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Abstract

We present a snapshot imaging technique for recovering
3D surrounding views of miniature scenes. Due to their in-
tricacy, miniature scenes with objects sized in millimeters
are difficult to reconstruct, yet miniatures are common in
life and their 3D digitalization is desirable. We design a
catadioptric imaging system with a single camera and eight
pairs of planar mirrors for snapshot 3D reconstruction from
a dollhouse perspective. We place paired mirrors on nested
pyramid surfaces for capturing surrounding multi-view im-
ages in a single shot. Our mirror design is customizable
based on the size of the scene for optimized view coverage.
We use the 3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) representation
for scene reconstruction and novel view synthesis. We over-
come the challenge posed by our sparse view input by in-
tegrating visual hull-derived depth constraint. Our method
demonstrates state-of-the-art performance on a variety of
synthetic and real miniature scenes.

1. Introduction
To see a World in a Grain of Sand
And a Heaven in a Wild Flower,
Hold Infinity in the palm of your hand
And Eternity in an hour.

- William Blake

Most existing works on 3D reconstruction or novel view
synthesis focus on large-scale or life-size scenes. The tiny
world of miniatures (e.g., objects sized in centimeters or
even millimeters) is somewhat neglected. 3D reconstruc-
tion of miniature scenes is challenging due to limitations
on lenses, image resolution and reconstruction accuracy. To
take images of miniatures, one would need a macro lens to
magnify the tiny objects, such that they could cover sub-
stantial amount of pixels in an image. Due to high mag-
nification ratio, macro images usually have shallow depth
of field, making it hard to capture all-in-focus image. In
addition, many miniatures have little textures (as limited by

(a) (b) (c)

Figure 1. (a) A miniature scene with tiny object; (b) Example im-
age captured by our catadioptric imaging system; (c) Novel view
synthesis results.

their size), which poses challenge to photogrammetry-based
3D reconstruction. Yet miniatures scenes are common in
life (see examples in Fig. 1): from toys and decorations
in household to artisanal crafts and antiques in design stu-
dios and museums, high-quality 3D reconstruction not only
opens up new ways for viewing and interacting with those
miniatures, and also benefits their preservation [4] .

In this work, we present a snapshot solution for recon-
structing miniature scenes and synthesizing their images in
full surround 360◦ views. We design a novel planar cata-
dioptric lens to enable zoom-in all-focus imaging and time-
synchronized full surround multi-view acquisition. Specif-
ically, we use the reflection between paired mirrors to fold
the light path in order to zoom-in onto small object in short
distance. We arrange eight pairs of mirrors on the sides
of two nested octagonal pyramids to capture surrounding
views of the scene in a single shot. We analyze the ray
geometry of our lens and derive closed-form formulas for
optimizing the mirror configuration based on the size of the
scene, such that the multi-view coverage of the scene is op-
timal. We map our multi-view sub-images to virtual cam-
eras and pre-calibrate the virtual camera parameters. The
calibration only needs to run once when the mirror con-
figuration is set. Since our calibrated camera parameters
are highly accurate, they greatly benefit scene reconstruc-
tion. In contrast, self-calibration methods (e.g., structure
from motion [27]) heavily rely on scene features and are
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not reliable for miniature scenes with little textures.
We use the 3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) [12] for scene

representation, and synthesize full surround novel views us-
ing our multi-view images and pre-calibrated camera pa-
rameters. Since our input views are sparse (e.g., 8 views
on a 360◦ circle), we use additional depth constraints de-
rived from visual hull to improve the 3DGS reconstruction.
Specifically, we first calculate visual hull using the object’s
silhouette masks extracted from multi-view images. We
then project the visual hull to depth map under each view-
point. Since visual hull is a convex volume that fully en-
close the object, we propose a weighted depth loss that pe-
nalizes more on depth values greater than the visual hull
depth (which indicates the point is outside of the visual
hull). Our depth loss is especially effective for surfaces with
little textures, and it can be used for generic 3DGS when vi-
sual hulls are available.

