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Abstract

Recently, 3D Gaussian splatting (3DGS) has gained con-
siderable attentions in the field of novel view synthesis due
to its fast performance while yielding the excellent image
quality. However, 3DGS in sparse-view settings (e.g., three-
view inputs) often faces with the problem of overfitting to
training views, which significantly drops the visual qual-
ity of novel view images. Many existing approaches have
tackled this issue by using strong priors, such as 2D gen-
erative contextual information and external depth signals.
In contrast, this paper introduces a prior-free method, so-
called DropGaussian, with simple changes in 3D Gaussian
splatting. Specifically, we randomly remove Gaussians dur-
ing the training process in a similar way of dropout, which
allows non-excluded Gaussians to have larger gradients
while improving their visibility. This makes the remaining
Gaussians to contribute more to the optimization process
for rendering with sparse input views. Such simple oper-
ation effectively alleviates the overfitting problem and en-
hances the quality of novel view synthesis. By simply apply-
ing DropGaussian to the original 3DGS framework, we can
achieve the competitive performance with existing prior-
based 3DGS methods in sparse-view settings of benchmark
datasets without any additional complexity. The code and
model are publicly available at: https://github.co
m/DCVL-3D/DropGaussian release.

1. Introduction
As the demand for realistic renderings and their appli-

cations increases rapidly, novel view synthesis (NVS) has
become an essential technique. Recently, the neural radi-
ance field (NeRF) [14] has been introduced in literature,
which has a good ability to encode a given 3D scene into
the implicit radiance field through learnable parameters of
the neural network. Even though NeRF and its diverse vari-
ants have shown the remarkable performance, most previ-
ous methods require time-consuming processes for render-
ing as well as training. Meanwhile, a new technique, so-
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Figure 1. (a) Traditional settings of 3DGS. (b) Sparse-view set
tings of 3DGS. (c) Effect of DropGaussian in sparse-view settings.
The rendered outputs at each viewpoint are visualized in (a), (b),
and (c), respectively.

called 3D Gaussian splatting (3DGS) [8], has emerged in
2023 and is becoming a mainstream in the field of NVS.
3DGS is a method that generates an explicit radiance field,
composed of a set of 3D Gaussians positioned in 3D space.
Based on the property of point-based explicit representa-
tions, 3DGS demonstrates real-time operations for render-
ing while maintaining the rendering quality for novel view
inputs. However, with sparse input views, 3DGS is still
prone to overfitting due to insufficient cues for visual ap-
pearance and geometric layout in understanding a given 3D
scene.

Despite substantial efforts in the field of 3DGS, the opti-
mization of 3D Gaussians only with sparse input views still
remains challenging. To address this challenge, several ap-
proaches have begun to leverage the prior information of a
given scene. For example, there have been meaningful at-
tempts to adopt the result of monocular depth estimation as
an external supervisory signal for imposing Gaussians on
appropriate positions [5, 11, 36]. However, without con-
sidering the world coordinate, estimated depth scales vary
across different views, which makes consistent regulariza-
tion difficult. Even though the 2D generative contextual in-
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formation also has been successfully employed to guide the
rendering process to yield more realistic results [30], it re-
quires high computational costs and often leads to unstable
optimization due to the stochastic sampling process. On the
other hand, the optical flow has been utilized to regularize
the pixel-wise correspondence of 3D Gaussians between 3D
Gaussians in sparse-view conditions [18]. Although such
prior-based approaches have been actively explored to mit-
igate the overfitting problem driven by sparse input views,
most of them have respective limitations such as error prop-
agation and high computational burden.

