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Abstract

3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) has emerged as a leading technique for novel view
synthesis, demonstrating exceptional rendering efficiency. Well-reconstructed
surfaces can be characterized by low configurational entropy, where dominant
primitives clearly define surface geometry while redundant components are
suppressed. Three complementary technical contributions are introduced: (1)
entropy-driven surface modeling via entropy minimization for low configura-
tional entropy in primitive distributions; (2) adaptive spatial regularization
using the Surface Neighborhood Redundancy Index (SNRI) and image entropy-
guided weighting; (3) multi-scale geometric preservation through competitive
cross-scale entropy alignment. Extensive experiments demonstrate that GEF
achieves competitive geometric precision on DTU and T&T benchmarks, while
delivering superior rendering quality compared to existing methods on Mip-
NeRF 360. Notably, superior Chamfer Distance (0.64) on DTU and F1 score
(0.44) on T&T are obtained, alongside the best SSIM (0.855) and LPIPS
(0.136) among baselines on Mip-NeRF 360, validating the framework’s ability
to enhance surface reconstruction accuracy without compromising photometric
fidelity.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Multi-view surface reconstruction represents a fundamental problem in com-
puter vision with extensive applications spanning robotics, augmented reality,
and medical imaging. Classical approaches decompose this task into sequential
stages including camera pose estimation, stereo depth estimation [2, 3|, depth
fusion, and mesh generation [4, 5, 6], ultimately producing triangle mesh
representations [7, 8].

Neural Radiance Fields (NeRF)[9] revolutionized 3D scene representation
through implicit neural networks capable of photorealistic rendering, demon-
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Figure 1: Overview of the structured sparse strategy. In contrast to 2DGS [1]
which exhibits performance degradation in complex scenes, the proposed method enables
superior detail reconstruction while maintaining computational efficiency. Representative
details illustrate improved thin-structure preservation and reduced aliasing under GEF.

strating success across robotics[10], AR/VR]|11], and medical imaging[12]. How-
ever, volumetric rendering approaches suffer from computational complexity and
optimization overhead that fundamentally limit their scalability. Despite recent
advances in FastNeRF [13] and NeRF-W [14], the computational efficiency
remains fundamentally limited, particularly for large-scale photogrammetric
applications such as UAV-based mapping[15, 16] where real-time processing is
essential.

3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS)[17] addresses these computational bot-
tlenecks while enabling real-time novel view synthesis at 1080p resolution.
Despite achieving high-fidelity rendering through differentiable rasterization,
3DGS faces inherent limitations in surface reconstruction due to discrete and
anisotropic properties of Gaussian primitives. Reliance on photometric loss
alone fails to enforce proper spatial distribution, frequently resulting in primitive
clustering and suboptimal configurations. During alpha blending, primitive
stacking introduces view-dependent artifacts due to coordinate inconsistencies
across viewpoints.

Entropy-Based Perspective. Surface ambiguity in 3D Gaussian splatting
fundamentally manifests as high configurational entropy in local primitive neigh-
borhoods. This insight motivates an entropy-driven method, where well-defined
surfaces naturally exhibit low-entropy distributions with dominant primitives
clearly defining surface geometry. Unlike existing methods that impose explicit
geometric constraints, the proposed framework treats surface reconstruction
as an entropy minimization problem, enabling geometric coherence to emerge
naturally from information-theoretic optimization.

This paper presents Gaussian Entropy Fields (GEF), an entropy-based
framework that leverages entropy field regularization to optimize primitive
distributions for superior surface reconstruction, as illustrated in Figure 1. The
method addresses the fundamental limitation that aliased Gaussian primitives
demonstrate elevated uncertainty within local spatial neighborhoods, resulting
in geometric inconsistencies and ambiguous surface existence probabilities. By
modeling Gaussian opacity within neighborhoods as existence probabilities and



minimizing system entropy, the method promotes surface determinism through
structured sparsity. To preserve geometric details across varying complexity,
multi-scale image-based entropy regularization is incorporated that adaptively
modulates constraints based on local structural complexity.

In summary, the method makes the following contributions:

e Principled Uncertainty Quantification: Unlike heuristic clustering detec-
tion, primitive redundancy is quantified through rigorous entropy mea-
sures that capture the information-theoretic nature of surface ambiguity.

o Adaptive Regularization: Rather than uniform geometric constraints,
image entropy guidance provides data-driven adaptivity that respects local
structural complexity without manual parameter tuning.

e FEntropy-driven surface consolidation: Geometric coherence is encouraged
through entropy minimization under photometric and geometric con-
straints, rather than by imposing additional hard surface priors. This
avoids the photometric degradation commonly observed with overly strong
regularization while achieving competitive geometric accuracy.