We validate our method on both synthetic and real data.
For synthetic experiments, we render images by emulat-
ing our imaging setup and quantitatively evaluate the novel
view synthesis results. For real experiments, we custom-
build lens prototypes using 3D-printed housing and acrylic
mirrors, and capture images of a variety of miniature scenes.
We compare our method with recent sparse-view 3DGS ap-
proaches, and demonstrate better rendering quality. Our
main contributions are summarized as follows:
• We design a planar catadioptric imaging system for re-

covering 3D surrounding views of miniature scenes in a
single shot.

• We analyze the ray geometry of our catadioptric lens and
derive closed-form formulas for calculating optimized
lens parameters given scene information.

• We propose a novel weighted depth loss based on visual
hull to improve 3DGS with sparse view input.

• We build a prototype for the proposed imaging system
and validate our approach on real miniature scenes.

2. Related Work
Here we briefly review prior works that are most relevant
to our imaging system and reconstruction algorithm.

Mirror-based imaging system. Mirrors, either planar or
curved, are widely used for building imaging systems with
extended field-of-view or snapshot multi-view capacities.
Imaging systems that involve both mirrors and refractive
lenses are called catadioptric systems. They have been
extensively studied and used for stereo [23, 28, 35],
panoramic [3, 29], surround-view [1, 17] and light
field [6, 10, 22] imaging. Reshetouski and Ihrke [25]
provide a comprehensive survey on the design and applica-
tions of various mirror-based imaging systems. Gluckman
and Nayar [7, 8] show all possible configurations for
catadioptric stereo and derive the reflection transformation

for mirror-based image formation. Notably, kaleidoscopic
imaging systems use the inter-reflection of mirrors to
generate variations in viewpoints and illumination for
3D shape [26, 33] and reflectance [9, 11] reconstruction.
Various techniques are explored for 3D reconstruction,
including space carving [26], multi-view stereo [20],
structured light [1] and neural surface representation [2].
Our work uses eight pairs of mirrors for full-surround
imaging and the 3DGS framework for scene reconstruction.
In contrast to kaleidoscopes, we avoid inter-reflection
in our mirror system. Thus, our multi-view images are
much easier to separate and analyze, although our angular
resolution is sacrificed.

3DGS with sparse view input. 3D Gaussian Splatting
(3DGS) [12] is an efficient radiance field representation
that allows for high-quality real-time rendering of novel
views, with relatively short training time. But the origi-
nal 3DGS requires dense view supervision to achieve high
quality rendering. With few reference views, the algo-
rithm tends to overfit on inputs, resulting artifacts in un-
seen views. The problem gets even worse for surround-view
rendering. Many recent techniques are proposed to allow
robust 3DGS-based novel view synthesis when few views
are available. A major trend is to use depth maps to pro-
vide additional supervision. FSGS [41] and SparseGS [37]
use monocular depth predicted by pre-trained model [24].
GS2Mesh [34] and InstantSplat [5] adopt depth learned
from multi-view stereo. ReconFusion [36] and Gaus-
sianObject [38] use diffusion model to synthesize addition
views in order to provide dense viewpoint and depth su-
pervision. RaDe-GS [39] improves the depth rasterization
in 3DGS. In this work, we propose a new weighted depth
loss that leverages depth map generated from visual hull
to improve the quality of novel view synthesis with sparse
surround-view input.

3. Imaging System
In this section, we introduce our imaging system for snap-
shot full-surround miniature scene reconstruction. We first
describe the design of our planar catadioptric lens, and then
analyze the ray geometry of the lens and derive optimized
lens parameters given scene information.

3.1. Catadioptric Lens Design

Our imaging system consists of a camera and a planar
catadioptric lens that allows for synchronized full-surround
multi-view image acquisition. The conceptual design is il-
lustrated in Fig. 2. Our catadioptric lens is made with eight
pairs of flat mirrors that are circularly arranged on the sides
of two nested octagonal pyramids. In each pair, the mirrors
are facing each other with different tilting angles and shifted
locations. Through two times of reflections, the mirror pair
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Figure 2. Left: A schematic illustration of our imaging system;
Right: Sample image captured by the system.

guides light from a scene that is underneath to the view-
ing camera on top. In this way, the light paths are folded
such that we are able to image small objects in short dis-
tance, as if they are imaged by a zoom lens. Similar idea
on light path folding is used in Folded Optics (or Origami
Optics) [31, 32] for compact wide-angle lens design.

