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FreeSplat++

PSNR: 21.44
Time: 52.2s
𝜹 < 𝟎. 𝟏: 0.948
FPS: 281

FreeSplat++rft

PSNR: 23.54
Time: 12.4min
𝜹 < 𝟎. 𝟏: 0.956
FPS: 416

PSNR: 23.31
Time: 77.5min
𝜹 < 𝟎. 𝟏: 0.396
FPS: 306

3DGS

Fig. 1: Results on whole scene reconstruction. FreeSplat++rft is the per-scene fine-tuned results. Our model excels in efficiently
reconstructing geometrically accurate 3D Gaussian primitives. Furthermore, FreeSplat++ shows superior view consistency, e.g.
when rendered from Bird-Eye’s View, demonstrating the significance of generalizable 3DGS for whole scene reconstruction.

Abstract—Recently, the integration of the efficient feed-forward
scheme into 3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) has been actively
explored. However, most existing methods focus on sparse view
reconstruction of small regions and cannot produce eligible whole-
scene reconstruction results in terms of either quality or efficiency.
In this paper, we propose FreeSplat++, which focuses on extending
the generalizable 3DGS to become an alternative approach to large-
scale indoor whole-scene reconstruction, which has the potential of
significantly accelerating the reconstruction speed and improving
the geometric accuracy. To facilitate whole-scene reconstruc-
tion, we initially propose the Low-cost Cross-View Aggregation
framework to efficiently process extremely long input sequences.
Subsequently, we introduce a carefully designed pixel-wise triplet
fusion method to incrementally aggregate the overlapping 3D
Gaussian primitives from multiple views, adaptively reducing
their redundancy. Furthermore, given the fused 3DGS primitives
with accumulated weights after the fusion step, we propose a
weighted floater removal strategy that can effectively reduce
floaters, which serves as an explicit depth fusion approach that is
tailored for generalizable 3DGS methods and becomes crucial in
whole-scene reconstruction. After the feed-forward reconstruction
of 3DGS primitives, we investigate a depth-regularized per-scene
fine-tuning process. Leveraging the dense, multi-view consistent
depth maps obtained during the feed-forward prediction phase for
an extra constraint, we refine the entire scene’s 3DGS primitive
to enhance rendering quality while preserving geometric accuracy.
Extensive experiments confirm that our FreeSplat++ significantly
outperforms existing generalizable 3DGS methods, especially in
whole scene reconstructions. Compared to conventional per-scene
optimized 3DGS approaches, our method with depth-regularized
per-scene fine-tuning demonstrates substantial improvements in
reconstruction accuracy and a notable reduction in training time.

I. INTRODUCTION

In recent years, differentiable neural rendering has attracted
considerable interest for applications in novel view synthesis
[1]–[8], mesh reconstruction [9]–[12], scene understanding [13]–
[15], and embodied AI [16], [17]. Among these techniques,
Neural Radiance Fields (NeRF) [1], [4] is a milestone for
learning the geometry and appearance of 3D scenes through
an implicit radiance field. However, NeRF is computationally
expensive in both training and rendering phases. An alternative
approach, 3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) [6], [7], represents
scenes explicitly using a set of anisotropic 3D Gaussian
primitives and optimizes them via differentiable rendering.
This method has gained increasing popularity for its ability to
produce high-quality renderings in real time. However, despite
these advancements, vanilla 3DGS still requires tens of minutes
for per-scene optimization, limiting its broader applicability.

To this end, there have been multiple attempts [18]–[21] to
transfer the vanilla 3DGS to a feed-forward manner. However,
most of them solely focus on sparse view interpolation within
a considerable narrow view range, making them less effective
than vanilla 3DGS for explicitly reconstructing large-scale 3D
scenes. This limitation undermines the full potential of 3DGS
as an explicit representation. More recently, FreeSplat [22]
has explored extending generalizable 3DGS for reconstructing
large-scale 3D scenes. It introduces an efficient backbone
capable of processing long-sequence inputs and a Gaussian
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Input View

Novel View

Fig. 2: Visualization of the floaters challenge in generalizable
3DGS. The noise of predicted depth maps (red regions) may
lead to severe floaters in whole scene reconstruction.

fusion mechanism that incrementally fuses global Gaussian
triplets with local triplets from input views, effectively reduc-
ing redundancy in overlapping regions. FreeSplat surpasses
previous baselines in geometric accuracy, rendering quality,
and efficiency, particularly in long-sequence reconstruction.
Despite these advancements, FreeSplat still faces challenges in
reconstructing whole indoor scenes because: when given input
images spanning the whole 3D scene, its fusion module cannot
remove the floaters largely deviating from the surfaces. In these
cases, the number of Gaussian primitives becomes enormous
and undermines real-time rendering, and the rendering quality
of the overlapping regions is also degraded. A visualization
of the floaters challenge of FreeSplat is shown in Figure 2,
in which the model struggles to deal with the noisy depth
map from some specific input views, and leaves severe floaters
in the whole-scene reconstruction. The main reason of such
challenge is the lack of operations to check the multi-view depth
consistency and remove the inconsistent regions. However,
existing multi-view depth consistency checking methods, e.g.
in [23], produces holes in the final reconstruction and cannot
be directly integrated to feed-forward 3DGS.

Therefore, we introduce FreeSplat++, an enhanced general-
izable 3DGS framework specifically designed for feed-forward
whole-scene reconstruction that achieves high rendering quality,
reconstruction accuracy, and efficiency. First, we propose a low-
cost CNN-based framework to efficiently aggregate multi-view
images through cost volumes, enabling efficient management of
whole-scene information. Secondly, drawing inspiration from
traditional TSDF Fusion techniques [24], [25], we carefully
design an improved Pixel-wise Triplet Fusion (PTF) mechanism
to fuse pixel-wise Gaussian primitives under current view,
with the closest global Gaussian primitives within a broader
range, in order to further reduce the redundancy of 3DGS
primitives and remove the floaters during fusion. Additionally,
inspired by the voxel-based averaging of TSDF values in TSDF
Fusion — which effectively mitigates noise in depth maps —
we introduce a Weighted Floater Removal (WFR) strategy.
This strategy incrementally projects the global 3DGS onto

the input views, and adjusts the Gaussian opacities according
to predicted/rendered depth maps and the Gaussian weights
accumulated in the PTF process. Subsequently, to further
improve the rendering quality while maintaining the geometric
accuracy, we introduce a depth-regularized per-scene fine-
tuning step to efficiently optimize the feed-forward predicted
3DGS. According to our experiments, our improved feed-
forward pipeline can effectively remove floaters and efficiently
reconstruct complex large 3D scenes, and our per-scene fine-
tuned results show significant advantages over vanilla 3DGS
in terms of both reconstruction accuracy and efficiency.

