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Abstract

We present UAVTwin, a method for creating digital twins
from real-world environments and facilitating data augmen-
tation for training downstream models embedded in un-
manned aerial vehicles (UAVs). Specifically, our approach
focuses on synthesizing foreground components, such as
various human instances in motion within complex scene
backgrounds, from UAV perspectives. This is achieved by
integrating 3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) for reconstruct-
ing backgrounds along with controllable synthetic human
models that display diverse appearances and actions in
multiple poses. To the best of our knowledge, UAVTwin is
the first approach for UAV-based perception that is capable
of generating high-fidelity digital twins based on 3DGS. The
proposed work significantly enhances downstream mod-
els through data augmentation for real-world environments
with multiple dynamic objects and significant appearance
variations—both of which typically introduce artifacts in
3DGS-based modeling. To tackle these challenges, we pro-
pose a novel appearance modeling strategy and a mask re-
finement module to enhance the training of 3D Gaussian
Splatting. We demonstrate the high quality of neural render-
ing by achieving a 1.23 dB improvement in PSNR compared
to recent methods. Furthermore, we validate the effective-
ness of data augmentation by showing a 2.5% to 13.7% im-
provement in mAP for the human detection task.

1. Introduction
Unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) have become indispens-
able for human recognition tasks, including person detec-
tion [8, 61] and action recognition [1, 32, 60, 62] in criti-
cal applications such as surveillance, disaster response, and
security monitoring. Unlike autonomous driving and mo-
bile robots—where extensive, large-scale datasets have pro-
pelled rapid progress—UAV-based human identification re-
mains hindered by the scarcity of high-quality datasets. The
challenges of dataset curation in UAV-based real-world sce-
narios are twofold: (1) UAVs are constrained by limited
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Figure 1. UAVTwin processes video captured by the UAV as input,
enabling data generation for training UAV-based human recogni-
tion methods.

flight time, sensor diversity, and variability in camera view-
points, making large-scale real-world data collection labor-
intensive and expensive; and (2) human annotation at UAV
altitudes is difficult and error-prone, particularly for fine-
grained tasks such as pose estimation.

Given these constraints, synthetic data has emerged as
a promising alternative for UAV-based perception [6, 26,
55, 57, 68] and human activity analysis [5, 71]. Recent
synthetic dataset pipelines [5, 71] leverage virtual envi-
ronments (e.g., Unreal Marketplace) and rendering engines
[16, 17, 24, 59] to generate scene backgrounds, synthetic
humans, and UAV camera trajectories. However, despite
advances in realistic rendering, synthetic data suffers from a
significant synthetic-to-real domain gap [60, 61, 74], largely
due to lighting discrepancies, limited texture fidelity, and
unrealistic human appearances.

Neural rendering [25, 42] has recently emerged as a
promising technique to bridge this domain gap, offering
photorealistic rendering and digital twin reconstruction of
real-world environments. By leveraging 3D reconstruction
techniques compatible with rendering engines [16, 17, 24],
these methods present potential solution for building high-
fidelity digital twin from real-world data with pixel-accurate
annotations. However, applying neural rendering for UAV-
based datasets presents fundamental challenges:

• Appearance Variation Across UAV Captures: UAV-based
imagery often exhibits significant inter-sequence appear-
ance differences, primarily due to varying illumination,
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environmental conditions, and multi-UAV data collection
at different times. It is important to use videos cap-
tured across different sensors or times to achieve dense
coverage of large areas. While previous methods [12,
29, 39, 80] introduce per-image appearance embeddings,
these embeddings fail to generalize across unseen UAV
sequences and cannot directly transfer to new UAV trajec-
tories. These methods inherently conflicts with our goal
of freely generating data for any novel UAV trajectories.

• Dynamic Objects and Transient Artifacts: UAV-based
scenes frequently contain moving objects (e.g., vehicles,
pedestrians) that occlude the background, leading to
noisy training data. While segmentation models like Seg-
ment Anything Model (SAM) [28] and its variants [54]
have made progress in 2D scene understanding, they
struggle with UAV footage where dynamic objects are
small and sparsely distributed, occupying fewer pixels
than in standard scenes. Additionally, prompt-based seg-
mentation methods [28, 54] often fail to accurately cap-
ture all dynamic objects.

Main Results: We introduce UAVTwin, a new approach
that can build a digital twin from real-world data captured
by UAV and generate novel data for training UAV-based
human recognition algorithms. First, we propose Multi-
Sequence Gaussian Splatting (MsGS) in UAVTwin that in-
corporates per-sequence appearance embedding for train-
ing neural radiance fields for addressing large appearance
variation. Additionally, it employs mask refinement to re-
move transient and dynamic objects. Our model can gen-
erate photo-realistic rendering from any novel-view camera
trajectory without prior test images and then reconstruct a
high-fidelity mesh for neural data generation. For seamless
integration with Blender [16], a 3D mesh that is fully com-
patible with its framework is required.

Next, we explore a new approach to achieve data aug-
mentation in UAV scenes by integrating MsGS and data
generation using a graphics engine [16]. Our system can
import synthetic humans from digital assets and environ-
mental lighting, and generate camera poses that mimic UAV
flight trajectory for realistic data generation. We can se-
lect various motions for synthetic humans and generate var-
ious scenarios for data augmentation. We further incorpo-
rate scene composition for enhancing realism of generated
data. Thanks to scene backgrounds rendered by MsGS and
composition technique, our system can minimize the do-
main gap between virtual environment and the real world.

• We propose a MsGS for training 3DGS-based neural radi-
ance field, which utilizes per-seqeunce embedding to en-
able varying appearance modeling from multi-sequence
image collections and refine semantic masks for address-
ing dynamic objects.

• We present a neural data generation approach that inte-
grates the strengths of neural rendering and graphics en-

gines to augment training data for UAV-based perception
algorithms.

• We validate the background rendering quality, demon-
strating that our method outperforms other Gaussian
Splatting algorithms by 2.79 dB PSNR on the Okutama-
Action dataset. Additionally, we assess the effectiveness
of augmented data by training a person detection model,
achieving a 2.5%–13.7% improvement in mAP.