Then we arrange eight such mirror pairs along a circle,
on surfaces of two nested octagonal pyramids, in order to
capture full-surround multi-view images. A sample image
captured by our imaging system is shown in Fig. 2. Each
sub-image is formed by a pair of mirrors. With eight mirror
pairs, we obtain eight sub-images that surround the scene
in 360◦ and are time-synchronized by optics. Note that we
purposely arrange the mirrors such that light only bounces
once on a piece of mirror. Therefore, there is no inter-
reflection in our sub-images. Similar design with mirror
pairs is studied for stereo image acquisition [14]. But two
mirror pairs on opposite sides have non-overlapping views
and is not practical for stereo vision, whereas our circular
arrangement guarantees overlapping in neighboring views
and provides full-surround coverage of the scene.

Mapping to virtual cameras. By unfolding the reflection
light paths, we are able to map our sub-images to virtual
camera views (as if there are no mirrors). This unfolding
process and mapped virtual cameras are illustrated in
Fig. 3. The virtual cameras are evenly distributed on
a circle, looking inward to the scene in the center. All
cameras share the same intrinsic parameters, since mirror
reflection linearly maps an image. The camera poses are
determined by the mirror parameters (e.g., tilting angles
and positions). By varying the mirror configuration, we
are able to adjust the viewing directions and baseline of
surrounding views, so as to optimize their coverage of the
scene. In Sec. 3.2, we analyze the multiview coverage in
relationship to the mirror configuration in details.

Virtual Cameras

Inner
Mirror

Outer
 M

irr
or

Virtual
Camera

Viewing
Camera

Figure 3. We map mirror reflections to virtual camera views by
unfolding the light paths.

Comparison with kaleidoscopic imaging. Kaleidoscopic
imaging systems use the inter-reflection of mirror chambers
for snapshot surrounding view acquisition [1, 11]. One key
distinction between our design and kaleidoscopes is that we
only allow one-bounce reflection on mirrors and so we do
not have inter-reflection in images. With simpler ray ge-
ometry, our system is much easier to calibrate and we mit-
igate the challenging “labeling” problem on determining
the mirror sequence involved in inter-reflections. However,
the angular resolution is traded off in our design: we have
fewer viewing directions comparing to kaleidoscope since
the inter-reflected views are absent. Nevertheless, we show
in Sec. 4 and through experiments that our sparse surround-
ing views are sufficient for 3DGS-based reconstruction and
full surround novel view synthesis.

3.2. Ray Geometry Analysis

Next we analyze the light transport inside of our lens and
derive the relationship between our viewing volume and
mirror parameters. We then use the formulas to optimize
the mirror configuration based on the scene dimensions,
such that the multi-view coverage of the scene is optimal.

Effective viewing volume. The effective viewing volume
of our imaging system is the intersection of viewing frus-
tums of all virtual cameras. Here we derive the relationship
between the dimension of effective viewing volume and the
mirror parameters.

Assume orthographic viewing camera, the effective
viewing volume is carved out by eight beams of parallel
light as a polyhedron that can be approximated as a sym-
metric double pyramid. We characterize this volume by its
side angle at apex (θ) and the widest length at the base (l).
WLOG, we illustrate the formation of effective viewing vol-
ume in a 2D cross-section (see Fig. 4), since our mirror de-
sign is symmetric. We parameterize the mirrors in a pair
using their tilting angles (α1,2), vertically projected heights
(h1,2), and distances (d1,2) between their upper edges and
the central ray (i.e., vertical ray from the imager center).
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Figure 4. The reflection light path of our mirror pair and the opti-
mal coverage of a scene by our effective viewing volume.

We denote the inner mirror as M1 and the outer one as M2.
Subscript of the parameters indicate their correspondence to
the mirrors.