Overall, our contributions can be summarized as:
1) This work represents a pioneering effort in generalizable

3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) for large scale recon-
struction. To the best of our knowledge, it is the first
framework to effectively apply generalizable 3DGS for
indoor whole-scene reconstruction.

2) To address the challenge of feed-forward whole scene
reconstruction, we improve the fusion mechanism in
FreeSplat [22], and propose an effective weighted floater
removal strategy that can be seamlessly integrated into
the framework to further remove the floaters.

3) We introduce a depth-regularized per-scene fine-tuning
step after feed-forward 3DGS prediction. Leveraging
the efficient and geometrically accurate initialization of
3DGS from our feed-forward pipeline, our whole-scene
reconstruction framework provides a competitive alterna-
tive to vanilla 3DGS, achieving a significant improvement
on reconstruction accuracy within considerably shorter
training time.

II. RELATED WORK

Novel View Synthesis. Novel View Synthesis aims to generate
images from unseen views that are consistent with the given
multi-view images. Traditional attempts in novel view synthesis
mainly employed voxel grids [26], [27] or multi-plane images
[28]. Neural Radiance Fields (NeRF) [1] was a milestone in
novel view synthesis which learns 3D geometry and radiance
purely from color images. It represents the 3D scene using
an implicit radiance field, such that the novel view renderings
can be conducted through a differentiable volume rendering
mechanism. However, a major drawback of NeRF is its slow
rendering speed, attributable to the computationally intensive
ray-based volume rendering of numerous 3D points. Recently,
3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) has been proposed as a real-
time method for novel view synthesis, which explicitly models
the 3D scene as sets of anisotropic 3D Gaussians with learnable
parameters, such that they can optimize the 3DGS parameters
while performing adaptive densify control to fit to the given set
of training images. A crucial advantage of 3DGS is its efficient
tile-based rendering process, which significantly outperforms
NeRF in rendering speed, achieving real-time performance.
Despite the high rendering quality and real-time rendering
speed, 3DGS still requires tens of minutes for per-scene
optimization, and is prone to overfitting to the training views
especially in complex indoor 3D scenes. This tendency results
in producing high-quality images from training views while
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often failing to reconstruct accurate 3D scene geometry due to
lack of depth regularization. This issue has been highlighted
in recent studies [29], [30], where it has been shown that such
overfitting leads to substantial performance degradation when
rendering from extrapolated views.

Generalizable Novel View Synthesis. One bottleneck of
the traditional NeRF-based and 3DGS-based methods is the
requirement of per-scene optimization instead of direct feeding-
forward processing. To circumvent the expensive optimization
of NeRF, several studies [3], [31]–[35] have focused on learning
effective priors to predict 3D geometry from images in a
feed-forward manner. Commonly, these methods project ray-
marching sampled points onto given source views to aggregate
multi-view features, conditioning the prediction of the implicit
fields on source views instead of 3D point coordinates. Despite
their high rendering quality, they still suffer from relatively slow
rendering speed, and requires separate feed-forward process
when rendering from different target views, limiting their
widespread application. Recently, efforts have been made
towards developing a generalizable 3D Gaussian Splatting
framework [18]–[21], [36], [37] that enables feed-forward
3DGS reconstruction from sparse-view images. The common
pipeline is to predict pixel-aligned Gaussian parameters and
depths for each input view, and unproject the Gaussians into
the 3D space. During training, the model is supervised by the
renderings from the interpolated views, such that the model can
learn 3D geometry purely from color images. However, these
methods generally focus on very sparse view cases (≤ 3 views),
and the rendering quality and efficiency degenerates when the
number of input views increases, as shown in [18], [19], [22],
limiting their application in large 3D scene reconstruction.
Some works [20], [38] only focus on view interpolation
between two input views and conduct separate feed-forward
process as NeRF-based methods, which greatly undermines the
explicit representation potential of 3DGS and can only handle
view interpolation. Recently, the prior version of this work,
FreeSplat [22], proposes a fusion mechanism to aggregate the
overlapping 3D gaussians for higher rendering quality and
efficiency, and its transformer-free pipeline supports training
and inference on longer input sequence, and can effectively
aggregate more nearby views to learn accurate 3D geometry.
Nonetheless, this fusion technique struggles to eliminate floaters
that deviate significantly from surfaces, and its rendering quality
and efficiency greatly degrades in whole scene reconstructions.

Indoor Scene Reconstruction. Efforts in indoor scene re-
construction vary widely in technique and focus. One line of
efforts in indoor scene reconstruction focuses on extracting
3D mesh using voxel volumes [39]–[41] and TSDF-fusion
[42], while these mesh-based methods generally produces color
renderings of inferior quality compared to those achieved by
neural rendering-based methods. On the other hand, the SLAM-
based methods [43]–[45] normally require dense sequence
of RGB-D input and per-scene tracking and mapping to
achieve satisfying pose estimation and reconstruction accuracy
in complex scenes. Another paradigm of 3D reconstruction
[10], [46], [47] learns implicit Signed Distance Fields from
RGB input, while demanding intensive per-scene optimization.

Another recent work SurfelNeRF [48] learns a feed-forward
framework to map a sequence of images to 3D surfels
which support photorealistic image rendering, while they do
not integrate multi-view features and rely on external depth
estimator or ground truth depth maps. In contrary, we propose
an end-to-end model that can work without ground truth depth
map input or supervision, enabling accurate localization of
3D Gaussians using only photometric losses. Furthermore,
recent works utilizing 3DGS for indoor scene reconstruction
[12], [49], [50] regularize 3DGS localization during per-scene
optimization. However, these methods are generally inefficient
due to their more costly per-scene training (e.g. predicting
monocular cues, jointly training an SDF implicit field), and
the monocular cues can lead to suboptimal performance due
to their multi-view inconsistency (c.f. Table V, VI, Figure
7). Instead, this work provides a novel approach to whole
scene reconstruction through extending the generalizable 3DGS
method for higher efficiency and more accurate geometry.