2. Related Work
Neural Rendering. Neural rendering includes methods that
utilize neural networks to replace or improve traditional ren-
dering pipelines. Neural Radiance Fields (NeRF) [42] have
demonstrated remarkable photorealistic rendering quality
[2–4, 9, 18, 43, 53, 63, 81] and enabled high-fidelity surface
reconstruction [13, 15, 33, 45, 67, 72, 73, 76]. More re-
cently, 3D Gaussian splatting (3DGS) [25, 77] has achieved
a comparable rendering quality while offering significantly
superior rendering speed compared to NeRF. However,
3DGS often lacks precise alignment with the underlying
scene geometry, negatively affecting rendering quality and
surface extraction. Some studies [14, 30, 49, 65] lever-
age off-the-shelf reconstruction methods and align Gaus-
sian splats with this geometry. Several approaches [10, 19,
21, 75, 78, 79] have explored the use of 3D Gaussian splats
not only for rendering but also for surface extraction. In this
work, we present a method to train 3D Gaussian splats with
UAV captured images in order to achieve both photorealis-
tic rendering and surface reconstruction.
Data Generation for UAV Perception Tasks. Synthetic
data with dense annotation is a practical solution to train
learning-based UAV perception tasks. The combination
of Airsim [59] and Unreal engine [24] is widely utilized
for various tasks including human pose and shape estima-
tion [57], visual odometry [68], and animal detection [6].
SkyScene [26] and SceneDrone [55] leverage the CARLA
simulator [17] to generate large-scale datasets with dense
annotations for tasks such as object detection. Several
works [52, 61, 74] utilize Unity to generate data for aerial-
view action recognition and human detection. However,
these methods continue to highlight the significant domain
gap between real and synthetic data. UAV-Sim [40] is lim-
ited to novel-view synthesis and cannot augment new data
beyond this, as it lacks the ability to control real humans
from captured data. Thus, our goal is to develop a photore-
alistic digital twin for UAV perception tasks.
Gaussian Splatting for Simulation and Robotics. Re-
cent innovations in neural rendering methods enable build-
ing digital twin from the real-world environment. Many
robotics applications [22, 66] leverage this photorealistic
simulator to learn the real-world and generate the data
for specific application. Robotics manipulation studies
[20, 35, 41, 51, 70] integrate a physics engine with Gaus-
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Figure 2. UAVTwin framework. In Section 3, our approach first constructs a digital twin using UAV-based images captured at different
times. We introduce MsGS, a novel 3DGS method to analyze varying appearance images and reconstruct a clean mesh, Gaussian splats,
and an MLP for novel-view synthesis. Then, in Section 4, our method generates data by compositing foreground humans rendered in
Blender with backgrounds rendered using trained Gaussian splats.

sian splatting (GS) rendering and reconstruct high-fidelity
objects with physical properties, enabling the generation
of photorealistic manipulation data. VR-Robo [83] enables
photorealistic simulation for robot navigation and locomo-
tion. Due to the nature of these tasks, achieving photoreal-
istic rendering is relatively straightforward, as data can be
easily collected in a controlled laboratory environment with
consistent background and illumination. For UAV appli-
cations, previous studies [11, 36, 50] have developed GS-
based simulators using data collected in controlled labora-
tory environments, enabling end-to-end training for UAV
navigation. However, to the best of our knowledge, our
work is the first GS-based digital twin generation method
designed for training UAV perception algorithms, with a
particular focus on human-related tasks such as person de-
tection.

3. Building Digital Twin

The UAVTwin system takes UAV-captured images as input
and constructs a digital twin to generate data for training
UAV perception algorithms. An overview of our pipeline is
illustrated in Fig 2. The UAV collects N video sequences
{V j}Nj=1 from the real-world environments. These se-
quences are captured at different times, from varying UAV
trajectories and altitudes, and under diverse lighting con-
ditions. Each video sequence, denoted as Vj ={Ii}

Kj

i=1,
consists of Kj consecutive images, each exhibiting various
characteristics. For all T images, we extract camera poses
and initial point clouds using COLMAP [58]. We propose
Multi-sequence Gaussian Splatting (MsGS) to reconstruct
accurate 3D geometry for the background mesh and enable

photorealistic rendering for the background region, which
are basic components of rendering engine. To handle tran-
sient objects, two types of segmentation maps are extracted
from all images using both the SAM [28, 54] and entity seg-
mentation methods [37]. Both segmentation maps are used
for training the 3D Gaussian model and refining mask qual-
ity.

3.1. Preliminaries: 3D Gaussian Splatting
3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) [25] represents a 3D scene
using a set of anisotropic 3D Gaussians G. Each Gaus-
sian incorporates multiple attributes to represent both the
geometry and appearance of the scene. Each 3D Gaussian
is parameterized using its mean position µi ∈ R3, and 3D
covariance matrix Σi ∈ R3x3 in world space. During op-
timization, the covariance matrix is reparametrized using a
scaling matrix Si ∈ R3 and a rotation matrix Ri ∈ R3x3,
which is represented by a quaternion q ∈ R4, following
the formulation Σi = RiSiSi

TRi
T . PCW is the world-

to-camera transformation matrix and W is the rotational
component of PCW . For rendering, the 3D Gaussians are
transformed into the camera coordinates with W and pro-
jected to the image space using the affine transformation
matrix Ji following [84]. The 2D Gaussians gi(µ

′
i,Σ

′
i) on

the image plane is represented as µ′
i = π(PCW · µi) and

Σ′
i = JiWΣiW

TJi
T . π is the projection operation and Σ′

is the 2D covariance matrix in the image space. 3DGS sorts
all the Gaussian involved in a pixel and renders a 2D image
via α-blending using the following equation:

C̄ =

n∑
i=1

ciαi

i−1∏
j=1

(1− αj), αi = oigi(x). (1)
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Figure 3. Mask Refinement. (a) is an example of training images with dynamic objects. (b) is its segmentation masks M using Ground-
ingSAM [54]. (c) is the entity segmentation masks M̂ [46]. Based on the SAM masks in (b), we add entity masks with high photometric
loss (red dotted boxes) and remove those with low photometric loss (blue dotted boxes), resulting in the refined masks shown in (e).
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Figure 4. The core components of MsGS. From a video sequence
captured at different times with varying appearances, we define
a sequence embedding qi. For novel-view image rendering, we
select a specific sequence. Our color MLP f takes as input the
sequence embedding, viewing direction embedding, per-Gaussian
embedding, and base color. The output color is modulated to ac-
count for appearance variations.

where ci and αi represent the color and opacity of this point
multiplied by an optimizable per-point opacity and SH color
coefficients. These 3D Gaussians are optimized with re-
spect to the photometric loss Lpho using a combination of
SSIM [69] and L1 losses between the rendered color C̄ and
groundtruth colors C:

Lpho = (1− λpho)L1(C̄, C) + λphoSSIM(C̄, C)). (2)

3.2. Multi-sequence Gaussian Splatting (MsGS)
Previous research commonly employs either per-image em-
beddings [29, 39, 53] or Convolutional Neural Network
(CNN)-based appearance encoders [12, 80] to address ap-
pearance variations. However, these approaches are not
well-suited for our data generation pipeline, as it is difficult
to accurately capture the appearance of unseen images pro-
duced by a random UAV trajectory. The proposed MsGS
uses per-sequence embedding {qi}Ni=1 for each sequence.
The original 3DGS [25] utilizes spherical harmonics (SH),
which may not work well in terms of encoding large ap-

pearance variations due to their explicit color representa-
tions. Instead, we use 3-layer color MLP f of width 128.
As shown in Fig. 4, we define a color MLP f that takes the
viewing direction embedding d, per-sequence embedding
qi, base color ĉi, and a learnable embedding for each Gaus-
sian hi, as input. Following the previous works [10, 29, 53],
the color MLP is designed to output the parameters of an
affine transformation, α and β.