In this paper, unlike previous methods relying on strong
priors, we present a prior-free method that requires only a
simple modification of 3DGS without additional computa-
tional costs. In conventional settings of 3DGS, Gaussians,
which are far from the camera and probably occluded in
a specific viewpoint, can be visible in other viewpoints as
shown in Fig. 1 (a). In contrast, such Gaussians are often
excluded from the field of view in sparse-view settings, re-
sulting in receiving less gradient feedback due to the low
visibility caused by occlusion between other Gaussians (see
Fig. 1(b)). This ultimately leads to overfitting to a small
number of training views. The key idea of the proposed
method is to randomly remove Gaussians, so-called Drop-
Gaussian, during training instead of adopting the prior in-
formation for sparse input views. Based on our DropGaus-
sian scheme, the remaining Gaussians are provided with
the opportunity to be more visible as illustrated in Fig. 1
(c). Such simple operation makes the optimization process
with sparse input views be more balanced in the sense that
even less visible Gaussians receive adequate attentions dur-
ing training (see Fig. 1(c)). Consequently, the model is able
to figure out the whole layout of a given 3D scene in a com-
prehensive manner. This effectively generalizes the render-
ing performance to novel views and mitigates the risk of
overfitting to the limited number of training views. In addi-
tion, we have observed that overfitting primarily manifests
during the later stage of training rather than the initial phase
under sparse-view conditions. Based on this observation,
we further proposed to progressively apply our DropGaus-
sian scheme to the training process of 3DGS. The main con-
tribution of the proposed method can be summarized as fol-
lows:

• We propose a simple yet powerful regularization tech-
nique, so-called DropGaussian, for rendering with sparse
input views. By randomly eliminating Gaussians during
the training process, DropGaussian gives the opportu-
nity for the remaining Gaussians to be more visible with
larger gradients, which make them to meaningfully con-
tribute to the optimization process of 3DGS. This is fairly
desirable to alleviate the overfitting problem occurring in
sparse-view conditions.

• Through various experiments on benchmark datasets, we

identified that overfitting predominantly occurs during
the later stage of training rather than the initial phase
with sparse input views. Based on this observation,
we propose to progressively increase the ratio of drop-
ping Gaussians during the training process. This adap-
tive strategy effectively mitigates the overfitting problem
without unexpected impact on the rendering performance
at the initial phase.

2. Related Works
In this Section, we provide a brief review of recent meth-

ods in novel view synthesis and explore various approaches
specifically designed to address challenges related to sparse
input views.

2.1. Novel View Synthesis
Recently, the neural radiance field (NeRF) [14] has

achieved the significant progress in encoding a given 3D
scene into implicit radiance fields by mapping 3D coor-
dinates and the view direction to color and density val-
ues through a simple neural network. Numerous variants
have been introduced particularly focusing on improving
the rendering quality [1, 2, 25], accelerating the training
speed [6, 15], and extending the model to handle more
complex scenarios such as dynamic scenes [19] or uncon-
strained scenes [12]. Despite such extensive efforts on en-
hancing the capability of NeRF, most previous methods re-
quire time-consuming processes for both training and ren-
dering, which limits their practical applicability. To ad-
dress this limitation, a new approach, which is known as 3D
Gaussian splatting (3DGS) [8], has been emerged. 3DGS
represents a given scene by utilizing a set of 3D Gaus-
sians and renders images via a differentiable rasterization
scheme. By replacing the neural network with point-based
3D Gaussians, 3DGS remarkably enhances the efficiency
of training and rendering, enabling real-time applications
of 3DGS. Inspired by plentiful possibilities of 3DGS, vari-
ous follow-up studies have been introduced in most recent
days, e.g., improving the rendering quality [33], address-
ing the memory inefficiency [10, 16], and considering the
temporal relationship for dynamic scenes [29].

2.2. Novel View Synthesis with Sparse-Views
Even though NeRF and 3DGS have shown surprising

rendering performance, a large number of input images are
required to guarantee the high-quality result. However, in
real-world scenarios, only a small number of images are
available (i.e., sparse input views), which leads to the per-
formance degradation by the overfitting problem. Before
the emergence of 3DGS, NeRF-based methods have at-
tempted to resolve this problem in various ways. In the
early stages, Yu et al. [32] employed a pre-trained CNN en-
coder to incorporate the contextual information into NeRF
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Figure 2. The overall framework of the proposed method for 3DGS in sparse-view settings. Our DropGaussian scheme improves the
visibility of Gaussians even far from the camera by randomly dropping Gaussians during the training process, thereby mitigating overfitting
to the limited number of training views. In contrast, during the test phase, all the Gaussians are rendered to generate high-quality RGB
images, ensuring that the complete scene representation is utilized for novel view synthesis.

through transfer learning. Jain et al. [7] designed a seman-
tic consistency loss by utilizing CLIP embeddings [22] to
effectively handle unseen views. Furthermore, Niemeyer
et al. [17] introduced a patch-based color and depth regu-
larization method, making geometry and appearance across
neighboring regions be consistent. Most recently, Yang et
al. [31] suggested a simple yet powerful scheme, i.e., fre-
quency regularization, which improves the generalization
ability by adjusting the input frequency range of NeRF.
Wang et al. [26] introduced a local depth ranking constraint
for sparse input views, ensuring that the estimated depth
order within local regions remains consistent with coarse
observations, thereby mitigating inaccuracies in sparse sce-
narios.