Since light path is reversible, we trace rays from the cam-
era to the scene. Given a vertical ray from camera, it is first
bounced on M1 and then on M2 before reaching the scene.
The ray’s incident angle to M1 (i.e., the angle between the
incident ray and the mirror’s normal) is: ω1 = α1. It’s inci-
dent angle to M2 can then be calculated as: ω2 = 2α1−α2.
Since rays reflected from M2 intersect with the symmetric
beam from the opposite side to form the effective viewing
volume, the pyramid’s side angle at base can be calculated
as: β = 90◦−α2+ω2 = 90◦−2(α2−α1). The side angle
at apex is thus:

θ = 90◦ − β = 2(α2 − α1). (1)

Let ∆α = α2 − α1. We define 2θ = 4∆α as the field-
of-view (FoV) of our catadioptric lens. Detailed derivation
of these angles can be found in the supplementary material.

The width of parallel light beam that can enter the cam-
era is determined by M1’s size and angle: w = h1/ tanα1.
Since w remains constant after reflection, we can calculate
the base length l of the viewing volume as:

l =
w

cos θ
=

h1

tanα1 · cos 2∆α
. (2)

Discussions on mirror design. From Eqs. 1 and 2, we can
see that the dimension of effective viewing volume is de-
termined by the angle and size of M1 (h1 and α1) and the
angle difference between M1 and M2 (∆α). The greater the
∆α, the larger the FoV. In order to form reflection images
from underneath without inter-reflection, the mirror param-
eters need to satisfy the following three conditions:

(i) 45◦ < α1 < α2 < 90◦, such that light from scene
underneath can be reflected to the imager on top;

(ii) h2 ≥ sinα2

tanα1 · cos(α2 − 2α1)
· h1, such that M2 can

cover the entire light beam reflected from M1;

(iii) d2 ≥ tanα1 + cot 2∆α

tanα1 · (cot 2∆α− cot 2α1)
· h1 + d1, such

that no inter-reflection occurs between M1 and M2.

Please see the supplementary material for derivation of
these conditions. Note that although the size and location of
M2 (h2 and d2) would not affect the dimension of effective
viewing volume dimension, changing these parameters
would result in the viewing volume to be shifted verti-
cally. It is preferable for d2 to take smaller values, since
the resulting viewing volume would be closer to the camera.

Optimized mirror configuration. We then show how to
find optimal configuration for the mirror pair, given the size
of the scene. Since mirror parameters determine the dimen-
sion of effective viewing volume. We first find a viewing
volume that provides the optimal scene coverage, and then
use Eqs. 1 and 2, along with the three conditions to calculate
mirror parameters. We use the following two criteria to find
the optimal viewing volume: 1) in order to have a complete
reconstruction of the scene, the viewing volume should be
large enough to fully enclose the scene; 2) larger FoV is pre-
ferred in order to have more coverage on the lateral sides.
Since FoV is intersected by the viewing directions of virtual
cameras, the larger the FoV, the more oblique the viewing
angles are, and thus the more coverage on the side.

Since the amount of light that can be received by the
imager is bounded by its size, we first allow the width of
the parallel beam w to take its maximum value, which is
half of the sensor size1, and we denote it as wmax. Since
w = h1/ tanα1, we can adjust the angle and length of M1

to achieve wmax. Given wmax, the dimension of effective
viewing volume is only related to ∆α. The greater the ∆α,
the larger the FoV and base length l, but the smaller the ver-
tical height h = wmax/ sin 2∆α. We then set out to find the
viewing volume with the largest FoV that can fully enclose
a scene with known size. We approximate a scene using
its bounding box with size W × L × H (where H is the
vertical height and we assume L ≥ W ). The FoV takes
its largest value when the scene’s bounding box is inscribed
in the viewing volume (see Fig. 4). This is because when
FoV further increases beyond this value, the vertical height
h decreases, which would result in the scene being partially
outside of the viewing volume.

Next we derive the FoV value under this circumstance.
With similar triangles, we have (h − H)/h = L/l. By
substituting h = wmax/ sin 2∆α and l = wmax/ cos 2∆α,
we have H · sin 2∆α + L · cos 2∆α = wmax. By applying
the sine angle addition identity, we have:

∆α =
1

2
(arcsin(

wmax√
L2 +H2

)− arctan(
L

H
)). (3)

1We assume orthographic model. Under perspective model, this value
also depends on the lens.
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Figure 5. Our overall algorithmic pipeline.