III. PRELIMINARY

Vanilla 3DGS. 3D-GS [6] explicitly represents a 3D scene
with a set of Gaussian primitives which are parameterized via
a 3D covariance matrix Σ and mean µ:

G(p) = exp(−1

2
(p− µ)

⊤
Σ−1 (p− µ)), (1)

where Σ is decomposed into Σ = RSS⊤R⊤ using a scaling
matrix S and a rotation matrix R to maintain positive semi-
definiteness. During rendering, the 3D Gaussian is transformed
into the image coordinates with world-to-camera transform
matrix W and projected onto image plane with projection
matrix J, and the 2D covariance matrix Σ′ is computed as
Σ′ = JWΣW⊤J⊤. We then obtain a 2D Gaussian G2D with
the covariance Σ′ in 2D, and the color rendering is computed
using point-based alpha-blending on each ray:

C(x) =
∑
i∈N

ciαiG
2D
i (x)

i−1∏
j=1

(1− αjG
2D
j (x)), (2)

where N is the number of Gaussian primitives, αi is a learnable
opacity, and ci is view-dependent color defined by spherical
harmonics (SH) coefficients s. The Gaussian parameters are
optimized by a photometric loss to minimize the difference
between renderings and image observations.
Generalizable 3DGS. Unlike vanilla 3DGS that optimizes
per-scene Gaussian primitives, recent generalizable 3DGS [18],
[20] predict pixel-aligned Gaussian primitives {Σ,α, s} and
depths d, such that the pixel-aligned Gaussian primitives can
be unprojected to 3D coordinates µ. The Gaussian parameters
are predicted by 2D encoders, which are optimized by the
photometric loss through rendering from novel views. However,
existing methods mostly focus on view interpolation within
narrow view range, and struggle to extend to long sequence
input or whole scene reconstruction due to severe floaters and
extremely large number of gaussians. To this end, we propose
FreeSplat++ as a prior attempt to accomplish the challenging
task of feed-forward whole scene reconstruction with accurately
localized 3D Gaussians.
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Fig. 3: Framework of FreeSplat++. The high-level design of FreeSplat++ includes: (a) Feed-Forward Gaussians Initialization:
given input sparse sequence of images, we construct cost volumes between nearby views and introduce Pixel-aligned Triplet
Fusion (PTF) module, where we progressively aggregate and update local/global Gaussian triplets based on pixel-wise alignment.
(b) Weighted Floater Removal: Leverage the accumulated gaussian weights in our PTF process, we further align the global
and local gaussians and incrementally adjust the gaussian opacities. (c) Depth-Regularized Fine-tuning: We can optionally
conduct a fast per-scene fine-tuning step with multi-view consistent depth regularization thanks to our geometrically accurate
gaussian initialization.

IV. OUR METHODOLOGY

A. Overview

The overview of our method is illustrated in Figure 3. Given
a sparse sequence of RGB images, we propose a CNN-based
framework in which we build cost volumes adaptively between
nearby views, and predict depth maps to unproject the 2D
feature maps into 3D Gaussian triplets. Then, inspired by
the traditional TSDF Fusion methods, we propose the Pixel-
aligned Triplet Fusion (PTF) module to progressively align
the global with the local Gaussian triplets, such that we can
fuse the redundant 3D Gaussians in the latent feature space
and aggregate cross-view Gaussian features before decoding,
in order to mitigate redundancy and aggregate point-level
latent features across multi views. Furthermore, we propose a
Weighted Floater Removal (WFR) module to further remove
floaters, in which we leverage the accumulated weights in the
PTF process and adjust the opacities of the floater gaussians.
Subsequently, we investigate a depth-regularized per-scene
fine-tuning step to further improve the rendering quality while
preserving the geometry accuracy of the feed-forward predicted
3DGS. Our method is capable of taking in whole scene image
sequence and efficiently reconstructing whole scene 3DGS with
high geometry accuracy.

B. Low-cost Cross-View Aggregation

Efficient 2D Feature Extraction. Given a sparse sequence
of posed images {It}Tt=1, we first feed them into a shared
2D backbone to extract multi-scale embeddings F t

e and
matching feature F t

m. Unlike [18], [19] which rely on patch-
wise transformer-based backbones [51], [52] that can lead to
quadratically expensive computations, we leverage pure CNN-
based backbones [53], [54] to efficiently handle long sequence
of high-resolution inputs.

Adaptive Cost Volume Formulation. To explicitly integrate
camera pose information given arbitrary length of input images,
we propose to adaptively build cost volumes between nearby
views. For current view It with pose P t and matching feature
F t
m ∈ RCm×H

4 ×W
4 , we adaptively select its N nearby views

{Itn}Nn=1 with poses {P tn}Nn=1 based on pose proximity,
and construct cost volume via plane sweep stereo [55], [56].
Specifically, we define a set of K virtual depth planes {dk}Kk=1

that are uniformly spaced within [dnear, dfar], and warp the
nearby view features to each depth plane dk of current view:

F̃ tn,k
m = Trans(Ptn ,Pt)F tn

m , (3)

where Trans(Ptn ,Pt) is the transformation matrix from view
tn to t. The cost volume F t

cv ∈ RK×H
4 ×W

4 is then defined as:

F t
cv(k) = fθ

(
(
1

N

N∑
n=1

cos(F t
m, F̃ tn,k

m ))⊕ (
1

N

N∑
n=1

F̃ tn,k
m )

)
,

(4)
where F t

cv[k] is the k-th dimension of F t
cv, cos(·) is the cosine

similarity, ⊕ is feature-wise concatenation, and fθ(·) is a 1×
1 CNN mapping to dimension of 1. The concatenation of
the averaged multi-view features is to embed more abundant
information from nearby views.

Multi-Scale Feature Aggregation. The embedding of the cost
volume plays a significant part to accurately localize the 3D
Gaussians. To this end, inspired by existing depth estimation
methods [42], [57], we design a multi-scale encoder-decoder
structure, such that to fuse multi-scale image features with
the cost volume and propagate the cost volume information to
broader receptive fields. Specifically, the multi-scale encoder
takes in F t

cv and the output is concatenated with {F t
s}. We

then send it into a UNet++ [58]-like decoder to upsample to
half of full resolution and predict a depth candidates map
Dt

c ∈ RK×H
2 ×W

2 and Gaussian triplet map F t
l ∈ RC×H

2 ×W
2 ,
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Fig. 4: Visual illustration of PTF. The PTF incrementally
projects current global Gaussians to input views and computes
their pixel-wise distance with local Gaussians. Nearby local
Gaussians are then fused using a lightweight Gate Recurrent
Unit (GRU) network [59].

since we empirically find that lowering the resolution of
the unprojection map to half leads to similar performance
with much higher efficiency, which becomes indispensable in
whole scene reconstruction to keep the number of gaussians
affordable.

We then predict the depth map through soft-argmax to bound
the depth prediction between near and far:

Dt =

K∑
k=1

softmax(Dt
c)k · dk. (5)

Finally, the pixel-aligned Gaussian triplet map F t
l is un-

projected to 3D Gaussian triplet {µt
l ,ω

t
l ,f

t
l }, where µt

l ∈
R3×HW

4 are the Gaussian centers, ωt
l ∈ R1×HW

4 are weights
between (0, 1), and f t

l ∈ R(C−1)×HW
4 are Gaussian triplet

features.