(αi, βi) = f(hi, qi, d, ĉi), cai = αiĉi + βi, (3)

where cai represents the toned color corresponding to the
assigned sequence. Then, the toned color for each Gaus-
sian splat is passed through the 3DGS rasterization process
to render the final image map Ca for each camera view.
The benefit of per-sequence embedding is that we can freely
generate data for novel-view poses without utilizing prior
test-view images like previous research [29, 80]. Further-
more, we enforce consistent appearance within the same
sequence and utilizes per-sequence embeddings to capture
variations in appearance across different sequences. Ad-
ditionally, incorporating a per-sequence embedding is ef-
fective in mitigating floaters, improving not only rendering
quality but also surface reconstruction.

3.3. Mask Refinement
To mitigate the influence of transient objects, our approach
requires accurate masks for moving objects. Previous un-
certainty models based on DINO [29] are ineffective due to
the extremely small size of these moving objects. Instead,
given T images, we use GroundingSAM [54] to extract im-
age masks. To detect bounding boxes associated with spe-
cific text phrases, we provide a text caption (e.g., “human”)
as input for text embedding in Grounding DINO [34]. Using
these box prompts, SAM [28] generates mask annotations
M ={Mi}Ti=1. However, GroundingSAM often produces
inaccurate masks.

To address this, we introduce a novel mask refinement
module to refine the accuracy of the SAM masks M in



Fig.3-(a). Inspired by Entity-NeRF [46], we refine masks
leveraging the entity masks {M̂i}Ti=1 in Fig.3-(b) extracted
through entity segmentation [37]. We first measure error
maps {Ri}Ti=1 using photometric loss Lpho in Fig.3-(c) in
Eq. 2 for each training views. For a set of pixels S(eid)
corresponding to an entity ID Eid, we compute error map
R(eid) per each entity as follows,

R(eid) =

∑
i∈S(eid)

Lpho(i)

A(S(eid))
(4)

where A(·) represents the area of the corresponding pixels.
Here, we make three assumptions: (1) in UAV capture

scenarios, most dynamic objects occupy a small number of
pixels, (2) transient objects exhibit significant RGB loss er-
rors, and (3) if a cluster of pixels in SAM masks has an
RGB loss error below a certain threshold, it can be consid-
ered a static mask. Thus, we remove entity masks and SAM
masks that exceed the area thresholds ρ1 and ρ2 respectively
and select entity masks S′(eid) where A(S(eid)) < ρ1 and
A(M) < ρ2. Next, we identify all entity masks that overlap
with the dilated SAM masks M and gather these overlapped
masks M ′ ← Dilate(M) ∪ M̂ . To determine whether an
entity mask should be added to or removed from the original
SAM masks M , we apply an RGB loss threshold ρrgb. For
each entity mask M̂(eid) ∈ M ′, we include M̂(eid) to M
if R(eid) exceeds ρpho; otherwise, we remove M̂(eid) from
M . We outline the pseudo code for our mask refinement in
the supplementary material.

3.4. Geometry Reconstruction
Following PGSR [10], we first render the normal maps N
and distance map D̂ of the plane and then convert them into
depth maps D using camera intrinsic matrix K.

D(p) =
D̂

N(p)K−1p̃
, (5)

where p ∈ R2 is the pixel coordinate and p̂ is the homo-
geneous coordinate of p. Furthermore, we apply the scale
regularization to flatten the 3D Gaussian splats. Given the
scale parameters Si = (s1, s2, s3), we minimize the mini-
mum scale as follows:

Lscale =
∑
i∈G

(λs|min(s1, s2, s3)|). (6)

3.5. Training Objectives for MsGS
Our training process consists of two stages. In the first
stage, we train 3D Gaussian attributes and MLP f using the
original SAM masks M , applying both scale regularization
in Eq. 6 and masked photometric loss LMpho. The masked
photometric loss is defined as follows:

LMpho = (1−λpho)ML1(Ca, C)+λphoMSSIM(Ca, C)),
(7)

where the mask M is a binary mask and is multiplied by the
per-pixel loss from Eq. 2. Ca is the rendered color of the
rasterized images.

In the second stage, we apply our mask refinement tech-
nique from Sec. 3.3 to enhance the original SAM masks M ,
resulting in a high-quality mask M̃ . Additionally, we apply
masked single-view normal loss LMsvgeo and multi-view
regularization Lmvreg from previous studies [7, 10, 78].
The details of these two losses are provided in the supple-
mentary materials. The overall loss function L is defined
as:

L = LMpho + Lscale + LMsvgeo + Lmvreg. (8)

3.6. Mesh Reconstruction
We first render the depth for each training view and then
apply the TSDF Fusion algorithm [44] to construct the cor-
responding TSDF field. Subsequently, we extract the mesh
B for the background region. It is essential that Gaussian
splats are precisely aligned with the actual 3D geometry
represented by mesh B to ensure that the background im-
age rendered by the Gaussian splats can be seamlessly com-
posited with the foreground humans, which are positioned
relative to the mesh.

4. Neural Data Generation
For data generation, our approach comprises synthetic hu-
man placement, camera trajectory generation, and scene
composition. Our camera trajectory generation and syn-
thetic human placement are implemented based on the re-
constructed mesh B from Section 3.6. This ensures seam-
less composition of the foreground humans, rendered using
Blender [16], and the background, rendered with our neural
rendering method in Section 3.2, providing data for UAV
perception.

4.1. Camera Trajectory Generation
The camera trajectory is a critical factor in generating UAV
data. We consider the camera’s pitch angle and various
camera movement patterns for data collection. Following
Blender convention, we define the camera’s location t and
rotation r to generate the camera trajectory. To simulate
a real drone’s movement, we introduce Gaussian random
noise ϵr, ϵt ∈ R3 to each components, where the camera’
location is represented as (tx + ϵtx, ty + ϵty, tz + ϵtz) and its
rotation as (rx + ϵrx, ry + ϵry, rz + ϵrz).
Translational Trajectory: The UAV moves horizontally or
vertically by increasing or decreasing tx, ty in a straight line
while maintaining a fixed camera orientation, independent
of the subject.
Stationary Yaw Rotation: The UAV remains in place but
rotates horizontally rz ∈ [0, 2π] to capture a panoramic
view of the environment.
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Figure 5. Qualitative Results of Synthetized Data. The first row
illustrates the camera trajectory, while the second row presents a
sample training image from the sequence used as a per-sequence
embedding input for rendering our MsGS. Data is generated us-
ing different trajectories with sequence embeddings extracted from
training data: (a)+(e) orbit (Noon 1.2.2), (b)+(f) altitude varying
(Morning 2.1.1), (c)+(g) yaw rotation (Morning 2.1.7), and (d)+(h)
translational (Noon 2.2.2).