The largest FoV is 4∆α, which can be calculated given the
scene size. Eq. 3 indicates the angle difference between
M1 and M2, which is the optimal mirror configuration to
achieve the largest FoV.

4. Scene Reconstruction

In this section, we show how to use our capture image for
scene reconstruction and novel view synthesis. Specifically,
we adopt the 3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) framework.
We use depth supervision constrained by visual hull to im-
prove the quality of full-surround novel view synthesis with
sparse reference views. The overall algorithmic pipeline of
our method is shown in Fig. 5.

4.1. Pre-processing Steps

Since our multi-view images are combined into a single
image, we first segment our captured image into individ-
ual multi-view images. We obtain the segmentation mask
by taking one image of a solid color background. By ap-
plying the mask, we obtain eight images as if captured by
surrounding virtual cameras. Since the orientation of vir-
tual cameras are flipped on opposite sides, we re-project
the multi-view images onto new viewing planes, such that
the transition of view poses is smooth on a circle. We also
create foreground masks to segment out the object of inter-
est. This can be done using off-the-shelf segmentation tools,
such as Segment Anything [15]. Please see examples of our
input and processed images in the supplementary material.

We also pre-calibrate our imaging system using a small
checkerboard target to obtain the intrinsic and extrinsic pa-
rameters of virtual cameras. The extrinsic parameters are
re-calculated after view re-projection. The calibration pro-
cess only needs to run once when our catadioptric lens
is fixed on the camera. Pre-calibrating these parameters
greatly benefit miniature scene reconstruction, since these
tiny scenes often lack textures, and this would result in self-
calibration methods (e.g., COLMAP [27]) to fail. With the
camera parameters, we estimate an initial point cloud using
structure from motion. We then use the eight multi-view im-
ages, along with the camera parameters and the initial point
cloud as input for 3DGS-based scene reconstruction.

4.2. 3DGS Representation

3DGS, first introduced by Kerbl et al. [12], represents
a scene using a set of 3D Gaussian elements. It is a
more compact and efficient 3D representation, compar-
ing to NeRF [21] and classical triangle meshes. It has
been demonstrated great success in many rendering appli-
cations [16, 30, 40].

A 3D Gaussian is defined by its center position µ ∈ R3

and a covariance matrix Σ ∈ R3×3:

G(x) = e−
1
2 (x−µ)⊤Σ−1(x−µ), (4)

where x is a point on the Gaussian, and Σ can be further
decomposed into rotation and scaling matrices (R and S
respectively): Σ = RSS⊤R⊤.

To render an image, the 3D Gaussians are projected by:
Σ′ = JWΣW⊤J⊤, where W is the viewing transforma-
tion matrix and J is the Jacobian of the affine approxima-
tion of the projective transformation. A pixel’s color C is
calculated by blending the color of ordered Gaussians that
overlap the pixel, similar to the NeRF-style rendering:

C =

n∑
i=1

ciαiTi, (5)

where ci is the color of the Gaussian, αi is the opacity of
the 2D projected Gaussian and Ti =

∏i−1
j=1(1 − αj) is the

transmittance along the ray.

4.3. Optimization

To optimize the Gaussian parameters, we compare the ren-
dered output against our input reference views using the fol-
lowing loss function:

L = λ1L1 + λ2LD-SSIM + λ3Ldepth, (6)

where λ1,2,3 are weighting factors for balancing the terms.
We use λ1 = 0.8, λ1 = 0.2 and λ3 = 0.5 in our exper-
iments. L1 and LD-SSIM are standard losses that evaluate
the color similarity between the rendered image and the
reference image. Since our input views are sparse with
limited overlapping, using the color losses alone results
in severe artifacts when synthesizing unseen views. We
therefore add the third loss Ldepth (which will be described
in the following paragraph), a depth loss constrained by
visual hull-generated depth maps, to improve the rendering
quality of novel views.

Visual hull-constrained depth loss. By using the cam-
era parameters and foreground object masks (which indi-
cate their sillouettes), we can carve out a visual hull [18] for
objects in the scene. We then project the visual hull under
each reference view and render depth map DVH for depth
regularization.