C. Pixel-wise Triplet Fusion

One limitation of previous generalizable 3DGS methods
is the redundancy of Gaussians, especially in whole scene
reconstruction. Since we need multi-view observations to
predict accurately localized 3D Gaussians in indoor scenes, the
pixel-aligned 3D Gaussians become redundant in frequently
observed regions. Furthermore, previous methods integrate
multi-view Gaussians of the same region simply through their
opacities, leading to suboptimal performance due to lack of post
aggregation, and extremely large number of gaussians in whole
scene reconstruction (cf. Table VII). Consequently, inspired by
previous methods [40], [48], we propose the Pixel-wise Triplet
Fusion (PTF) module which can significantly remove redundant
Gaussians in the overlapping regions and explicitly aggregate
multi-view observation features in the latent space. Specifically,
during the unprojection of Gaussians, we incrementally align
the global Gaussians with local ones in each view using Pixel-
wise Alignment to select the redundant pairs, and aggregate
their latent features through GRU network.

Pixel-wise Alignment. Given the Gaussian triplets
{µt

l ,ω
t
l ,f

t
l }Tt=1, we start from t = 1 where the global

Gaussian triplet is empty. In the t-th step, we have global 3D
Gaussian triplets {µt−1

l ,ωt−1
l ,f t−1

l } which were unprojected

from previous views. We first project the global Gaussian
triplet centers µt−1

g onto the t-th view:

pt
g := {xt

g,y
t
g,d

t
g} = P tµt−1

g , (6)

where [xt
g,y

t
g,d

t
g] ∈ R3×M are the projected 2D coordinates

and corresponding depths. We then correspond the local
Gaussian triplets with the pixel-wise nearest projections within
a threshold. Specifically, for the i-th pixel under current view,
we have its local Gaussian with 2D coordinate [xt

l(i),y
t
l(i)]

and depth dt
l(j). We first find its intra-pixel global projection

set Si:

St
i := {j | [xt

g(j)] = xt
l(i), [y

t
g(j)] = yt

l(i)}, (7)

where [ · ] is the rounding operator. Subsequently, we search
for valid correspondence with minimum depth difference under
a threshold:

mi =

 argmin
j∈St

i

dt
g(j), if dt

l(j)− min
j∈St

i

dt
g(j) > −δ

∅, otherwise
,

(8)
where δ is a threshold. Inspired by traditional TSDF Fusion, we
expand the depth range of fusion comparing to the condition
in FreeSplat [22], in order to remove more foreground floaters
in more complex whole scene reconstruction scenarios. We
define the valid correspondence set as:

F t := {(i,mi) | i = 1, ...,HW ; mi ̸= ∅}. (9)

Gaussian Triplet Fusion. After the pixel-wise alignment, we
remove the redundant 3D Gaussians through merging the validly
aligned triplet pairs. Given a pair (i,mi) ∈ F t, we compute
the weighted sum of their center coordinates and sum their
weights to restrict the 3D Gaussian centers to lie between the
triplet pair:

µt
g(mi)←

ωt
l (i)µ

t
l(i) + ωt−1

g (mi)µ
t−1
g (mi)

ωt
l (i) + ωt−1

g (mi)
, (10)

ωt
g(mi)← ωt

l (i) + ωt−1
g (mi). (11)

We then aggregate the aligned local and global Gaussian
latent features through a lightweight GRU network:

f t
g(mi) = GRU(f t

l (i),f
t−1
g (mi)). (12)

Then we append the fused Gaussian triplets with the other
unaligned local and global Gaussian triplets, forming new
global triplets {µt

l ,ω
t
l ,f

t
l }.

Gaussian primitives decoding. After the Pixel-wise Triplet
Fusion, we can decode the global Gaussian triplets into
Gaussian primitives:

Σ,α, s = MLPd(f
T
g ) (13)

and Gaussian centers µ = µ⊤
g . Our proposed fusion method

can incrementally find the redundant Gaussians using efficient
pixel-wise alignment, and perform point-level feature fusion
through a GRU network.
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D. Weighted Floater Removal

In feed-forward whole-scene reconstruction, the noise in
the predicted depth maps is inevitable due to the complexity
of scenarios (e.g. Figure 2), which results in severe floaters.
Although the previous PTF module can mitigate 3D Gaussian
redundancy and remove some floaters, it is sensitive to the
floaters added later. Specifically, during the incremental process
of PTF module, it can only remove floaters added before the
current view. Conversely, in traditional TSDF Fusion method
[25], the multi-view depth maps are unprojected and averaged
in the global voxel volumes before mesh extraction, thus storing
the SDF values for the unoccupied voxels. However, adding
extensive steps as TSDF Fusion to build voxel volumes and
extract mesh can bring great time and computational cost, we
thus propose an explicit approach to remove the floaters in the
whole-scene reconstructed 3D Gaussian primitives, which can
be seamlessly integrated with our method.

Specifically, after unprojecting and fusing whole scene input
views using PTF module, we have the global 3DGS with centers
µg, opacities αg and weights ωg of the whole scene. Then,
we traverse the input views again to incrementally adjust the
global Gaussian opaticies. In timestamp t, similarly to PTF, we
project µg to current view. For each pixel i in the current view,
similarly to Eq. (7), we define S ′

i as the set of 3D Gaussian
primitives that project onto pixel i.

To indicate Gaussian floaters, we search for pairs where
the predicted depth value dtl(j) is significantly larger than the
rendered depth of nearest global Gaussian primitive. Such case
is an indication that the corresponding global Gaussians may
be floaters due to the noise in predicted depth maps. Given
a pre-defined threshold δ, potential floaters m′

i in pixel i are
indicated as:

m′
i =

 argmin
j∈S′

i

dtg(j), if dtl(i)− min
j∈S′

i

dtg(j) > δ

∅, otherwise
.

(14)
To eliminate such floaters without significantly affecting cor-

rectly localized Gaussian primitives, we introduce a weighted
opacity reduction method based on accumulated weights:

αg(m
′
i)←

ω̃g(m
′
i)αg(m

′
i)

ω̃g(m′
i) + ω̃l(i)

, (15)

where the weights are computed using a Neighbor Accu-
mulation strategies to further leverage the Gaussian density
information:

ω̃g(m
′
i) =

∑
j∈J (dt

g(m
′
i))

ωg (j) , ω̃l(i) =
∑

j∈J (dt
l(i))

ωg (j) ,

(16)
where J (d) = {j, |d− dtg(j)| < δ}, (17)

such that we accumulate the weights of the neighboring
gaussians of the global and local gaussians respectively, and
decrease the opacities of the foreground gaussians accordingly.
The insight of such neighbors accumulation is based on the
observation that, the noisy predicted depth values are in
minority, thus most 3D Gaussians should be located near

the true surface. Therefore, accumulating the weights of
neighboring Gaussians is to adaptively assign higher weights
to the correct 3D Gaussians in Eq. 15. Intuitively speaking,
ω̃g(m

′
i) measures the accumulated weights of global Gaussian

primitives in the neighbor of indicated floater m′
i. ω̃g(m

′
i)

increases when more Gaussian primitives with higher weights
distribute around m′

i, which means m′
i is more reliable and

will increase corresponding opacity αg(m
′
i). In contrast, ω̃l(i)

reflects the reliability of the predicted depth dtl(i) also by
accumulating the weights of nearby global Gaussian primitives.
Since the floater m′

i is indicated by differences between
predicted depth and Gaussian primitive depth according to
Eq. (14), higher reliability of predicted depth means the global
Gaussian is more likely a floater. Therefore, as shown in
Eq. (15), higher ω̃l(i) leads to lower opacity.

