are able to
utilize the full field of view of fisheye captures, as shown
in Fig. 6 (a) and (b).

4.3. Adaptability to Different Lens Distortions.

To verify that our method can model various types of lens
distortion, we create synthetic distortions to the images in
the LLFF dataset [47]. This simulation mimics various
real-world distortions, including radial and tangential dis-
tortions, using camera parameters derived from professional
DSLR lenses profiled in the open-source Lensfun database.
By applying these parameters, we generate the combination
of different distortion as shown in the Trex scene. Fig. 7
shows that our method can accurately model various types
of camera distortion without the need for manual calibration
or access to the physical camera.

4.4. Optimization of Camera Parameters.

Our pipeline also supports camera parameters, including in-
trinsic and extrinsic optimization, during the reconstruction.
The optimization is implemented within native CUDA ker-
nela, making it efficient. Since the main focus is to handle
distortion, we leave more experiments and verification of



this capability in the supplementary material.

4.5. Ablation

In this section we validate the necessity of using cubmap
resampling for enabling wide FoV reconstruction. We com-
pare the result obtained by our hybrid distortion field using
single planar project and using cubemap resmapling. We
evaluate these two configurations on three wide-angle in-
door scenes (i.e. Mitsuba Indooor). As presented in Tab. 3,
cubemap projections yield significant improvements for
180° fisheyes. Note that both versions of our method out-
perform the baseline, showing the advantage of using the
hybrid distortion field. Additional visualizations are pro-
vided in the supplementary.

5. Discussion

This paper presents a method for optimizing Gaussian splat
representations while self-calibrating camera parameters
and lens distortion. Our approach enables the use of large
field-of-view captures to achieve efficient and high-quality
reconstruction without cumbersome pre-calibration.

Limitations and Future directions. In this work, we do
not address the phenomenon of entrance pupil shift present
in most fisheye lenses: rays in the center of the field of view
converge at an entrance pupil deeper in the lens than rays at
the periphery, which differs from the type of lens distortion
we are modeling. In contrast, entrance pupil shift, though
insignificant when the scene is distant, can cause splat mis-
alignments for near-field scenes, as the shift can easily be
on the order of half a centimeter for full-frame lenses. Ad-
ditionally, we did not model vignetting (radial brightness
falloff) or chromatic aberration. Extending our methods to
comprehensively model these effects is a promising direc-
tion for future work. Also, since 2D covariances depend
on the look-at directions of the cubemap faces onto which
the 3D Gaussians are projected, Gaussians located at the
boundaries of adjacent cubemap faces will have different
2D covariances, resulting in slight intensity discontinuities.
We observe that simply changing the previous depth sorting
strategy to distance sorting can largely mitigate these dis-
continuities. A potentially more elegant solution for future
work could be to project the covariances orthogonally to the
viewing ray rather than onto the cubemap face.

Societal Impact. This research can benefit industries that
depend on 3D reconstruction, such as film production and
virtual reality. However, a potential downside is the envi-
ronmental impact associated with the increased computa-
tional resources required for model optimization.
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Self-Calibrating Gaussian Splatting for Large Field of View Reconstruction

Supplementary Material

1. Supplementary Video

We provide a video to better compare our methods with
baselines. Our video is organized into three different parts.

The first part is a comparison between our method and
baselines on the FisheyeNeRF Dataset [34] across three
scenes. Vanilla 3DGS [37] fails completely to reconstruct
the scenes because lens distortion is not accounted for.
Fisheye-GS [46] adopts a parametric model, but the periph-
eral regions produce blurry results, as highlighted by the red
box in the corners. In contrast, our method achieves clean
and sharp reconstructions.

The second part of the video shows reconstruction re-
sults using our method of walk-around captures. These in-
clude both synthetic and real-world scenes. Our approach
achieves sharp and clean renderings once completing the
reconstruction.