5



We use the rasterizer provided by [13] to render depth
map Drender from 3D Gaussians. Specifically, the depth is
rendered by replacing the color ci in Eq. 5 with the depth di
of the Gaussian’s center: Drender =

∑n
i=1 diαiTi. Since

Drender and DVH have consistent scale, we calculate the
depth loss Ldepth as a weighted L1 norm:

Ldepth =
2

1 + e∆di
|Drender −DVH|, (7)

where ∆di = Drender(pi) − DVH(pi), with pi refers to a
pixel in image.
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Figure 6. S-shape weight.

Ldepth is weighted by a s-
shaped logistic function with
values greater than 1 when
∆di > 0 (see Fig. 6). We
introduce this weight based
on the observation that visual
hull is a convex enclosure of
the actual geometry. There-
fore, we use larger weight for
points that are outside of the
visual hull (i.e., ∆di > 0).
For points inside of the visual
hull, we gradually decrease
the weight to zero, since its
depth may still be correct even
though ∆di ̸= 0, if the sur-

face is concave. This weight allows us to model the visual
hull-constrained depth regularization more precisely.

5. Experiments
We evaluate our method on both synthetic and real-captured
data. Our codes and input data will be made available on our
project website.

5.1. Experimental Setup

Synthetic data generation. We simulate synthetic images
as captured by our proposed catadioptric imaging system
using Autodesk 3ds Max. We build 3D models of mirror
pairs and render image using a viewing on top of the
mirror pyramid. We render 7 scenes with various levels of
complexity in terms of texture and geometry. We render
ground truth masks for segmenting the multi-view images
and foreground objects. In order to calibrate the virtual
cameras, we render checkerboard images with different
poses. We use ground truth intrinsic parameters and only
calibration the extrinsic parameters. We also render ground
truth novel view images for quantitative evaluation. Since
our 8 virtual cameras are arranged on a circle (which are
our input reference views), we render 24 views along the
same circle and use them as ground truth for evaluating
novel view synthesis results.

Figure 7. Prototypes of our mirror lens. (a) 3D model of our lens
housing; (b) 3D printed housing with acrylic mirror pairs adhered
to the inside; (c) Our imaging setup; (d) Our custom-made portable
prototype.

Real experiment setup. We build prototypes for our pro-
posed mirror lens in order to perform real experiments. In
order to validate our derivation on mirror angle optimiza-
tion, we custom-build lens with different mirror angles us-
ing 3D-printed housing and acrylic mirrors. The lens 3D
model and prototype components are shown in Fig. 7 (a)
and (b). We mount a 5 megapixel FLIR camera with 16mm
lens on top of the lens to capture images of a scene that is
place below the mirror lens. Since our lens block light from
above the scene, we mount LED light underneath the inner
pyramid in order for the scene to be well lit. We try lenses
with different mirror angles and spacing. Effects of these
mirror configuration changes with respect to scene coverage
are consistent with our derivations in Sec. 3.2. Please see
the supplementary material for example images captured
with different mirror configurations.

We also order a customized mirror lens with sharping
imaging quality from a lens maker (see Fig. 7 (d)). We use
this lens for capturing real scene data. We use the same 5
megapixel FLIR camera with 12mm lens for image acqui-
sition. Since the lens is compact and portable, we capture
miniature scenes from both indoor and outdoor. In total, we
capture 10 indoor scenes and 2 outdoor scenes. The size of
miniature objects in our scene is in the range of 1cm to 5cm.

We pre-calibrate our imaging system to obtain intrinsic
and extrinsic parameters for the virtual cameras. Since mir-
ror reflection doesn’t change intrinsic parameters, we first
estimate the intrinsics without the mirror lens and use the
same set of parameters for all virtual cameras. We then cal-
ibrate the extrinsics after mounting the mirror lens. We also
run bundle adjustment to further refine the camera poses.
The final re-projection error of our calibration is 0.77.
Code implementation. We implement the pre-processing
steps, including image re-projection, visual hull genera-
tion and visual hull depth rendering etc., using MATLAB.
With our multi-view images and calibrated camera parame-
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Figure 8. Visual comparison results on synthetic data. See supplementary material for more results and videos of full-surround rendering.