Overall, the Weighted Floater Removal strategy can be
regarded as an explicit version of TSDF Fusion, which can
effectively reduce the influence from floaters through checking
multi-view depth consistency. Furthermore, it avoids leaving
holes in the renderings thanks to its weight-based opacity
decrease, and can be seamlessly integrated into our feed-
forward 3DGS framework.

E. Training
Loss Functions. After predicting the 3D Gaussian primitives,
we render from novel views following the rendering equations
in Eq. (2). We train our framework using photometric losses,
i.e. a combination of MSE loss and LPIPS [60] loss, with
weights of 1 and 0.05 following [18], [19]. Since our model
can operate in feed-forward scheme, we can optionally leverage
the ground truth depth images to directly regularize the Dt

from Eq. (5), which is discussed in V-D. Note that although
we use lower resolution map for unprojection (cf. IV-B), we
still supervise the output on full resolution to encourage high-
resolution renderings.
Free-View Training. We propose a Free-View Training (FVT)
strategy to add more geometrical constraints on the localization
of 3D Gaussian primitives, and to disentangle the performance
of generalizable 3DGS with specific number of input views.
To this end, we randomly sample T number of context views
(in experiments we set T between 2 and 8), and supervise
the image renderings in the broader view interpolations. The
long sequence training is made feasible due to our efficient
feature extraction and aggregation. We empirically find that
FVT significantly contributes to depth estimation and adapting
to longer input sequences (cf. Table III, VII).
Depth-Regularized Fine-Tuning. In whole-scene feed-forward
reconstruction, some repeatedly observed regions can instead
become blurry and unclear due to the accumulation of
reconstruction errors. Therefore, we optionally integrate a
depth-regularized fine-tuning step to further refine the 3DGS
primitives while preserving accurate 3D geometry. Leveraging
the predicted 3D Gaussians as initialization to render depth
maps at all training views {Dn

r }
N
n=1, we can calculate the

depth regularization:

Lft
depth =

1

N

N∑
n=1

∥D̂
n

r −Dn
r ∥1. (18)
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TABLE I: Few-Views (2, 3 views) Novel View Interpolation results on ScanNet [61]. FreeSplat-fv is trained with our FVT strategy, and
the other methods are all trained on specific number of views to form a complete comparison. Time(s) indicates the total time of encoding
input images and rendering one image. Within each column, best , runner-up , and second runner-up results are differently colored.

Method 2 views 3 views
PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ Time(s)↓ #GS(K) FPS↑ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ Time(s)↓ #GS(K) FPS↑

NeuRay [62] 25.65 0.840 0.264 3.103 - 0.3 25.47 0.843 0.264 4.278 - 0.2

pixelSplat [18] 26.03 0.784 0.265 0.289 1180 128 25.76 0.782 0.270 0.272 1769 100
MVSplat [19] 27.27 0.822 0.221 0.117 393 344 26.68 0.814 0.235 0.192 590 269

PixelGaussian [63] 26.63 0.805 0.260 0.222 672 234 25.74 0.788 0.291 0.354 1156 221

FreeSplat-spec 28.08 0.837 0.211 0.103 278 496 27.45 0.829 0.222 0.121 382 507
FreeSplat-fv 27.67 0.830 0.215 0.104 279 502 27.34 0.826 0.226 0.122 390 506
FreeSplat++ 28.19 0.838 0.212 0.096 68 556 27.45 0.829 0.223 0.113 89 554

The final regularized fine-tuning loss Lrft would be:

Lrft = (1− λ1)Lft
color + λ1Lft

ssim + λ2Lft
depth, (19)

where we set λ1 and λ2 as 0.2 and 0.1, respectively. The
{Dn

r }
N
n=1 are dense and multi-view consistent, providing

powerful depth priors to the per-scene fine-tuning while
avoiding harming the rendering quality (c.f. Table VIII, VI).

V. EXPERIMENTS

A. Experimental Settings

Datasets. We use two real-world indoor dataset ScanNet [61]
and ScanNet++ [64] for training. ScanNet is a large RGB-D
dataset containing 1, 513 indoor scenes with camera poses, and
we follow [48], [65] to use 100 scenes for training and 8 scenes
for testing. ScanNet++ is a high-quality indoor dataset with
over 450 indoor scenes. We use the official training split as
the training set and select 4 scenes from the official validation
split to evaluate whole scene reconstruction. To evaluate the
generalization ability of our model, we further perform zero-
shot evaluation on the synthetic indoor dataset Replica [66],
for which we follow [67] to select 8 scenes for testing.
Implementation Details. Our model is trained end-to-end using
Adam [68] optimizer with an initial learning rate of 1e−4 and
cosine decay following [19]. To compare with baselines [18],
[19] on higher-resolution inputs while avoiding GPU OOM, all
input images are resized to 384×512 and batch size is set to 1.
To evaluate the novel view synthesis performance given varying
input sequence length, we set up various evaluation settings
including few-view (2, 3 views) reconstruction, long sequence
(10 views) reconstruction, and whole scene reconstruction.
For long sequence reconstruction, we also select extrapolation
views that are beyond the input view sequence. For whole
scene reconstruction on ScanNet, we use the first 90% of the
whole sequence as input and sample views from the rest as
extrapolation views. For per-scene 3DGS optimization, we
follow the hyper-parameter setting as [69], and we follow [70]
and [71] for running COLMAP [61] on ScanNet. For per-scene
fine-tuning, we fine-tune our feed-forward 3DGS for 10, 000
iterations on ScanNet, and 15, 000 iterations on ScanNet++.
In comparison, we run 30, 000 iterations for conventional per-
scene optimized methods (3DGS [6], VCR-GauS [12]). Our
experiments are conducted on single NVIDIA RTX A6000
GPU.

Baselines. On feed-forward reconstruction setting, we compare
with 3DGS-based methods pixelSplat [18], MVSplat [19],
PixelGaussian [63], and NeRF-based method NeuRay [62]. For
per-scene optimization results, we compare with the vanilla
3DGS [6]. We also compare with the models in our prior work
FreeSplat [22], including FreeSplat-spec for vanilla FreeSplat
training on specific numbers of views (2, 3 views), FreeSplat-
fv for vanilla FreeSplat with Free View Training. Note that
our FreeSplat++ is trained with Free View Training strategy
to fit to arbitrary numbers of input views. For Per-Scene Fine-
tuning, we use ft to represent vanilla 3DGS optimization,
and rft to represent our regularized optimization. To evaluate
image rendering quality, we report PSNR, SSIM [72], and
LPIPS [60], and to evaluate geometric accuracy, we report
rendered depth accuracy, i.e. the Absolute Difference (Abs.
Diff), Relative Difference (Rel. Diff), and threshold tolerance
δ < 1.25, δ < 1.1.