The last part of the video compares visualization of our
method and a conventional reconstruction pipeline that ei-
ther uses narrow FOV perspective images or undistorted im-
ages from COLMAP [58] as input. Our method can suc-
cessfully reconstruct larger regions, particularly for scenes
captured with large 180° cameras. Besides, we render
videos in fisheye views for each scene.

2. Synthetic Data Creation

To carefully control the experimental settings, we cus-
tomized a camera module in the Mitsuba ray tracer [33] us-
ing camera parameters derived from DSLR lenses, as pro-
filed in the open-source Lensfun [1]. We also utilize 3D
assets, including geometry, materials, and lighting from [9]
to produce renderings. Our synthetic dataset contains three
large indoor scenes and four object-centric scenes. All in-
door scenes follow a Sigma 180° circular fisheye camera.
Two of the object scenes are rendered with a 120° fisheye
lens, and the others are rendered with classic radial distor-
tion.

To capture detailed perspectives of the scene, cameras
are placed close to the objects at varying distances. For
Room?2, since objects were uniformly distributed in the
space, we placed a set of camera centers along a Hilbert
curve, then look out from each fix camera center to cover
the surroundings. The number of images captured at each
point is reduced by half for 180° images compared to those
with 100° FOV.

In order to verify the accuracy of self-calibration, we also
generate a set of hold-out cameras that share the same dis-
tribution as the training set. For each validation camera, we
render paired perspective and 180° fisheye images. Unlike
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Figure 8. Evaluation of Perspective Rendering. After recon-
struction, our method can render perspective views with arbitrary
FOV. We compare the perspective renderings produced by our
method with those rendered from small-FOV reconstructions us-
ing 3DGS [37].

real-world datasets such as Garden and Studio, our synthetic
dataset allows comparison with Ground-Truth perspective
views. As shown in Fig. 8, we render an additional 20°
for the hold-out cameras to show the difference in coverage
between our method and conventional capture approach.

3. Extra Comparisons with Baseline

In addition to Fig. 6 in the main paper, we also provide a
quantitative evaluation of our method compared with the
baseline Fisheye-GS [46]. The performance degradation
observed in the baseline method is primarily due to the lim-
itations of the parametric model used during reconstruction,
which struggles with the edge of large FOVs. As a re-
sult, there is no geometric consistency in the peripheral re-
gions to produce uniform gradients for optimizing the Gaus-
sians. When rendering novel views, these Gaussians appear
as large floaters that occlude the camera view. We further
visualize this phenomenon in the failure case video recon-
structed by Fisheye-GS [46]. The center area was revealed
as we gradually decreased the scale of the Gaussians. Please
refer to our supplementary videos under “section3_video”
directory for the comparison with the parametric distortion



Method Garden Studio
SSIM PSNR LPIPS SSIM PSNR LPIPS
Fisheye-GS [46] 0.530 14.94 0542 0536 12.24 0.549
Ours 0.882 27.85 0.144 0965 33.86 0.044

Table 4. Evaluation on Real-World Wide-Angle Captures.
We evaluate Fisheye-GS [46] and our method on two real-world
scenes captured with large FOV fisheye cameras. Our method out-
performs the baseline by a significant margin.

?,.

(a) Low Resolution (b) High Resolution

Figure 9. Resolution of Control Grid. When the resolution of the
control grid is decreased, the central region retains decent quality
due to minimal distortion. However, as highlighted by the red and
blue boxes in the corners of the image, a sparse control grid for the
hybrid field results in noticeably distorted renderings.

model.

4. Optimization of Camera Parameters

In this section, our method can accurately recover the cam-
era parameters of a perspective pinhole camera model. We
use the NeRF-Synthetic dataset [48], which includes known
ground truth camera poses. The dataset contains 100 view-
points for training and 200 additional viewpoints for com-
puting test error metrics. We first add noise to perturb the
rotation angles of camera extrinsics, the positions of the
camera centers, and the focal lengths. These noisy cam-
eras are used to train both the baselines and our methods.
We compare our methods with CamP [52] implemented on
ZipNeRF [7], a state-of-the-art method for joint optimiza-
tion of 3D scene and camera extrinsics and intrinsics. In
addition to CamP, we also report the performance of vanilla
Gaussian Splatting without pose optimization.