On the other hand, several methods in 3DGS have begun
to be actively studied for sparse input views. Specifically,
Chung et al. [5] attempted to clarify the depth ambiguity by
injecting the learnable parameter during training, which of-
ten occurs between different views. In a similar way, Li et
al. [11] proposed a global-local depth normalization tech-
nique, which normalizes depth values on patch-based local
scales, thereby accurately refocusing on small changes of
the local depth. Instead of conducting depth-based regu-
larization, Zhu et al. [36] introduced a Gaussian unpooling
scheme, which is designed to generate new Gaussians by
leveraging graph-based proximity scores from the nearest
K neighbors. Xiong et al. [30] proposed to apply score
distillation sampling loss [21] to the training process for
refining plausible details in regions with limited coverage

in training views (i.e., sparse input views) and generating
more complete 3D representations. In particular, Paliwal
et al. [18] utilized a pre-trained optical flow model [23] to
regularize the pixel-wise correspondence between 3D Gaus-
sians, which efficiently alleviates the overfitting problem by
sparse input views.

3. Proposed Method
The proposed method aims to improve the updating pro-

cess of Gaussian parameters in sparse-view settings. In this
Section, we introduce DropGaussian, which randomly re-
moves Gaussians during training, thereby increasing the up-
dating opportunities for the remaining ones under sparse-
view conditions thereby improving the visibility for the re-
maining Gaussians under sparse-view conditions. It is note-
worthy that the ratio of dropping Gaussians progressively
increases, which better mitigates the overfitting problem in
the later stage of training. The overall framework of the
proposed method is shown in Fig. 2.

3.1. Preliminaries

3D Gaussian splatting (3DGS) [8] explicitly represents
a given scene by using a set of point-based 3D Gaussians.
Each Gaussian is defined by a center µ ∈ R3, a scaling
factor s ∈ R3, and a rotation quaternion q ∈ R4. The basis
function for the i-th Gaussian, i.e., Gi, is given by:

Gi(x) = exp

(
−1

2
(x− µi)

TΣ−1
i (x− µi)

)
, (1)
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where the covariance matrix Σi is approximated by the
combination of the scaling factor si and the rotation quater-
nion qi, which determines size and orientation of the Gaus-
sian in the 3D space. In addition to these geometric at-
tributes, each Gaussian also possesses an opacity value
oi ∈ R and a K-dimensional color feature fi ∈ RK . The
color feature is typically represented by using spherical har-
monic (SH) coefficients, which efficiently encode the light-
ing effect according to different directions. For rendering,
the color of the i-th Gaussian, i.e., RGB value, is computed
from these SH coefficients. The final color C(p) at a given
pixel p is computed by accumulating the weighted color
contributions of all Gaussians, which can be formulated as
follows:

C(p) =

N∑
i=1

ciαiTi, (2)

where ci is the RGB value derived from the color feature
fi of the i-th Gaussian. αi denotes the product of the pro-
jected 2D Gaussian and the learned opacity value oi of the
i-th Gaussian. Ti represents the accumulated transparency
along the view direction of the i-th Gaussian. N denotes
the total number of Gaussians contributing to the final color
of the pixel p. By following [8], Ti and αi can be computed
as follows:

Ti =

i−1∏
j=1

(1− αj), αi = oi · g2Di , (3)

where g2Di is the 2D Gaussian, which is obtained by pro-
jecting the i-th 3D Gaussian onto the image plane.

3.2. DropGaussian
In sparse-view conditions, the transmittance Ti of 3D

Gaussians, which are far from the camera and thus have
a high probability of being occluded by other Gaussians,
becomes relatively low as illustrated in Fig. 1(b). Since
the visible range of such Gaussians is strictly limited due
to a small number of input views, Gaussian attributes, e.g.,
scale, color, opacity, etc., are not able to be actively updated,
leading to reduction of their contributions to the overall ren-
dering process. Consequently, the gradient feedback of the
optimization process in 3DGS is not sufficiently provided
to the corresponding Gaussians, and it eventually results in
overfitting to a small number of training views (i.e., sparse
input views).