Table 1. Quantitative comparison results.

Method SSIM ↑ PSNR ↑ LPIPS ↓
Hierarchical 3DGS 0.9750 26.8259 0.0298

FSGS 0.7844 18.9281 0.1100
DNGaussian 0.9128 21.3979 0.1296

SparseGS 0.9756 31.8415 0.0367
Ours 0.9783 32.4792 0.0265

ters, we use Agisoft Metashape2 to generate an initial point
cloud. We then convert the point cloud and camera parame-
ters to COLMAP format, so they can be used by 3DGS. We
use the latest Hierarchical 3DGS [13] as our backbone code.
We integrate our visual hull-based depth regularization and
optimize the rendering using foreground object mask, such
that only the foreground is used for optimization. All our
code are run on a computer with NVIDIA 4090 GPU. The
average running for reconstructing a scene using 8 reference
views, each with resolution 800× 800, is around 2 minutes.

5.2. Synthetic Results

We validate our approach on our simulated data, and com-
pare our results with recent state-of-the-art 3DGS algo-

2https://github.com/agisoft-llc

rithms: Hierarchical 3DGS [13], FSGS [41], DNGaus-
sian [19] and SparseGS [37]. Most of these methods are
optimized for taking sparse view input. It is worth noting
that since our scenes are small and lack distinct features,
COLMAP fails to run on all of our scenes. For fair com-
parison, we use our pre-calibrated camera parameters and
initial point cloud as input for all compared algorithms. For
each scene, we use 8 reference views as input and render
24 novel views. Visual comparison results on five scenes
are shown in Fig. 8. Quantitative comparison results using
standard metrics (e.g., SSIM, PSNR and LPIPS) are shown
in Table 1. The metric values are averaged over all scenes
and all rendered novel views.

We can see that our method outperforms the state-of-the-
arts in both qualitative and quantitative comparisons. The
other sparse view methods do not perform very well. It is
likely because that the monocular depth map they use is less
accurate than our visual hull depth (see supplementary ma-
terial for depth map comparison).

5.3. Real Results

We perform comparisons on real scene images taken with
our mirror lens. Fig. 9 show visual comparison results
against the state-of-the-arts. We also show our captured
image (processed with the multi-view mask) and one re-
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Figure 9. Visual comparison results on real data. See supplementary material for more results and videos of full-surround rendering.

projected virtual view, which is used as input reference im-
age for 3DGS (we use eight reference views in total). All
the scenes are composed with miniature objects with size
between 1cm and 4cm. The “tree berry” scene is captured
outdoor with our portable lens. Same as the synthetic ex-
periments, all compared methods take our pre-calibrated
camera parameters and initial point cloud, since COLMAP
fails on our scenes. The “camera man” scene is challenging
with thin structures around 1mm (e.g., the tripod legs). Our
method is able to recover the thin legs, whereas all other
methods cannot.

Since camera parameters are critical, we also compare
our method against a recent COLMAP-free method, In-
stantSplat [5]. The method bypasses COLMAP by jointly
optimizing Gaussian attributes and camera parameters. Vi-
sual comparison of a synthesized novel view is shown in
Fig. 10. We also show their estimated camera poses and
our calibrated poses. Their rendering quality is poor likely
because of inaccurate camera pose estimation.

6. Conclusion

We have presented an imaging solution using circularly
arranged mirror pairs for full-surround reconstruction and
novel view synthesis of miniature scenes. We have thor-
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Figure 10. Comparison with a COLMAP-free method [5].

oughly analyzed the design factors of our mirror lens and
derived optimal parameters given the scene size. We have
tailored the latest 3DGS framework to allow accurate and
robust scene reconstruction using our sparse view input.
Our method has been validated through synthetic and real
experiments and demonstrated state-of-the-art performance.
Since our approach is a single-shot solution, it can be ap-
plied to dynamic scenes. One viable direction is to incorpo-
rate temporal consistency to allow smooth reconstruction of
dynamic scenes.
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