The models are evaluated on two criteria, following the
protocol in CamP [52]. First, we measure the accuracy of
the estimated camera pose in the training views after ac-
counting for a global rigid transformation. Second, we mea-
sure the quality of rendered images at the held-out camera
poses after a test-time optimization to adjust the held-out
pose for a potential global offset. Tab. 5 shows that our
method can outperform both vanilla 3DGS and CamP in
both image and camera metrics by a large margin.
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Image Metrics Camera Metrics

Methods
PSNR SSIM LPIPS Position Orientation
3DGS 16.54 0.733 0.273 0.2911 5.015
CamP 19.07 0.840 0.289 0.1879 5.619
Ours 32.84 0964 0.034 0.0082 0.919

Table 5. Comparison with CamP [52] and 3DGS [37] in the NeRF-
Synthetic dataset. We report average camera orientation errors in
degrees, and position error in world units.
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Figure 10. Visual comparison of (a) the initial perturbed (s =
0.15) and GT poses and (b) optimized camera poses in the Lego
scene. The chart demonstrates the different level of perturbations
and the effectiveness of our optimization. Our method success-
fully recovers accurate camera frames.

We further test our model by perturbing the camera poses
with different levels of noise. Specifically, we add Gaussian
noise with a standard deviation ranging from 0 to 0.3 to the
camera poses. Adding larger noise to camera poses is very
challenging. Fig. 10 and Fig. 11 show that CamP’s per-
formance signifantly drops since it is prone to falling into
local minima when the initial camera poses have significant
errors, while our method shows much slower degradation in
novel-view synthesis performance.

5. Computational Efficiency

Training Time. To verify the hypothesis that our hy-
brid method allows us to find a better combination of ex-
pressivity and speed, we perform an ablation study on the
FisheyeNeRF dataset [34]. Specifically, we study the grid
resolution for P, which determines the number of evalua-
tions needed for the most expensive part of the pipeline — the
invertible ResNet. Table 6 reports the PSNR and training
time for three different grid resolutions, Fisheye-GS [46],
and vanilla 3DGS [37]. We can see that higher resolution
P, leads to better performance but longer training time. Re-
ducing the grid resolution further does not lead to shorter
computation time, since other operations, such as the gradi-
ent computation for other camera parameters, start to dom-
inate. Fortunately, all hybrid solutions significantly outper-
form vanilla 3DGS and Fisheye-GS. The lowest resolution
we tried introduces only 7 minutes of training time over-



(d) Chair

Figure 11. We carry qualitative comparison with CamP at noise level 0.15. Each scene show CamP, our method, and the ground truth, from
left to right. Our method is able to produce sharp renderings at this noise level, where CamP fails.

P. Resolution  PSNR (1) Time (mins)
265 x 149 23.67 55
132 x 74 22.99 36
66 x 37 22.44 25
Explicit Grid 14.93 22
Fisheye-GS [46] 21.84 46
3DGS [37] 14.19 18

Table 6. Ablation Study on Control Grid Resolution. Param-
eter study on different control point resolutions, showing that our
method has favorable cost/performance trade-off.

head on top of 3DGS, in exchange for a > 8 dB boost in
PSNR.

Control Grid Resolution. A higher resolution control
grid results in a smoother distortion field representation. To
better illustrate the effect of control grid resolution, we vi-
sualize two types of resolutions (i.e., 265 x 149 and 66 X
37). While there are no significant differences in the central
region, the distortion at the edges is better recovered with
a higher resolution grid. Since the distortion field becomes
smoother, a high-resolution control grid produces more ac-
curate distorted lines, as shown in the red and blue boxes of
Fig. 9.