To address this problem, we propose DropGaussian,
a structural regularization technique which randomly re-
moves a set of Gaussians during the training process.
Specifically, the dropping rate r is firstly defined, for ex-
ample, r is set to 0.1 for 10% removal of total Gaussians.
Since the cumulative opacity contributing to the color value
of each pixel is probably decreased by this dropping pro-
cess, we propose to apply the compensation factor to the

SSIM: 0.941

PSNR: 31.83

SSIM: 0.897

PSNR: 28.67

SSIM: 0.610

PSNR: 16.56

SSIM: 0.657

PSNR: 19.12

(b) (c)

(d) (e)

(a)

Figure 3. (a) Distribution of Gaussians having larger gradients ac-
cording to the distance from camera. Note that the y-axis denotes
the number of Gaussians with the gradient value, which is larger
than the threshold value of densification in 3DGS. (b) Rendering
results for the training view by the 3DGS. (c) Rendering results for
the training view by the 3DGS with our DropGaussian scheme. (d)
Rendering result for the novel view by 3DGS. (e) Rendering result
for the novel view by 3DGS with our DropGaussian scheme.

opacity value of the remaining Gaussians as follows:

õi = M(i) · oi, (4)

where M(i) indicates the compensation factor for the i-th
Gaussian, which assigns 1

(1−r) to the remaining Gaussians
and 0 otherwise. It is noteworthy that the total contribution
of Gaussians to the color value of each pixel is successfully
maintained by the scaling effect of the compensation factor
even with the dropping process. Moreover, Gaussians that
are far from the camera can have large gradients by Drop-
Gaussian because their visibility is efficiently improved as
shown in Fig. 1 (c).

To show the effect of our DropGaussian scheme, we fur-
ther analyze the distribution of Gaussians with their gradi-
ent values according to the distance from the camera. As
shown in Fig. 3 (a), Gaussians can have larger gradients by
DropGaussian even though they are somewhat far from the
camera. Note that we only count Gaussians with gradients
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Figure 4. Changes of PSNR values during the training process on
the LLFF dataset for 3DGS and 3DGS with DropGaussian. Note
that rendering results for novel views at 1,000 and 10,000 itera-
tions are also given, highlighting the intensification of overfitting
in later training stages and the effectiveness of DropGaussian in
mitigating this issue. The red boxes indicate regions where over-
fitting occurs.

whose value is larger than the threshold value for densifi-
cation in 3DGS (i.e., 0.0005 in this example). This makes
3DGS to be robust to the overfitting problem when render-
ing novel view images under sparse-view conditions (see
Fig. 3 (e)).

Furthermore, we have observed that the tendency for
overfitting becomes stronger under sparse-view conditions
as the training process progresses as shown in Fig. 4. To re-
solve this problem, we propose to adjust the dropping rate
according to the current iteration index t as follows:

rt = γ · t

ttotal
, (5)

where γ ∈ {0, 1} denotes the scaling factor for the drop-
ping rate. ttotal is the total iterations of the training process.
This progressive adjustment strategy strengthens the regu-
larization effect as the training process progresses.

3.3. Loss Function
The proposed method is trained based on the traditional

color reconstruction loss. Following 3D Gaussian splatting,
the color reconstruction loss is composed of L1 loss and
D-SSIM loss, which measures the structural similarity be-
tween the rendered image Î and the ground-truth image I ,
given as [8]:

Lcolor = L1(Î , I) + λLD-SSIM(Î , I), (6)

where λ denotes the weighting factor that makes a balance
between the contribution of L1 and LD-SSIM, which is set to
0.2.

4. Experimental Results
4.1. Training

All experiments were conducted by using the PyTorch
framework [20], running on an Intel E5-1650 v4@3.60GHz
CPU and an NVIDIA RTX 3090Ti GPU. We employed the
Adam optimizer [9] to train all model parameters, with mo-
mentum factors set to 0.9 and 0.999, respectively. The pro-
posed method is trained for 10,000 iterations with densifica-
tion performed every 100 iterations. The gradient threshold
of densification is set to 5× 10−4 as used in [36].