B. Region Reconstruction Results

Few-View Reconstruction Results. The few-view reconstruc-
tion results are shown in Table I. FreeSplat-spec, which
is trained on specific numbers of views (2, 3), achieves
improved rendering quality over the baselines, with higher
inference and rendering efficiency. FreeSplat-fv can effectively
fit to 2 and 3 input views scenarios and produce comparable
performance as FreeSplat-spec. Furthermore, our FreeSplat++
offers competitive rendering quality with fewer number of
gaussians, leading to further improved efficiency.

Long Sequence Results. The long sequence reconstruction
results are shown in Table II. To form a fair comparison, we
compare both FreeSplat-3views and FreeSplat-fv results with
the baselines. FreeSplat-3views can significantly outperform
the others in both rendering quality and efficiency. It reveals
that our method can effectively takes in longer sequence inputs
thanks to our adaptive cost volume formulation and Pixel-
wise Triplet Fusion strategy. On the other hand, trained on
longer sequence reconstruction thanks to our low-cost backbone,
FreeSplat-fv consistently outperforms our 3-views version. Our
PTF module can also reduce the number of Gaussians by
around 55.0%, which becomes indispensable in long sequence
reconstruction due to the pixel-wise unprojection nature of
generalizable 3DGS. Furthermore, our FreeSplat++ achieves
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TABLE II: Long Sequence (10 views) Explicit Reconstruction results on ScanNet.

Method Time(s)↓ #GS(K) FPS↑ View Interpolation View Extrapolation
PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓

pixelSplat [18] 0.948 5898 55 21.26 0.714 0.396 20.70 0.687 0.429
MVSplat [19] 1.178 1966 172 22.78 0.754 0.335 21.60 0.729 0.365

PixelGaussian [63] 2.442 2896 115 22.68 0.740 0.359 21.36 0.710 0.388

FreeSplat-3views 0.599 882 342 25.15 0.800 0.278 23.78 0.774 0.309
FreeSplat-fv 0.596 899 338 25.90 0.808 0.252 24.64 0.786 0.277
FreeSplat++ 0.586 185 547 26.15 0.812 0.249 24.83 0.789 0.274

TABLE III: Novel View Depth Rendering results on ScanNet.

Method 2 views 3 views 10 views†

Abs Diff↓ Abs Rel↓ δ < 1.25 ↑ Abs Diff↓ Abs Rel↓ δ < 1.25 ↑ Abs Diff↓ Abs Rel↓ δ < 1.25 ↑
NeuRay [62] 0.358 0.200 0.755 0.231 0.117 0.873 0.202 0.108 0.875

pixelSplat [18] 1.205 0.745 0.472 0.698 0.479 0.836 0.970 0.621 0.647
MVSplat [19] 0.192 0.106 0.912 0.164 0.079 0.929 0.142 0.080 0.914

PixelGaussian [63] 0.176 0.097 0.893 0.166 0.080 0.922 0.172 0.098 0.866

FreeSplat-spec 0.157 0.086 0.919 0.161 0.077 0.930 0.120 0.070 0.945
FreeSplat-fv 0.153 0.085 0.923 0.162 0.077 0.928 0.097 0.059 0.961
FreeSplat++ 0.153 0.085 0.920 0.154 0.073 0.933 0.088 0.054 0.968

TABLE IV: Zero-Shot Transfer Results on Replica [66].

Method 3 Views 10 Views
PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ δ < 1.25 ↑ #GS(K) FPS↑ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ δ < 1.25 ↑ #GS(K) FPS↑

pixelSplat [18] 26.24 0.829 0.229 0.576 1769 112 19.23 0.719 0.414 0.375 5898 43
MVSplat [19] 26.16 0.840 0.173 0.670 590 253 18.66 0.717 0.360 0.565 1966 142

PixelGaussian [63] 23.38 0.795 0.264 0.586 1171 164 16.61 0.667 0.434 0.328 2952 94

FreeSplat-spec 26.98 0.848 0.171 0.682 423 375 21.11 0.762 0.312 0.720 1342 276
FreeSplat-fv 26.64 0.843 0.184 0.682 421 369 21.95 0.777 0.290 0.742 1346 280
FreeSplat++ 26.75 0.843 0.190 0.695 90 463 22.36 0.780 0.292 0.749 224 440

the state-of-the-art rendering quality with only 20.6% number
of gaussians as FreeSplat-3views.

Novel View Depth Estimation Results. We also investigated
the accuracy of 3D Gaussian localization of different methods
through comparing their depth rendering accuracy. As shown
in Table III, we find that FreeSplat consistently outperforms
pixelSplat and MVSplat in predicting accurately localized 3D
Gaussians. Furthermore, FreeSplat++ reaches 96.8% of δ <
1.25, enabling accurate unsupervised depth estimation which is
comparable to supervised methods [42], [57]. The results also
indicate that our FreeSplat++ can more effectively integrate
longer sequence inputs for accurate depth estimation, which
serves as a basis for whole scene reconstruction.

Zero-Shot Transfer Results on Replica. We further evaluate
the zero-shot transfer results through testing on Replica dataset
using our models which are trained on ScanNet, as shown
in Table IV. Our view interpolation and novel view depth
estimation results still outperforms existing methods. The long
sequence results degrade due to inaccurate depth estimation and
domain gap, indicating potential future work in building more
robust multi-view depth estimation in zero-shot transferring.

C. Whole Scene Reconstruction Results
To further evaluate the methods’ ability to extend to ex-

tremely long input sequence, we conduct the challenging whole
scene reconstruction experiments on ScanNet and ScanNet++,
with results shown in Table V and Table VI, respectively. In
whole scene reconstruction, generalizable 3DGS methods face
three major challenges: 1) Severe floaters due to noise in
predicted depth maps; 2) Difficulty to apply full cross-attention
between all input views due to its quadratically increasing GPU
requirement; 3) Extremely large number of 3D Gaussians due to
pixel-wise unprojection. On both datasets, the baseline methods
all give significantly degraded performance due to severe
floaters, and extremely large number of gaussians that consume
enormous GPU memory to store and render. In comparison,
FreeSplat-3views and FreeSplat-fv significantly outperforms
the baselines iPSNR by over 4.02 dB on ScanNet and over
4.93dB on ScanNet++, which indicates that the framework
design of our prior version can handle feed-forward whole
scene reconstruction more much effectively.