6. Real-world Walk-around Scenes

We use a Canon 5D Mk III DLSR camera with a Canon
8mm-15mm Fisheye lens zoomed out to 8mm with a 180°
FOV to capture a complex indoor office scene, where we
place models and spheres on a table. Images are taken close
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(a) Original

(b) Cropped

Figure 12. Preprocessing of Ultra Wide Angle. Meike camera
we used has a FOV of 220°, which means it project scenes on
the back of images plane. In this case, our first step of estimating
extrinsic will fail in COLMAP [58]

to the table to capture the details of the various models and
spheres. We also use Meike 3.5mm /2.8 Ultra Wide-Angle
Circular Fisheye Lens capture the same office. However,
in practice, we did not fully utilize the entire 220° field
of view, primarily because the ultra-wide angle often in-
cludes the tripod at the bottom (handholding is impracti-
cal, as the human body would also appear in the lower re-
gion). Moreover, when the raw 220° images are fed into
COLMAP [58], the SfM pipeline fails because this cam-
era captures scenes from the back, and the projection mod-
els predefined in COLMAP [58] do not support back-facing
projections. Consequently, we crop the raw images slightly
to reduce the FOV to 180° and partially exclude the tri-
pod’s influence like Fig. 12. Qualitative results are shown
in Fig. 13. Our method effectively recovers details in the
central region while producing accurate lens distortion for
background elements, such as painting frames and lines on



(a) Ours (Perspective)

(b) Ours (Fisheye)

(c) GT

Figure 13. Reconstruction from 180° FOV Fisheye Captures. Using a Canon fisheye camera, we capture the scene and reconstruct the
office with our method. Both perspective and fisheye views are rendered to demonstrate the quality of our reconstruction.

the white wall.

We also mount two fisheye cameras on a rig configured
such that the cameras are perpendicular to each other. This
camera rig is used to capture a backyard scene by walk-
ing clockwise and counterclockwise twice to record videos.
The benefit of using this rig is that the relative pose between
the two fisheye cameras is fixed, simplifying the SfM [58]
pipeline for estimating accurate poses. As shown in Fig. 14,
our method converges to an accurate calibration, ensuring
that lines on the house’s surface and the ladder leaning on
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the tree are straight when rendered in perspective views.

7. Additional Ablation Studies

Ablation of Cubemap As illustrated in Fig. 2 of the main
paper, we apply cubemap to deal with the limitation of per-
spective projection. Even with our hybrid distortion field,
we can only take advantage of center part of raw fisheye
images as shown in the bottom row of Fig. 15. In contrast,
rendering cubemap allows us to expand to larger FOV and



(a) Ours (Perspective)

(b) Ours (Fisheye)

7

() GT

Figure 14. Large FOV Reconstruction from a Customized Fisheye Rig. We reconstruct a backyard from images captured using a fisheye
rig. Our method achieves accurate geometric corrections, such as straightening the lines on the wall and the edges of the house.

(a) Living

(b) Kitchen (c) Room
Figure 15. Single Planar Projection with Hybrid Field. Our
hybrid field can be directly applied to a single plane during raster-
ization. However, the limitation of single planar projection is that
it cannot cover the full FOV of the raw images, leading to partial
loss of information in the peripheral regions.

thus compute the photometric loss with reference raw im-
ages for optimization like Fig. 5 (d) in the main paper. Be-
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cause of the rendering FOV of single planar projection and
cubemap, the final reconstruction quality is compromised
as shown in Tab. 3 of the main paper.

Besides, the boundary of the final distorted rendering is
irregular, largely because the distortion information at the
boundary heavily relies on the extra regions that are not cov-
ered by single planar projections.