4.2. Datasets and Evaluation Metrics
Dataset. For performance evaluation of the proposed
method, three representative benchmarks, i.e., LLFF [13],
Mip-NeRF360 [2], and Blender [14], are employed. We
follow the settings used in previous works with the same
split of LLFF, Mip-NeRF360, and blender datasets, which
consist of 3, 12, and 8 training views, respectively. The
downsampling rates are set to 8 for both LLFF and Mip-
NeRF360 while 2 is used for Blender.
Evaluation metrics. For the quantitative evaluation, we
use three metrics, i.e., peak signal-to-noise ratio (PSNR),
structural similarity index (SSIM) [28], and learned percep-
tual image patch similarity (LPIPS) [35], which have been
generally adopted in this field. Specifically, PSNR mea-
sures the average peak error between the rendered image
and the ground truth. SSIM computes the structural similar-
ity based on luminance, contrast, and texture information.
On the other hand, LPIPS computes the perceptual distance
by utilizing learned features, which is useful to figure out
underlying differences that are not reflected by traditional
metrics.

4.3. Performance Evaluation
Quantitative evaluation. To demonstrate the effective-
ness of the proposed method in addressing overfitting, we
compare it with previous methods in rendering with sparse
input views, i.e., MipNeRF [1], DietNeRF [7], RegN-
eRF [17], FreeNeRF [31], SparseNeRF [26], DNGaus-
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(a) (b) (c) (d) (e)

Figure 5. Results of novel view rendering on the LLFF [2] dataset. (a) Results by 3DGS [8]. (b) Results by FSGS [36]. (c) Results by
CoR-GS [34]. (d) Results by the proposed method. (e) GT image.

Methods
3-view 6-view 9-view

PSNR(↑) SSIM(↑) LPIPS (↓) PSNR(↑) SSIM(↑) LPIPS (↓) PSNR(↑) SSIM(↑) LPIPS (↓)

N
eR

F-
ba

se
d Mip-NeRF [1] 16.11 0.401 0.460 22.91 0.756 0.213 24.88 0.826 0.170

DietNeRF [7] 14.94 0.370 0.496 21.75 0.717 0.248 24.28 0.801 0.183
RegNeRF [17] 19.08 0.587 0.336 23.10 0.760 0.206 24.86 0.820 0.161
FreeNeRF [31] 19.63 0.612 0.308 23.73 0.779 0.195 25.13 0.827 0.160
SparseNeRF [26] 19.86 0.624 0.328 - - - - - -

3D
G

S-
ba

se
d 3DGS [8] 19.22 0.649 0.229 23.80 0.814 0.125 25.44 0.860 0.096

DNGaussian [11] 19.12 0.591 0.294 22.18 0.755 0.198 23.17 0.788 0.180
FSGS [36] 20.43 0.682 0.248 24.09 0.823 0.145 25.31 0.860 0.122
CoR-GS [34] 20.45 0.712 0.196 24.49 0.837 0.115 26.06 0.874 0.089
Ours 20.76 0.713 0.200 24.74 0.837 0.117 26.21 0.874 0.088

Table 1. Performance comparisons of sparse-view synthesis on LLFF dataset [13]. The best, second-best, and third-best entries are marked
in red, orange, and yellow, respectively.

sian [11], FSGS [36], and CoR-GS [34]. First of all, the
performance comparison on the LLFF dataset is shown in
Table 1. As can be seen, the proposed method shows
the meaningful improvement for the rendering performance
with a very simple operation. Specifically, the proposed
method achieves the highest PSNR of 20.76 in the 3-view
setting, while surpassing all NeRF-based and 3DGS-based
methods. For both 6-view and 9-view settings, our approach
still achieves the competitive performance compared to the
state-of-the-art methods (e.g., CoR-GS [34]) without any
increase in the computational complexity.

The performance comparison on the Mip-NeRF360
dataset is also shown in Table 2. It is noteworthy that our
approach attains 23.92 (PSNR), 0.755 (SSIM), and 0.242
(LPIPS), which significantly outperforms the state-of-the-
art methods by a meaningful margin. Finally, we also eval-
uate the rendering performance on the Blender dataset, and
the corresponding result is shown in Table 3. The proposed

method achieves the highest PSNR of 25.42 while the per-
formance for other two metrics are slightly dropped com-
pared to the best scores. Even though the proposed method
always shows the best performance for all the metrics, it
is still effective and competitive for rendering with sparse
view inputs without requiring any additional module or al-
gorithm.