Orbit Trajectory: The UAV moves in a circular path
around the subject, maintaining a certain distance while
keeping the camera focused on it. We compute the cen-
ter points pc of averaging all actors and define azimuthal
angle ϕ and radius ra. This camera is parameterized by
(racos(ϕ) + pcx, rasin(ϕ) + pcy, tz + pcz) using a human-
centric spherical system.
Altitude-Varying Trajectory: The UAV dynamically ad-
justs its altitude by increasing or decreasing tz , ascending
to expand the field of view for broader coverage and de-
scending to capture finer details with focused observation.

4.2. Synthetic Human Placement

After generating the camera trajectory in the previous stage,
we utilize SynBody [71], incorporating SMPL-XL models
[47] to simulate human actors with diverse body shapes and
clothing. Using the reconstructed mesh from Section 3.4,
we identify the mesh faces visible from all camera views
along the given trajectory. This allows us to determine the
feasible range for synthetic human placement. Within this
range, we randomly partition the area for actor placement

and position Na actors. For each human actor, we randomly
select a single-person motion from AMASS [38], excluding
interactive or non-ground motions.

4.3. Scene Composition
To achieve high realism for scene composition, we require
high dynamic range (HDR) lighting of the target scene to
utilize as a virtual light source. We employ DiffusionLight
[48], a diffusion-based lighting method, to generate a high
dynamic range (HDR) map by inpainting a chrome ball into
the image. The resulting environment map is then imported
into the rendering engine as an environmental light source.

For foreground rendering, our approach utilizes the
Blender’s Cycles renderer [16] graphics engine to render
foreground humans. We set the large plane under humans
and use the shadow catcher module in Blender to create a
shadow effect. We alpha-blend this foreground object Ifg
with background rendered images Ibg from our neural ren-
derer in Section 3.2. We also add motion blur G(·) with
Gaussian kernel to rendered foreground humans.

Icomp = αG(Ifg) + (1− α)Ibg (9)

where α denotes the alpha map rendered by Blender. One
key aspect we want to emphasize is that since the graphics
engine can generate precise ground truth for segmentation
masks, depth maps, and action labels, we can effectively
augment the dataset with highly accurate ground truth an-
notations.

5. Experimental Results

To evaluate the effectiveness of UAVTwin, we generate dig-
ital twins by reconstructing 3D scenes from UAV image
collections. Our experiments are designed to evaluate two
core components of our system: (1) the neural rendering
module’s ability to generate novel-view images and (2) the
effectiveness of the synthesized dataset in enhancing UAV
perception performance.

5.1. Datasets and Implementation Details
Okutama-Action: The Okutama-Action dataset [1] com-
prises UAV-captured video footage within a baseball sta-
dium, depicting multiple human agents performing a range
of single-agent and multi-agent actions. The dataset is col-
lected using two UAVs, with altitudes ranging from 10 to
45 meters and camera angles set at either 45 or 90 de-
grees. They collected 25 scenarios under two different light-
ing conditions (sunny and cloudy) and at two time periods
(morning and noon). Both time and lighting differences re-
sult in significant appearance variations. Additionally, each
scenario covers only a limited area due to the constraints of
a single sensor and limited power.



Method Mesh Mask PSNR ↑ / SSIM ↑ / LPIPS ↓
Drone1-Morning Drone2-Morning Drone1-Noon Drone2-Noon Mean

3DGS [25] X O 26.33 / 0.901 / 0.222 27.32 / 0.891 / 0.216 31.47 / 0.917 / 0.177 34.10 / 0.942 / 0.175 29.90 / 0.913 / 0.198
GOF [78] O O 29.04 / 0.918 / 0.164 26.43 / 0.896 / 0.212 29.95 / 0.914 / 0.189 32.09 / 0.938 / 0.193 29.35 / 0.916 / 0.190
2DGS [21] O X 27.09 / 0.899 / 0.236 28.33 / 0.901 / 0.222 31.22 / 0.923 / 0.197 32.49 / 0.936 / 0.211 30.56 / 0.924 / 0.198
PGSR [10] O X 25.57 / 0.906 / 0.188 26.11 / 0.907 / 0.166 29.17 / 0.936 / 0.137 31.94 / 0.950 / 0.143 28.25 / 0.925 / 0.155
PGSR [10] O O 27.71 / 0.920 / 0.142 26.96 / 0.911 / 0.156 29.47 / 0.937 / 0.137 31.84 / 0.946 / 0.152 29.00 / 0.921 / 0.147

MsGS (Ours) O O 31.07 / 0.925 / 0.166 29.89 / 0.918 / 0.161 33.08 / 0.937 / 0.154 33.59 / 0.944 / 0.188 31.79 / 0.932 / 0.162
MsGS w/o Refine O O 30.43 / 0.920 / 0.176 29.83 / 0.918 / 0.162 32.96 / 0.937 / 0.161 33.60 / 0.941 / 0.178 31.75 / 0.929 / 0.166
MsGS w/o Mask O X 30.32 / 0.921 / 0.168 29.63 / 0.916 / 0.162 32.64 / 0.935 / 0.160 33.46 / 0.945 / 0.168 31.71 / 0.929 / 0.171

Table 1. Quantitative Comparison on Okutama-Action Dataset. Except for 3DGS [25], all methods are designed for surface recon-
struction. The “Mask” column indicates whether a mask is applied when measuring the training loss. Compared to 2DGS [21] and PGSR
[10], our method enhances the PSNR by 1.23 dB and 2.79 dB, respectively. The best and second best-performing algorithms for each
metric are bolded and underlined.
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Figure 6. Qualitative Comparison of MsGS (Our method), GOF [78], 2DGS [21], PGSR [10], and 3DGS [25]. In the first row,
we show shading mesh without texture. The red dotted lines illustrates the superior geometric quality of our method. We visualize the
rendering results (2-4 rows). Red dotted lines and yellow arrow emphasize difference in rendering quality.

DroneSplat: The DroneSplat dataset [64] consists of six
scenes captured by a single UAV, including dynamic ele-
ments such as humans, cars, and buses, commonly found
in urban environments. For testing, they provide the novel-
view scenes without dynamic objects.
NeRF-OSR: The NeRF-OSR dataset [56] is designed for
outdoor scene relighting. Similar to the NeRF-MS [31], we
select three sequences under different lighting conditions
for each of the three scenes. For testing, we sampled ev-
ery eighth frame.

5.2. Background Rendering

For evaluating the background rendering, we compare our
method with four different methods. GOF [78], 2DGS [21],
and PGSR [10] are state-of-the-art surface reconstruction
methods built on 3D Gaussian splatting.
Comparison on Okutama-Action Dataset: In Table 1, we

report the rendering quality using the standard PSNR, SSIM
[69], and LPIPS [82] on UAV scenes in the Okutama-Action
dataset. We calculate the average rendering metrics across
7 sequences for Drone1-Morning, 7 sequences for Drone2-
Morning, 6 sequences for Drone1-Noon, and 5 sequences
for Drone2-Noon. Each sequence contains approximately
100 to 200 images. When applying masked loss during the
training of 2DGS, we observe that the training process fails.
Thus, except for 2DGS, we use the same refined mask for
training for fair comparison. Since some test images include
dynamic objects, we use masks for measuring metrics. Our
method demonstrates better rendering quality compared to
other recent methods such as 3DGS [25] (with a 1.89 PSNR
increase), GOF [78] (with a 2.44 PSNR increase), 2DGS
[21] (with a 1.23 PSNR increase), and PGSR [10] (with a
2.79 PSNR increase).