Ablation of Hybrid Field Optimization. In practice, the
estimated distortion from the SfM [58] pipeline can be used
as an initialization for our hybrid field, which makes train-
ing stable and achieves faster convergence. However, these
parameters may be inaccurate when solving from highly
distorted images. We verify the necessity of optimizing
our hybrid field during reconstruction both quantitatively
and qualitatively. If we assume the distortion parameters
are accurate and expressive enough to model lens distor-
tion, we can freeze the hybrid field after initialization from
SfM. While the hybrid field can produce a roughly correct
distortion field, it leads to blurry reconstructions, as shown
in Fig. 16. This degradation becomes more pronounced in
scenes with many straight lines, such as the jalousie win-
dows in chairs scene. The photometric evaluation in Tab. 7



Chairs Cube Flowers Globe Heart Rock
SSIM  PSNR LPIPS SSIM PSNR LPIPS SSIM PSNR LPIPS SSIM PSNR LPIPS SSIM PSNR LPIPS SSIM PSNR LPIPS

3DGS [37] 0.431 1406 0.547 0507 1521 0533 0281 1291 0.609 0.502 15.09 0530 0.505 15.19 0.549 0297 1270 0.595
COLMAP+GS 0583 1828 0.290 0.637 21.64 0296 0.443 18.09 0379 0.580 19.63 0327 0.660 20.87 0.282 0.511 2024 0.280

Ours 0.832 2345 0.106 0.786 24.63 0.162 0.693 22.01 0.172 0.790 23.63 0.126 0.775 2342 0.195 0.787 24.88 0.145

Method

Table 7. Quantitative Comparison on Invertible ResNet Optimization. We compare our final optimized hybrid field with a fixed hybrid
field reconstruction on FisheyeNeRF [34]. While the distortion estimated from COLMAP [58] significantly improves quality compared to
vanilla 3DGS [37], optimizing the invertible ResNet further enhances performance.

Before Opt

After Opt

(a) Chairs (b) Cube (c) Flowers

Figure 16. Qualitative Comparison on Invertible ResNet Optimization. Here is a comparison demonstrating the differences before and
after optimizing our lens model on scenes from FisheyeNeRF dataset.

shows our final hybrid field can outperform estimated dis- l I
tortion parameters by a large margin. Optimizing our hybrid e

field is crucial for achieving more accurate reconstruction

and distortion modeling. I

Ablation Effective Regularization of iResNet. Neural Error map for iResNet Error map for ResNet
networks can model complex non-linear fields, but the key

advantage of iResNet is its effective regularization. Light Figure 17. Distortion Error Map. We visualize the error map
rays passing through the lens are strictly bijective and in- between the predicted distortion and the ground truth distortion
vertible. iResNet, using fixed-point iteration, enforces this from Mitsuba synthetic scenes.

property at minimal cost. We visualize the error map com-

pared to the distortion of the GT lens in synthetic scenes

in Fig. 17. We show that iResNet predicts smooth distortion

with low error, whereas ResNet produces a highly asym-

metric field with large errors. The large error produced by

ResNet is largely due to the lack of regularization. The dis-

placement predicted by ResNet can be arbitrary and does not follow the two properties that real-world light rays hold.
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5

(c) Flowers

(d) Chairs

Figure 18. Fisheye and Perspective Rendering. After optimization, our method allows rendering in either fisheye or perspective views.
Perspective rendering can be achieved by simply removing the hybrid field.

(a) Lego

(c) Rover

(b) Car

(d) Spaceship

Figure 19. Radial and Perspective Rendering. We evaluate our method on a synthetic radial distortion dataset. Our approach successfully
recovers slight radial distortion during reconstruction and enables perspective rendering upon completion of training.

8. Additional Results

FisheyeNeRF Scenes [34]. We provide more rendering
results in this section. We render both fisheye and perspec-
tive view on FisheyeNeRF dataset [34]. In Fig. 18, we ren-
der fixed the view direction and camera location of fisheye
rendering and extend the FOV of perspective rendering. As
for scenes such as cube, chairs, and flowers, we can see the
straight lines are nicely recoverred during the reconstruc-
tion. The lines on the wall back of cube and lines on the
windows are good proof that our self-calibration system ac-
curately model lens distortion.
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Synthetic Radial Objects. We apply moderate radial dis-
tortion to our synthetic dataset and reconstruct several ob-
ject scenes. After training, we can render undistorted
images. The perspective rendering increases the FOV
while maintaining the same camera extrinsics. As shown
in Fig. 19, distorted edge lines, such as those on the Lego
and Car objects, are correctly recovered into straight lines,
demonstrating the capability of our hybrid field to model
radial distortion effectively.