Besides, we compare the proposed method with feed-
forward 3DGS methods, such as pixelSplat [3], MVS-
plat [4], and FreeSplat [27], on the Replica dataset (see Ta-
ble 4). While these pre-trained feed-forward models can
provide faster inference, our method still demonstrates high
visual quality under sparse-view inputs.
Qualitative evaluation. Furthermore, the qualitative com-
parison of the proposed method with FSGS [36], CoR-
GS [34], and 3DGS on the LLFF dataset is presented in
Fig. 5. The results demonstrate the effectiveness of our
approach in forward-facing scenes, particularly in achiev-
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(a) (b) (c) (d) (e)

Figure 6. Results of novel view rendering on the Mip-NeRF360 [2] dataset. (a) Results by 3DGS [8]. (b) Results by FSGS [36]. (c)
Results by CoR-GS [34]. (d) Results by the proposed method. (e) GT image.

Methods
12-view 24-view

PSNR(↑) SSIM(↑) LPIPS (↓) PSNR(↑) SSIM(↑) LPIPS (↓)

3DGS [8] 18.52 0.523 0.415 22.80 0.708 0.276
FSGS [36] 18.80 0.531 0.418 23.70 0.745 0.230
CoR-GS [34] 19.52 0.558 0.418 23.39 0.727 0.271
Ours 19.74 0.577 0.364 24.13 0.762 0.225

Table 2. Performance comparisons of sparse-view synthesis on Mip-NeRF360 dataset [2]. The best, second-best, and third-best entries
are marked in red, orange, and yellow, respectively.

ing high precision and artifact-free renderings compared
to baseline methods. In the first row of Fig. 5, our
method consistently outperforms other approaches in ren-
dering forward-facing scenes with greater precision. While
other methods exhibit visible inaccuracies in capturing fine
details and maintaining structural coherence, our approach
achieves superior fidelity, preserving intricate scene fea-
tures and producing more realistic outputs. In the second
row, the robustness of the proposed method in mitigating
overfitting is further demonstrated. FSGS and CoR-GS ex-
hibit prominent artifacts that compromise the quality and
realism of the renderings. In contrast, our method effec-
tively avoids these artifacts, maintaining clean and accu-
rate reconstructions even in challenging regions. Render-
ing results from novel views by the proposed method are
also shown in Fig. 7. These qualitative results reinforce the
effectiveness of our method in addressing overfitting and
ensuring robust performance across different datasets and
scene types, showcasing its versatility and reliability in a
wide range of rendering tasks.

4.4. Limitations and Future Work

While the proposed method demonstrates significant im-
provements in mitigating overfitting and enhancing render-

Figure 7. Results of novel view rendering on the Blender
dataset [14] by the proposed method.

ing quality in sparse-view 3D Gaussian splatting (3DGS),
there are certain limitations that require further investiga-
tion. These limitations highlight opportunities for future
research and practical enhancements. The reliance on hy-
perparameters, such as the scaling factor γ for the drop-
ping rate r, introduces sensitivity to dataset-specific tuning.
While γ plays a crucial role in progressively adjusting the
dropping rate to mitigate overfitting, its optimal value can
vary depending on the dataset and task. Future work could
explore adaptive mechanisms to dynamically adjust γ dur-
ing training, reducing the need for manual fine-tuning and
improving generalization across diverse datasets.
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Methods PSNR(↑) SSIM(↑) LPIPS (↓)
N

eR
F-

ba
se

d Mip-NeRF [1] 20.89 0.830 0.168
DietNeRF [7] 22.50 0.823 0.124
RegNeRF [17] 23.86 0.852 0.105
FreeNeRF [31] 24.26 0.883 0.098
SparseNeRF [26] 24.04 0.876 0.113

3D
G

S-
ba

se
d 3DGS [8] 21.56 0.847 0.130

DNGaussian [11] 24.31 0.886 0.088
FSGS [36] 24.64 0.895 0.095
CoR-GS [34] 24.43 0.896 0.084
Ours 25.42 0.888 0.089

Table 3. Performance comparisons of sparse-view synthesis on
Blender dataset [14]. The best, second-best, and third-best entries
are marked in red, orange, and yellow, respectively.