In Fig. 6, the first row presents the shading meshes,



Train Test mAP50 mAP50:95

yolov8n yolov8s yolov8m yolov8n yolov8s yolov8m

Syn-N Noon 40.8 39.7 44.2 11.6 10.1 11.6

R1.2.2 Noon 46.8 52.5 58.0 14.0 17.0 18.9
R1.2.2 + Syn-N Noon 50.2 53.4 61.5 14.6 15.0 20.3

R2.2.2 Noon 40.7 43.1 51.6 12.5 14.1 16.4
R2.2.2 + Syn-N Noon 46.3 47.9 56.1 13.7 16.5 17.4

Syn-M Morning 19.7 16.8 31.3 4.5 3.7 21.9

R1.1.1 Morning 40.6 44.9 60.0 11.8 13.4 19.1
R1.1.1 + Syn-M Morning 43.1 48.1 61.5 12.5 14.8 20.3

R2.1.1 Morning 30.6 33.6 35.2 7.5 8.4 8.3
R2.1.1 + Syn-M Morning 31.7 44.6 47.6 7.4 12.0 12.5

Table 2. AP Comparison on the Okutama-Action of YOLOv8
family. “yolov8n”, “yolov8s”, and “yolov8m” represent three
YOLOv8 models [23] with different architecture. “R” denotes a
finetuning using real dataset. “Syn-” denotes synthetic data used
for training. “Syn-N” refers to synthetic data in the Noon style,
while “Syn-M” represents synthetic data in the Morning style.
Compared to YOLO trained with “Real” dataset, we improve the
mAP50 metric by 2.5 % - 13.7 %.

Method stjohann lwp st Mean

3DGS [25] 13.14/ 0.571 / 0.372 14.41 / 0.515 / 0.406 13.47 / 0.512 / 0.436 13.67 / 0.531 / 0.404
GOF [78] 11.67 / 0.542 / 0.411 13.90 / 0.527 / 0.420 13.18 / 0.528 / 0.428 12.91 / 0.528 / 0.428
2DGS [21] 10.77 / 0.521 / 0.415 14.31 / 0.530 / 0.411 14.31 / 0.569 / 0.420 13.13 / 0.54 / 0.415
PGSR [10] 11.52 / 0.544 / 0.407 14.26 / 0.494 / 0.420 14.17 / 0.504 / 0.407 13.31 / 0.514 / 0.411

MsGS (Ours) 19.05 / 0.766 / 0.222 16.92 / 0.638 / 0.324 18.11 / 0.650 / 0.311 18.03 / 0.684 / 0.285

Table 3. Quantitative Comparison on NeRF-OSR Dataset. We
report PSNR ↑, SSIM ↑, and LPIPS ↓.

which provide the most effective way to highlight geometric
differences. Our method produces a smooth surface on the
ground, free from distortions commonly observed in other
approaches. Notably, although both PGSR and our method
incorporate multi-view geometric regularization from Sec.
3.4, sequence embedding plays a crucial role in eliminating
floaters and geometric artifacts in the mesh. Rows 2–4 in
Fig.6 present the rendering results. The red dotted boxes
highlight regions where our method accurately captures the
appearance, maintaining a color tone similar to the origi-
nal scene. The yellow arrows indicate areas where strong
mesh artifacts are prevalent in most algorithms, as well as
rendering artifacts visible in rows 2 and 3 in Fig.6.
Ablation Study: Table 1 first presents the rendering re-
sults of PGSR and our method without utilizing masks for
computing the training loss. Overall, the results indicate
a slight improvement in rendering quality when masks are
used. In Fig. 7, we visualize the example results. Addi-
tionally, “MsGS w/o Refine” refers to training only using
SAM masks conducted without the mask refinement mod-
ule, which also demonstrates a minor enhancement in ren-
dering quality. To further validate the components of MsGS
and mask refinement, we conducted additional experiments
on different datasets.
Appearance Modeling on NeRF-OSR Data Since the of-
ficial split details for NeRF-MS [31] are not available, we
selected three sequences based on their paper and retrained
all comparative algorithms for evaluation. To assess the ef-
fectiveness of our method in handling large appearance vari-
ations, we assigned three per-sequence embedding vectors

Method Mesh Mask Mean

3DGS [25] X O 19.51 / 0.614 / 0.295
2DGS [21] O O 19.45 / 0.622 / 0.282
PGSR [10] O O 19.10 / 0.630 / 0.284

MsGS (Ours) O O 19.70 / 0.643 / 0.267
MsGS w/o Refine O O 19.51 / 0.625 / 0.267

Table 4. Quantitative Comparison on DroneSplat Dataset. We
report PSNR ↑, SSIM ↑, and LPIPS ↓. The best and second best-
performing algorithms for each metric are bolded and underlined.

Scene (a) MsGS (Ours) (b) MsGS w/o Refine (c) MsGS w/o Mask

Figure 7. Qualitative Comparison for Ablation Study
to each sequence. Table 3 demonstrates that our method is
robust to significant appearance variations, achieving supe-
rior performance compared to other approaches.
Mask Refinement on DroneSplat Dataset: We use this
dataset to evaluate the effectiveness of our neural render-
ing quality in handling dynamic objects. In Table 6, we
assess the validity of the mask refinement module. For a
fair comparison, we do not use the appearance embedding
vector in this experiment. The reported metrics are aver-
aged across six scenes. Our method, incorporating refined
masks, demonstrates slightly better performance compared
to other approaches, including our method using only SAM
masks (“MsGS w/o Refine”). Please refer to the supple-
mentary materials for more detailed results.

5.3. Training UAV Human Recognition
We evaluate our generated dataset for person detection in
UAV applications. In our experiments, we use YOLOv8
[23] with three different architectures. Each detection
model is trained on a different dataset type. “Syn-N” and
“Syn-M” represent synthetic data in the Noon and Morning
styles, respectively. Since we have per-sequence embedding
vectors for each of the 25 sequences, we can select the cor-
responding sequence embedding to generate data with vi-
sually similar characteristics. Figure 5 illustrates synthetic
data that closely matches a predefined sequence. In Ta-
ble 2, “R1.2.2”, “R2.2.2”, “R1.1.1”, and “R2.1.1” denote
real data from the Noon1.2.2, Noon2.2.2, Morning1.1.1,
and Morning2.1.1 sequences, respectively. We consistently
observe that incorporating synthetic data into real data for
fine-tuning YOLOv8 improves performance in both mAP50
and mAP50 : 95. Additionally, training exclusively on syn-
thetic data yields some detection capability, though its per-
formance remains suboptimal.