Despite these advances, FreeSplat still struggles with unsat-
isfactory rendering quality due to floaters (cf. Figure 2, 5) and
notably slow rendering speeds especially on ScanNet++. To this
end, our FreeSplat++ can effectively improve the performance
in such challenging scenario thanks to its carefully designed
fusion and floater removal modules, leading to 1.49 dB and
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TABLE V: Whole Scene Reconstruction results on ScanNet. iPSNR and ePSNR respectively represent the PSNR on the interpolated and
extrapolated views. pixelSplat* uses deterministic mode, i.e. predicting one Gaussian per pixel, due to memory limit.

Method iPSNR↑ ePSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ δ < 1.1 ↑ Time(s)↓ #GS(M) FPS↑

G
en

er
al

iz
ab

le pixelSplat* [18] 15.54 13.47 0.557 0.608 0.023 27.5 29.88 25
MVSplat [19] 16.51 13.67 0.591 0.541 0.323 39.5 29.88 25

PixelGaussian [63] 16.33 13.40 0.601 0.549 0.282 47.9 45.83 16
FreeSplat-3views 20.35 16.67 0.706 0.423 0.573 24.4 11.20 66

FreeSplat-fv 21.80 18.09 0.739 0.360 0.771 23.3 11.27 62
FreeSplat++ 23.29 19.44 0.771 0.320 0.904 20.9 1.46 453

Pe
r-

Sc
en

e

3DGS [6] 26.66 19.45 0.835 0.328 0.417 3747 1.59 409
VCR-GauS [12] 24.14 15.33 0.791 0.393 0.496 3803 1.92 412

MVSplatrft [19] 26.05 18.33 0.820 0.341 0.468 1454 23.05 54
FreeSplat-fvrft 26.90 20.05 0.836 0.310 0.780 1390 8.91 110
FreeSplat++rft 26.92 20.36 0.837 0.316 0.909 616 1.26 508

TABLE VI: Whole Scene Reconstruction results on ScanNet++ [64].

Method iPSNR↑ ePSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ δ < 1.1 ↑ Time(s)↓ #GS(M) FPS↑

G
en

er
al

iz
ab

le pixelSplat* [18] 10.70 10.37 0.497 0.663 0.000 59.0 54.46 8
MVSplat [19] 11.10 10.62 0.497 0.648 0.028 47.9 54.46 10

PixelGaussian [63] 10.78 10.44 0.529 0.639 0.012 67.2 88.31 6
FreeSplat-3views 16.03 14.00 0.652 0.470 0.490 75.8 16.04 27

FreeSplat-fv 18.04 15.90 0.727 0.370 0.604 55.7 17.59 16
FreeSplat++ 22.63 19.51 0.829 0.261 0.890 42.3 1.76 227

Pe
r-

Sc
en

e

3DGS [6] 33.26 20.11 0.963 0.138 0.518 3007 0.48 365
VCR-GauS [12] 32.43 20.65 0.956 0.142 0.777 3887 3.17 223

MVSplatrft [19] 23.30 14.40 0.872 0.235 0.041 3319 18.77 35
FreeSplat-fvrft 30.85 19.17 0.939 0.157 0.686 1624 3.53 162
FreeSplat++rft 33.05 21.35 0.966 0.109 0.908 949 1.51 254

TABLE VII: Ablation study of feed-forward modules with results of whole scene reconstruction.

Method ScanNet ScanNet++
iPSNR↑ ePSNR↑ δ < 1.1 ↑ Time(s)↓ #GS(M) FPS↑ iPSNR↑ ePSNR↑ δ < 1.1 ↑ Time(s)↓ #GS(M) FPS↑

wo/ Cost Volume 18.90 15.83 0.304 4.4 2.05 324 18.74 15.74 0.469 10.1 2.57 168
wo/ Free View Training (8-views) 22.90 19.32 0.865 21.3 1.54 408 22.35 19.22 0.878 44.5 1.83 204

wo/ Fusion 22.11 18.50 0.874 24.1 7.29 78 18.88 16.63 0.712 150.9 13.88 21
wo/ Broader Fusion in Eq. (8) 22.94 19.11 0.890 21.2 2.59 214 20.74 17.90 0.842 45.3 4.37 78

wo/ Floater Removal 22.88 19.20 0.859 19.6 1.46 443 20.02 17.66 0.740 41.5 1.76 220
wo/ Lower Resolution 23.21 19.48 0.907 24.5 6.27 120 22.70 19.57 0.907 133.8 7.21 62

FreeSplat++ 23.29 19.44 0.904 20.9 1.46 453 22.63 19.51 0.890 42.3 1.76 227

4.59 dB iPSNR improvements on ScanNet and ScanNet++,
respectively. Furthermore, the lower-resolution unprojection
map further reduces the number of gaussians by 75%, which is
a simple yet vital approach to keeping the number of gaussians
affordable while not significantly affecting the performance.

In terms of per-scene optimized results, after our depth-
regularized fine-tuning process, our FreeSplat++rft gives
similar or better interpolation performance than the vanilla
3DGS, improved extrapolation performance, and significantly
enhanced geometry accuracy and training efficiency. On the
other hand, comparing to vanilla 3DGS, MVSplatrft gives
worse performance in both rendering quality and efficiency, and
FreeSplat-fvrft produces comparable or worse rendering quality,
more accurate geometry, yet much slower rendering speed.
Additionally, VCR-GauS [12] gives worse color rendering
quality and suboptimal depth accuracy, which is partially due
to the multi-view inconsistency limitation of monocular-cue

based per-scene optimization methods.
These findings underscore the indispensable role of our

improved framework in facilitating both generalizable 3DGS
prediction and per-scene fine-tuning. The qualitative results,
showcased in Figure 6 and Figure 7, highlight FreeSplat++’s
advances in floater removal and precise scene reconstruction.

D. Ablation Study

Framework Design. An ablation study was conducted to
validate the design of our framework, as illustrated in Table
VII and Figure 5. First of all, the results highlight the the vital
role of the cost volume in depth estimation. Secondly, our
Free-View Training strategy can improve the performance over
simply training on 8 views, affirming the efficacy of fitting the
model to arbitrary numbers of views. On the other hand, the
fusion module contributes significantly in both rendering quality
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FreeSplat-fv FreeSplat++ Ground Truthwo/ Broader Fusion wo/ Floater Removal

Fig. 5: Qualitative Ablation Study. The first and second row are whole scene reconstruction results from ScanNet and ScanNet++, respectively.

TABLE VIII: Ablation study of Per-Scene Optimization strategies. Dense / Sparse represent fine-tuning using all the training views or only
the input views to the feed-forward methods. The N/M iterations represent training N iterations for feed-forward methods and M iterations
for vanilla 3DGS, respectively.