Methods Type PSNR (↑) SSIM (↑) LPIPS (↓)

pixelSplat [3] Feed-forward 26.24 0.829 0.229
MVSplat [4] Feed-forward 26.16 0.840 0.173
FreeSplat [27] Feed-forward 26.98 0.848 0.171
Ours Optimization 27.76 0.866 0.179

Table 4. Performance comparison with feed-forward methods on
the Replica dataset (2-view) [24]. The best, second-best, and third-
best entries are marked in red, orange, and yellow, respectively.

4.5. Ablation Study
In this subsection, we check the effect of the change in

dropping rates and the progressive adjustment strategy. The
performance for all the experiments in this subsection is
evaluated on the LLFF [13] dataset with the 3-view set-
ting. Note that the scale factor of the dropping rate be-
comes the dropping rate when the progressive adjustment
strategy is not used. Specifically, compared to the use of the
fixed dropping rate, our progressive adjustment strategy ef-
ficiently improves the rendering performance regardless of
the value of the dropping rate as shown in Table 5. For the
fixed dropping rates, the performance degradation was ob-
served as the ratio of dropping Gaussians increased from 0.1
to 0.3, which indicates the adverse effect of overly aggres-
sive Gaussian removal. One interesting point is that this re-
versal highlights the effectiveness of progressively increas-
ing the dropping rate in alleviating the overfitting problem,
particularly during the later stage of training. The best per-
formance is achieved when using 0.2 for the scale factor of
the dropping rate, thus γ = 0.2 is our default setting. These
findings demonstrate the utility of our progressive adjust-
ment of the dropping rate for reducing overfitting while im-
proving the rendering quality. Furthermore, we observe that
randomly dropping Gaussian primitives is more effective
than selectively dropping them. Since selective approaches
rely on metrics like gradient magnitude and distance, they
have a potential risk repeatedly discarding Gaussians that
are critical for reconstructing scenes under sparse-view con-
ditions. The corresponding result is shown in Table 6. In
the domain of optimization, L1 regularization is commonly
used to prune elements that exhibit a lower correlation with

Scaling factor (γ) Progressive PSNR (↑) SSIM (↑) LPIPS (↓)

- - 19.22 0.649 0.229

0.1 ✗ 20.28 0.701 0.209
0.2 ✗ 20.16 0.700 0.216
0.3 ✗ 20.15 0.691 0.223
0.1 ✓ 20.29 0.702 0.206
0.2 ✓ 20.56 0.708 0.207
0.3 ✓ 20.48 0.707 0.212

Table 5. Ablation study on the LLFF dataset (3-view). The best,
second-best, and third-best entries are marked in red, orange, and
yellow, respectively.

Methods Metrics PSNR (↑) SSIM (↑) LPIPS (↓)

Random - 20.76 0.713 0.200
Selective Gradient 19.62 0.682 0.214
Selective Distance 17.49 0.582 0.273

Table 6. Ablation study according to dropping schemes. The best,
second-best, and third-best entries are marked in red, orange, and
yellow, respectively.

Methods Metrics PSNR (↑) SSIM (↑) LPIPS (↓)

Dropping - 20.76 0.713 0.200
L1 reg. Gradient 19.97 0.690 0.211
L1 reg. Distance 19.73 0.681 0.213

Table 7. Ablation study according to regularization schemes. The
best, second-best, and third-best entries are marked in red, orange,
and yellow, respectively.

the objective function. However, this approach may perma-
nently remove Gaussians, whereas our method only tem-
porarily deactivates Gaussians. That is, strongly correlated
Gaussians can re-engage during later iterations. This prop-
erty efficiently improves the performance compared to L1
regularization as shown in Table 7.

5. Conclusion
In this paper, we introduce a simple yet powerful

method for sparse-view 3DGS. The key idea of the pro-
posed method, so-called DropGaussian, is to mitigate
the overfitting problem by randomly removing 3D Gaus-
sians during the training process. By simple dropping
operations, Gaussians, which are far from the camera in
sparse-view conditions, can have larger gradients while
improving their visibility. This is fairly desirable to
mitigate the overfitting problem in rendering with sparse
input views. Moreover, we propose to progressively
apply our DropGaussian to the training process for fur-
ther enhancing the visual quality of the rendering result.
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