9. Implementation Details

Our implementation is based on the codebase by Gaussian
Splatting [37] and gsplat [64]. The invertible ResNet is con-
structed using FrEIA [3]. We follow Kerbl et al. [37] to
select hyper-parameters for optimizing 3D Gaussians. We
also adopt the implementation of MCMC densification [38].
We notice that compared with vanilla densification, MCMC
can help to remove floaters by using opacity thresholding
to relocate dead Gaussians. While the final quantitative
number in the test set remains roughly unchanged, apply-
ing the MCMC technique produces fewer visual floaters in
novel viewpoints. For high-resolution scene captures, such
as Backyard and Office, we also use bilateral grid and anti-
anlising [66] for better quality. As explained in Fig. 16,
optimizing our hybrid field is essential for successful self-
calibration. We use Adam [39] for the invertible ResNet.
The initial learning rate for the invertible ResNet is set at
le-5 and decreases to le-7 for FisheyeNeRF [34]. The fi-
nal learning rate for real-world captures is le-8, including
Studio, Garden, Backyard in Figure 14, and more com-
plex real-world captures like Office Fig. 13. The learn-
ing rate for Mitsuba indoor synthetic scenes is set to le-8,
while objects are le-7. After estimating distortion parame-
ters from COLMAP, we uniformly sample points following
the estimated distortion parameters to initialize the invert-
ible ResNet, which typically takes approximately 1 minute
to complete. All experiments are conducted on a single
NVIDIA GeForce RTX 3090.

10. Failure Cases and Limitations

Real-world outdoor captures often include the sky. Recon-
structing the sky poses challenges due to moving clouds
and the large uniform region of blue and white without tex-
tures. The 3DGS [37] method tends to assign large Gaus-
sians to the sky, resulting in artifacts when rendering novel
views. Occasionally, some large Gaussians leak into the
scene’s center, appearing as a thin film in front of the cam-
era. Similarly, for indoor scenes, regions with uniform tex-
tures, such as colored walls, present challenges. These tex-
tureless walls are often represented by Gaussians with large
covariant matrix, causing similar rendering artifacts as ob-
served with the sky.

The Gaussian sorting we propose alleviates the intensity
discontinuities at the boundaries of cubemap faces caused
by the multiple projections of a single Gaussian. However,
since the projection of 3D covariance follows Equation 5
in the main paper, identical 3D Gaussians can still result in
different 2D covariates on different faces. This issue can be
addressed by implementing smoother transitions between
projection faces.

As mentioned in Section 6, we rely on COLMAP [58] to
obtain the extrinsic parameters of the camera pose. How-

19

ever, the projection models defined in COLMAP cannot
handle the peripheral regions projected from the back of
the image plane, leading to complete failure. We circum-
vent this by manually cropping the raw images into smaller
FOVs before inputting them into COLMAP. It would be
interesting future direction to improve the reconstruction
pipeline to handle this issue automatically.

Finally, we do not account for the entrance pupil shift
phenomenon commonly observed in fisheye lenses. This
effect is distinct from the lens distortion we are currently
modeling. As a result, our method still struggles with such
cameras, as shown in Figure 13. While entrance pupil shift
is negligible for distant scenes, it can cause splat misalign-
ments in near-field scenes (e.g., the blurry sphere surface in
the Office scene shown in the video), as the shift can reach
up to half a centimeter for full-frame lenses. It remains an
exciting direction to study how to model such lens effects
to further improve reconstruction qualities.
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