Method Dense (10K/30K iterations) Sparse (2K/30K iterations)
iPSNR↑ ePSNR↑ LPIPS↓ δ < 1.1 ↑ Time(s)↓ #GS(M) iPSNR↑ ePSNR↑ LPIPS↓ δ < 1.1 ↑ Time(s)↓ #GS(M)

MVSplatft [19] 26.76 19.82 0.321 0.595 934 4.15 24.98 19.62 0.328 0.667 279 22.02
FreeSplat-fvft 26.90 20.15 0.320 0.768 830 2.77 25.36 19.67 0.317 0.795 249 8.75
FreeSplat++ft 26.94 20.25 0.323 0.842 593 1.26 25.55 20.01 0.319 0.878 82 1.60
FreeSplat++rft 26.92 20.36 0.316 0.909 616 1.26 25.60 20.03 0.315 0.899 69 1.35

3DGS [6] 26.66 19.45 0.328 0.417 3747 1.59 23.78 19.12 0.372 0.345 3634 1.39

TABLE IX: Ablation study of Floater Removal strategies. † directly
uses ωt

g and ωt
l in Eq. 15.

Method ScanNet ScanNet++
iPSNR↑ δ < 1.1 ↑ iPSNR↑ δ < 1.1 ↑

wo/ Floater Removal 22.88 0.859 20.02 0.740

Direct Removal (δ = 0.3) 22.78 0.893 22.20 0.853
Direct Removal (δ = 0.1) 20.97 0.873 21.52 0.788

Uniform Weights 22.94 0.892 22.35 0.846
wo/ Neighbors Accumulate† 23.21 0.899 22.38 0.886

FreeSplat++ 23.29 0.904 22.63 0.890

and efficiency, since it can merge overlapping gaussian latent
features, remove foreground floaters and accumulate gaussian
weights to assist the subsequent floater removal process.
In terms of our newly improved modules in FreeSplat++,
broader fusion range and the floater removal module can
work synergistically to significantly remove cross-view floaters
to improve geometry accuracy. Additionally, the adoption
of a lower-resolution map, while resulting in a moderate
performance trade-off, substantially boosts overall efficiency.
Furthermore, comparing the inference time of FreeSplat++
and wo/ Floater Removal indicates that the average time cost
of the floater removal module is around 1 second per scene,
demonstrating its high efficiency.

Floater Removal Strategies. We also evaluate different floater
removal strategies as shown in Table IX. The direct removal
strategy can improve the geometry accuracy, while harming the

TABLE X: Ablation study of optional depth supervision during
feed-forward framework training. δp and δr indicate depth accuracy
at predicted input views and rendered target views, respectively.

Depth Sup. ScanNet ScanNet++
iPSNR↑ δp < 1.1 ↑ δr < 1.1 ↑ iPSNR↑ δp < 1.1 ↑ δr < 1.1 ↑

% 23.29 0.875 0.904 22.63 0.861 0.890
! 23.10 0.887 0.899 22.71 0.944 0.942

rendering quality due to its brute-force way of removing floaters
that leaves holes in the rendered images. On the other hand,
setting uniform weights in Eq. (15) still struggles to improve
the rendering quality. Furthermore, the neighbors accumulation
strategy leverages the neighboring information to adaptively
assign weights in Eq. (15), further improving the performance.

Per-Scene Finetuning Strategies. We further explore different
per-scene fine-tuning strategies as shown in Table VIII, in which
we evaluate both dense and sparse per-scene optimization. The
results indicate that our depth-regularized fine-tuning process
is important in maintaining the accurate geometry initialization,
and baseline methods still perform considerable worse than
ours after vanilla 3DGS fine-tuning, especially on efficiency
and geometric accuracy. In addition, the sparse fine-tuning
results demonstrate the more important role of priors when
given partial training data.

Optional Depth Supervision. As shown in Table X, we
compare the performance when adding depth supervision
during feed-forward framework training. On ScanNet, the depth
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Fig. 6: Qualitative Results of Whole Scene Reconstruction on ScanNet [61] and ScanNet++ [64] For each dataset, the first
two rows are view interpolation results (rendered color and depth images from novel views), and the last two rows are view
extrapolation results.

supervision leads to slight performance drop on iPSNR and
δr < 1.1 while improving δp < 1.1. It indicates that depth
supervision on ScanNet can slightly improve the predicted
depth accuracy at input views, while the final reconstruction
after fusion and floater removal is less accurate. The results
also demonstrate the advantage of 3DGS-based unsupervised
depth prediction. On the other hand, results on ScanNet++
indicate that the depth supervision can effectively improve
the depth prediction accuracy, thus improving iPSNR and

δr < 1.1 as well. These findings indicate that our feed-forward
model can optionally utilize ground truth depth maps, when
available, to improve reconstruction accuracy. This optional
integration of depth maps allows for flexible adaptation to
varying data availability and quality, thereby enhancing the
model’s performance across different datasets.
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FreeSplat++rft 3DGSVCR-GauS

Fig. 7: Visualization of whole-scene 3D Gaussians and renderings. Conventional per-scene optimized methods can suffer from inaccurate
COLMAP point cloud initialization. Additionally, 3DGS lacks depth regularization and struggles in view extrapolation, while monocular-cue
based method like VCR-GauS [12] offers suboptimal performance due to the inconsistent monocular priors.

VI. DISCUSSION

Conclusion. In this study, we introduce FreeSplat++, a gen-
eralizable 3DGS model that is tailored to accommodate long
sequence of input views and perform free-view synthesis using
the global 3D Gaussians. We designed a Low-cost Cross-View
Aggregation pipeline and a Pixel-wise Triplet Fusion module,
enhancing the model’s capability to extend to longer input
sequences efficiently. To address the existing limitations faced
by FreeSplat during whole scene reconstruction, FreeSplat++
improved the fusion module to reduce foreground floaters, and
designed an effective floater removal module to efficiently
remove cross-view floaters, such that we can mitigate the
noise in the predicted depth maps. We also use a lower-
resolution map for unprojection to improve the efficiency, and
designed a depth-regularized fine-tuning process to efficiently
optimize the gaussian parameters given the feed-forward
3DGS initialization while maintaining the geometry accuracy.
FreeSplat++ represents a pioneering effort to accomplish the
challenging task of feed-forward whole scene reconstruction
with 3D Gaussians, and consistently outperforms baseline
methods especially when given longer sequence inputs.

Limitations. One Limitation of FreeSplat++ is the feed-forward
performance of whole scene reconstruction, which is still not
comparable to vanilla 3DGS in terms of the color renderings
from interpolated views. Consequently, a per-scene fine-tuning

step is necessary to enhance the color rendering quality. Future
work can explore enhanced fusion module to maintain high
rendering quality despite under whole scene reconstruction.
Additionally, as shown in Figure 1, FreeSplat++rft still overfits
to the training views after fine-tuning, leading to decreased view
consistency. Future work can explore integrating extrapolated
view consistency constraints into the fine-tuning step to further
unleash the view consistency strength of feed-forward 3DGS.

Overall, FreeSplat++ serves as a pioneering effort in feed-
forward whole scene reconstruction with 3DGS, and we hope
our work can inspire future research in this direction.
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