6. Conclusion, Limitations, and Future Work
This paper introduces UAVTwin, a framework for data gen-
eration to train UAV-based human recognition algorithms



by constructing a photorealistic digital twin using 3D Gaus-
sian splatting. To promote photorealistic rendering, we pro-
pose MsGS for background rendering, which accommo-
dates multi-sequence images with large appearance varia-
tions and dynamic objects. Additionally, we present a neu-
ral data generation pipeline that integrates synthetic humans
with background rendering, aiming to minimize the domain
gap. However, our synthesized data still suffer from a do-
main gap, as synthetic humans visually differ from real hu-
mans, making it challenging to achieve significant improve-
ments in perception performance. In the future, we will ex-
plore more carefully designed object insertion techniques or
utilize realistic-looking human avatars reconstructed from
real-human datasets to further reduce the domain gap.

A. Overview of Appendix
In this supplementary material, we present detailed ex-
perimental results and additional explanations of the
manuscript, highlighting the performance of our method
compared to existing approaches.

B. Multi-view Regularization
For multi-view regularization, we follow PGSR approach
[10] which shows the state-of-the-art surface reconstruction
performance on benchmark datasets. A patch-based nor-
malized cross-correlation (NCC) loss is applied between
two gray renders I and Î to force the multi-view photo-
metric consistency. Also, the multi-view geometric consis-
tency regularization Lmvegeo is defined using the forward
and backward projection error ϕ of pixel p computed by us-
ing the reference frame and neighboring frame.

Lmvgeo =
∑
p∈P

ϕ(p)

Lmvpho =
∑

p∈Pr

∑
p∈p

(1−NCC(Î(Hp), I(p)))
(10)

where Pr is the set of all patches obtained from the rendered
image I andH is the homography matrix between the refer-
ence and neighboring frames. The single-view normal loss
is defined as:

Lsvgeo =
∑
p∈C

||Nd(p)−N(p)|| (11)

where C represents the rendered image and Nd denotes the
normal of the local plane. Here, four neighboring pixels are
projected into 3D points, and the normal is computed using
these four 3D points. The multi-view regularization loss is
defined as:

Lmvreg = λaLmvgeo + λbLmvpho + λcLsvgeo (12)

where λa, λb, λc are set to 0.01, 0.2, and 0.05.

Method Mesh Mask Mean
PSNR ↑ / SSIM ↑ / LPIPS ↓

MsGS (Ours) O O 31.79 / 0.932 / 0.162
GS-W [80] X X 32.98 / 0.944 / 0.142

Table 5. Quantitative Comparison on Okutama-Action
Dataset. GS-W [80] outperforms MsGS in rendering quality but
requires full test image access for evaluation, making integration
into our data pipeline challenging.

(c) MsGS (Ours)(a) Scene (a) PGSR

Figure 8. Qualitative Comparison of MsGS (Our method) and
PGSR [10] on the Archangel dataset [61].

C. Gaussian Splatting in the Wild
As our focus has been on building digital twins, which re-
quire rendering and surface reconstruction, we have not ex-
tensively explored prior research [29, 80] designed for han-
dling large appearance variations. Additionally, for data
generation, accessing the full test image or half of the test
images, as typically required in this setting, is challenging.
In table 5, we compare our method with Gaussian splatting
in the wild (GS-W) [80], which is the SOTA method. GS-
W [80] surpasses MsGS (our method) in rendering qual-
ity. However, its evaluation requires access to the entire set
of test images, as it derives appearance embeddings from
the complete test image. This requirement poses challenges
for integration into our data generation pipeline. Given this
method’s superior rendering quality, it would be ideal if we
could interpolate its appearance embeddings and generate
novel images without needing access to the test images.

D. Experiment Results on Archangel Dataset
In Fig. 8, we have applied our method to different UAV
dataset, Archangel [61]. Since the image collections are
captured at different altitudes, we can generate data for a
range of altitudes.

E. Implementation Details
For building digital twin part, we implement MsGS based
on Gaussian splatting [25]. We use 32 dimension vector
for per-sequence embedding. Thus, for 25 video sequences,



(a) Drone1-Noon and Drone2-Noon (b) Drone1-Morning and Drone2-Morning
Figure 9. Drone Camera Trajectory for Training MsGS (a) illustrates the UAV trajectories for Drone1-Noon and Drone2-Noon across
all 11 video sequences. (b) visualizes the UAV trajectories for Drone1-Morning and Drone2-Morning across 14 video sequences. A
single drone covers only a small area with a limited field of view, making it challenging to extrapolate neural rendering for novel camera
trajectories. To address this limitation, we use multiple devices to collect a broader dataset.

we define 25 vectors for each embedding. For the appear-
ance MLP, we employ two hidden layers of size 128 with
ReLU activation. The model and Gaussian splats are opti-
mized using the Adam optimizer [27]. In mask refinement
module, ρ1 and ρ2 are set to filter out 70 % and 80 % of
the masks, respectively. The appearance threshold ρpho is
defined based on the statistical properties of the photomet-
ric loss Lpho values. Specifically, the mean and standard
deviation of the photometric loss are computed. Instead of
using a threshold set at the mean plus the standard deviation
(mean + std), the threshold is determined as: ρpho = mean -
std
2 . This formulation sets the threshold slightly below the

mean, thereby reducing the influence of higher variance. As
a result, values below this threshold may be considered less
significant or filtered out. We run all experiments for 30k
iterations. We set the loss weights to λpho=0.2 and λs=100.

In neural data generation, we define the human scale
based on the reconstructed background mesh to control the
size of synthetic humans. Specifically, we use a scale of
0.135 for the Noon scene and 0.195 for the Morning scene
in the Okutama dataset. For rendering foreground humans,
we utilize the Synbody rendering toolbox. We usually ran-
domly position 10 ∼ 15 synthetic humans for data gener-
ation. We manually select a training image that represents
the environmental lighting and input it into DiffusionLight
[48] to generate environmental maps. We follow the official
YOLOv8 [23] fine-tuning protocols for training the human
detection model.

F. Mask Refinement

For clarity, we provide a high-level overview of our mask
refinement module using pseudocode in Algorithm 1. Fig-
ure 11 illustrates the effectiveness of our method compared
to using only SAM masks and our approach without masks.

Algorithm 1 Filtering and Processing SAM Masks

Require: Area of each entity mask A(S(eid)), Area of
original SAM mask A(M), Thresholds ρ1, ρ2, Dilation
function Dilate(·), Error map per mask R(eid), photo-
metric loss threshold ρpho

Ensure: Processed SAM mask M
1: Thresholding: Select entity masks S′(eid) where

A(S(eid)) < ρ1 and A(M) < ρ2
2: Dilation: Apply dilation to SAM mask: M ←

Dilate(M)
3: Mask Selection: Gather all entity masks that overlap

with M : M ′ ← Dilate(M) ∪ M̂
4: for each entity mask M̂(eid) ∈M ′ do
5: if R(eid) > ρpho then
6: Add M̂(eid) to M
7: else
8: Remove M̂(eid) from M
9: end if

10: end for

G. Okutama-Action Dataset
The Okutama-Action dataset [1] comprises 25 video sce-
narios, captured simultaneously by two drones with dif-
ferent configurations. To train our MsGS, we divide the
dataset into two subsets based on time of day: Morning
and Noon. Each time zone exhibits significant appear-
ance variations, necessitating separate training. Conse-
quently, Drone1-Noon and Drone2-Noon are used together
for training, while Drone1-Morning and Drone2-Morning
are trained simultaneously. In Fig. 9, we visualize the cam-
era trajectories for all 25 sequences. Each sequence covers
only a small area with a limited field of view.

H. Details of Quantitative Results
In the manuscript, due to space limitations, we report the
mean values across multiple scenes from the Okutama-
Action and DroneSplat datasets when evaluating neural ren-



dering quality. In this section, Table 6, 9, 7, 10, 8 provide
detailed metric results for all individual scenes.

I. Appearance Modeling on NeRF-OSR Data
Figure 10 visualize the effectiveness of per-sequence em-
bedding vectors.

J. Visualization of Synthesized Data
Figures 12 and 13 present examples of our synthesized data.
We also showcase the generated data with overlaid bound-
ing box annotations. Additionally, the graphics engine can
produce action labels, semantic masks, depth maps, and
normal maps.



Scene (a) MsGS (Ours) (b) GOF (d) PGSR(c) 2DGS (e) 3DGS
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Figure 10. Qualitative Comparison of MsGS (Our method), GOF [78], 2DGS [21], PGSR [10], and 3DGS [25] on the NeRF-OSR
dataset.Due to the incorporation of per-sequence embeddings, our method exhibits strong robustness to appearance variations.

Scene (a) MsGS (Ours) (b) MsGS w/o Refine (c) MsGS w/o Mask
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Figure 11. Qualitative Comparison of MsGS (Ours), “MsGS w/o Refine”, “MsGS w/o Mask” on the DroneSplat dataset. Without
masks, the 4th columns shows that significant artifacts appear in regions occupied by transient and dynamic objects. When using masks
refined by the mask refinement module, our method (2nd column) effectively reduces artifacts compared to “MsGS w/o Refine” (3rd
column), which relies solely on SAM masks.

Method Mesh Mask PSNR ↑ / SSIM ↑ / LPIPS ↓
Cultural Center Intersection Pavilion Sculpture Simingshan TangTian Mean

3DGS [25] X O 22.58 / 0.792 / 0.179 18.17 / 0.586 / 0.398 17.70 / 0.504 / 0.297 18.67 / 0.514 / 0.301 22.61 / 0.798 / 0.0.166 17.35 / 0.493 / 0.432 19.51 / 0.614 / 0.295
2DGS [21] O O 21.41 / 0.712 / 0.165 18.57 / 0.633 / 0.379 17.93 / 0.535 / 0.378 18.90 / 0.561 / 0.255 22.76 / 0.898 / 0.170 17.13 / 0.500 / 0.431 19.45 / 0.622 / 0.282
PGSR [10] O O 22.37 / 0.737 / 0.195 17.18 / 0.590 / 0.387 17.51 / 0.507 / 0.281 18.57 / 0.561 / 0.252 22.82 / 0.898 / 0.158 16.16 / 0.487 / 0.435 19.10 / 0.630 / 0.284

MsGS (Ours) O O 22.75 / 0.801 / 0.185 18.26 / 0.62 / 0.364 17.65 / 0.515 / 0.273 19.46 / 0.596 / 0.218 22.63 / 0.812 / 0.154 17.41 / 0.512 / 0.413 19.70 / 0.643 / 0.267
MsGS w/o Refine O O 22.57 / 0.737 / 0.194 17.56 / 0.598 / 0.391 17.44 / 0.508 / 0.282 19.40 / 0.593 / 0.221 22.95 / 0.812 / 0.155 17.17 / 0.503 / 0.423 19.51 / 0.625 / 0.267

Table 6. Quantitative Comparison on DroneSplat Dataset. In the manuscript, we present the mean values across six scenes. This table
provides detailed results for each individual scene.



Method Mesh Mask Drone1-Noon (PSNR ↑ / SSIM ↑ / LPIPS ↓)
1.2.2 1.2.4 1.2.6 1.2.8 1.2.9 1.2.11 Mean

3DGS [25] X O 32.35 / 0.945 / 0.171 35.80 / 0.961 / 0.143 24.87 / 0.826 / 0.285 28.50 / 0.916 / 0.166 31.76 / 0.895 / 0.189 32.39 / 0.918 / 0.158 31.48 / 0.917 / 0.177
GOF [78] O O 31.29 / 0.941 / 0.170 34.09 / 0.957 / 0.151 25.07 / 0.845 / 0.274 26.97 / 0.886 / 0.214 29.72 / 0.914 / 0.185 30.01 / 0.912 / 0.174 29.95 / 0.914 / 0.189
2DGS [21] O X 30.82 / 0.934 / 0.216 34.28 / 0.951 / 0.194 24.73 / 0.868 / 0.257 29.32 / 0.930 / 0.159 33.59 / 0.921 / 0.182 31.63 / 0.907 / 0.202 31.22 / 0.923 / 0.197
PGSR [10] O X 24.07 / 0.938 / 0.141 33.27 / 0.963 / 0.113 24.70 / 0.889 / 0.202 29.16 / 0.943 / 0.114 30.30 / 0.936 / 0.129 29.76 / 0.921 / 0.137 29.17 / 0.936 / 0.137
PGSR [10] O O 25.19 / 0.943 / 0.140 33.49 / 0.963 / 0.113 24.49 / 0.891 / 0.200 29.04 / 0.942 / 0.116 30.76 / 0.937 / 0.129 30.14 / 0.920 / 0.137 29.47 / 0.937 / 0.137

MsGS (Ours) O O 33.17 / 0.946 / 0.165 35.49 / 0.962 / 0.153 30.31 / 0.904 / 0.167 31.56 / 0.944 / 0.120 34.13 / 0.926 / 0.157 32.20 / 0.914 / 0.161 33.08 / 0.937 / 0.154

Table 7. Quantitative Comparison on Okutama Dataset. Drone1-Noon comprises six video sequences, each with distinct characteristics.
In the manuscript, we present the mean values across these six scenes, while this table provides detailed results for each individual scene.

Method Mesh Mask Drone2-Noon (PSNR ↑ / SSIM ↑ / LPIPS ↓)
2.2.2 2.2.4 2.2.8 2.2.9 2.2.11 Mean

3DGS [25] X O 32.76 / 0.935 / 0.199 31.00 / 0.934 / 0.188 38.71 / 0.962 / 0.173 33.95 / 0.943 / 0.133 34.05 / 0.928 / 0.177 34.10 / 0.943 / 0.175
GOF [78] O O 29.97 / 0.929 / 0.209 33.60 / 0.963 / 0.144 32.99 / 0.934 / 0.254 31.63 / 0.928 / 0.166 30.44 / 0.919 / 0.203 32.09 / 0.938 / 0.193
2DGS [21] O X 30.13 / 0.923 / 0.241 31.08 / 0.941 / 0.199 36.75 / 0.952 / 0.228 31.56 / 0.933 / 0.167 32.12 / 0.912 / 0.227 32.49 / 0.936 / 0.211
PGSR [10] O X 31.31 / 0.943 / 0.172 30.04 / 0.952 / 0.141 34.75 / 0.968 / 0.122 32.78 / 0.944 / 0.131 29.37 / 0.924 / 0.177 31.94 / 0.950 / 0.143
PGSR [10] O O 31.96 / 0.943 / 0.174 29.19 / 0.940 / 0.141 34.77 / 0.966 / 0.122 32.67 / 0.943 / 0.131 29.70 / 0.924 / 0.177 31.84 / 0.946 / 0.152

MsGS (Ours) O O 31.54 / 0.935 / 0.196 31.89 / 0.945 / 0.167 37.19 / 0.959 / 0.175 33.69 / 0.941 / 0.123 33.04 / 0.921 / 0.184 33.59 / 0.944 / 0.188

Table 8. Quantitative Comparison on Okutama Dataset. “-” denotes a missing implementation. Drone2-Noon comprises five video
sequences, each with distinct characteristics. In the manuscript, we present the mean values across these six scenes, while this table
provides detailed results for each individual scene.

Method Mesh Mask Drone1-Morning (PSNR ↑ / SSIM ↑ / LPIPS ↓)
1.1.1 1.1.2 1.1.3 1.1.4 1.1.7 1.1.10 1.1.10 Mean

3DGS [25] X O 28.19/ 0.926 / 0.202 28.70 / 0.912 / 0.223 27.13 / 0.917 / 0.244 23.35 / 0.890 / 0.220 25.35 / 0.881 / 0.254 22.83 / 0.864 / 0.220 29.07 / 0.915 / 0.155 26.33 / 0.901 / 0.222
GOF [78] O O 29.45 / 0.937 / 0.159 28.29 / 0.914 / 0.183 30.73 / 0.928 / 0.192 30.96 / 0.940 / 0.087 29.43 / 0.910 / 0.176 22.43 / 0.853 / 0.233 29.69 / 0.914 / 0.159 29.04 / 0.918 / 0.164
2DGS [21] O X 28.23 / 0.924 / 0.232 28.24 / 0.899 / 0.258 27.06 / 0.914 / 0.279 27.55 / 0.898 / 0.204 27.86 / 0.881 / 0.239 19.57 / 0.865 / 0.247 27.89 / 0.916 / 0.164 27.09 / 0.899 / 0.236
PGSR [10] O X 28.49 / 0.934 / 0.155 26.68 / 0.914 / 0.176 25.75 / 0.922 / 0.232 23.64 / 0.897 / 0.185 26.37 / 0.896 / 0.206 18.18 / 0.841 / 0.221 27.59 / 0.911 / 0.149 25.57 / 0.906 / 0.188
PGSR [10] O O 28.77 / 0.942 / 0.135 27.79/ 0.919 / 0.147 29.54 / 0.934 / 0.160 30.04 / 0.939 / 0.079 28.03 / 0.914 / 0.151 18.21 / 0.842 / 0.223 26.93 / 0.909 / 0.154 27.71 / 0.920 / 0.142

MsGS (Ours) O O 31.30 / 0.940 / 0.145 30.10 / 0.925 / 0.176 29.90 / 0.933 / 0.219 31.12 / 0.918 / 0.150 32.12 / 0.912 / 0.180 30.43 / 0.919 / 0.146 33.35 / 0.931 / 0.124 31.07 / 0.925 / 0.166

Table 9. Quantitative Comparison on Okutama Dataset. Drone1-Morning comprises seven video sequences, each with distinct charac-
teristics. In the manuscript, we present the mean values across these six scenes, while this table provides detailed results for each individual
scene.

Method Mesh Mask Drone2-Morning (PSNR ↑ / SSIM ↑ / LPIPS ↓)
2.1.1 2.1.2 2.1.3 2.1.4 2.1.6 2.1.7 2.1.10 Mean

3DGS [25] X O 29.69 / 0.915 / 0.164 28.92 / 0.940 / 0.148 30.06 / 0.920 / 0.211 27.82 / 0.881 / 0.233 31.18 / 0.923 / 0.141 19.73 / 0.804 / 0.377 25.61/ 0.888 / 0.216 27.32 / 0.891 / 0.216
GOF [78] O O 29.47 / 0.907 / 0.177 25.48 / 0.912 / 0.229 26.66 / 0.911 / 0.218 24.13 / 0.876 / 0.160 30.00 / 0.914 / 0.226 24.32 / 0.874 / 0.222 25.30 / 0.884 / 0.00 26.43 / 0.896 / 0.212
2DGS [21] O X 29.97 / 0.910 / 0.190 28.07 / 0.919 / 0.241 31.12 / 0.925 / 0.214 25.83 / 0.878 / 0.260 30.41 / 0.918 / 0.163 27.51 / 0.885 / 0.247 24.56 / 0.877 / 0.250 28.33 / 0.901 / 0.222
PGSR [10] O X 28.23 / 0.917 / 0.134 23.77 / 0.938 / 0.118 27.80 / 0.932 / 0.144 24.07 / 0.875 / 0.233 30.20 / 0.924 / 0.131 24.25 / 0.888 / 0.185 23.05 / 0.879 / 0.198 26.11 / 0.907 / 0.166
PGSR [10] O O 28.41 / 0.918 / 0.132 24.09 / 0.940 / 0.115 28.10 / 0.932 / 0.141 24.01 / 0.874 / 0.237 30.44 / 0.924 / 0.131 28.16 / 0.909 / 0.132 23.17 / 0.878 / 0.199 26.96 / 0.911 / 0.156

MsGS (Ours) O O 30.76 / 0.924 / 0.142 32.69 / 0.950 / 0.114 32.47 / 0.939 / 0.159 29.42 / 0.897 / 0.219 30.63 / 0.925 / 0.134 28.54 / 0.910 / 0.169 25.76 / 0.895 / 0.173 29.89 / 0.918 / 0.161

Table 10. Quantitative Comparison on Okutama Dataset. Drone2-Morning comprises seven video sequences, each with distinct
characteristics. In the manuscript, we present the mean values across these six scenes, while this table provides detailed results for each
individual scene.
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Figure 12. Examples of Synthetized Data. Our neural data generation provide bounding box and action label annotations.
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Figure 13. Examples of Synthetized Data. Our neural data generation provide bounding box and action label annotations.
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