2. RELATED WORK

2.1. Multi-View Stereo and Surface Reconstruction

Surface reconstruction seeks to recover continuous, watertight surface
representations from sparse 3D observations. Classical multi-view stereo
approaches[18, 19, 20] employ photometric consistency constraints across
calibrated views for estimating dense depth maps, subsequently integrating
these into volumetric Truncated Signed Distance Function (TSDF) represen-
tations for coherent iso-surface extraction. Despite these advances, existing
methods remain constrained by fundamental limitations in weakly-textured
regions, geometrically complex surfaces, and specular materials, leading to
reconstruction artifacts and topological inconsistencies. Recent learning-based
MVS methods|21, 22| leverage neural networks for enhancing feature matching
robustness, yet remain constrained by single-view depth estimation limitations.
Photogrammetric approaches have addressed some of these challenges through
multi-view depth fusion[3], though computational efficiency remains a bottle-
neck for large-scale applications.

2.2. Neural View Synthesis

Novel view synthesis has evolved from classical image-based rendering|[23, 24|
toward learned volumetric representations. Early approaches including MPIs|[25]
and DeepVoxels[26] demonstrated CNN-predicted 3D structures for scene
modeling. NeRF[9] established a paradigm-shifting framework that maps spatial
coordinates and viewing directions to volumetric density and radiance through
differentiable volume rendering. Subsequent works introduced auxiliary con-
straints: DS-NeRF[27] incorporates sparse depth supervision, BARF|[28] jointly



optimizes poses and radiance parameters, while NeuS|[29] represents geometry
as SDF zero-level sets for enhanced surface fidelity. Despite improvements in
geometric consistency, these methods incur substantial computational overhead.

Recent entropy-based methods[30, 31| address sparse view scenarios through
information-theoretic constraints and adaptive sampling strategies, demonstrat-
ing natural pathways for entropy-driven optimization in neural fields. However,
in real-world photogrammetric settings, especially those involving large-scale
and under-constrained observations, entropy-based frameworks remain under-
explored. Recent efforts have begun to bridge this gap: for instance, Zhang
and Rupnik[32] addressed sparse satellite imaging scenarios using dense depth
supervision, while Liu et al.[33] demonstrated adaptive inter-view aggregation
for aerial triangulation. These scene-specific adaptation strategies further
motivate the development of the proposed entropy-based framework, which aims
to unify information-theoretic regularization with photogrammetric priors for
improved robustness and efficiency.

2.8. Geometric Consistency in Gaussian Splatting

While 3DGS has demonstrated superior performance in novel view synthesis and
real-time rendering, ensuring geometric consistency remains challenging. The
discrete nature of Gaussian primitives can produce artifacts including elongated
splats and inadequate surface coverage, particularly in texture-deficient regions.
Recent methods address these limitations through various strategies. 2DGSJ[1]
models surfaces as oriented planar Gaussian disks with depth distortion and
normal consistency regularization. GOF[34] introduces Gaussian opacity fields
for compact surface reconstruction through adaptive techniques. PGSR[35]
compresses primitives into 2D planar representations with multi-view consis-
tency losses, though planar constraints may limit representational capacity
for complex surfaces. Current methods focus on depth estimation accuracy
and surface-oriented primitive aggregation. Nevertheless, primitive-based
clustering methods demonstrate heightened vulnerability to geometric stacking
phenomena, consequently exacerbating surface localization ambiguities. While
primitive flattening improves surface alignment, it suppresses representational
capacity in texture-rich regions.

The Proposed Method. This work addresses these limitations by
analyzing Gaussian primitive distributions and constructing regularization
terms that suppress uncertainty arising from primitive aliasing. Image entropy
is introduced for guiding primitive distribution in complex regions, enabling
adaptive receptive fields unconstrained by heuristic configurations. This method
enhances both rendering fidelity and geometric consistency through information-
theoretic optimization.

3. METHODS

Unlike existing methods that rely on explicit geometric constraints or SDF
guidance, the proposed method introduces an entropy-based framework for
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Figure 2: Overview: Entropy-Driven Surface Reconstruction. (a) Starting from

3D Gaussian primitives, RGB images are rendered for training. (b) The rendered RGB
images are used to compute multi-scale image-entropy maps, while delayed updates of the
opacity field produce rendered entropy maps. A multi-scale entropy alignment module
encourages the entropy of the rendered opacity to match the image entropy so that geometric
complexity follows image complexity. (c) Geometric regularization operates directly on
Gaussian primitives: within each local neighborhood, primitives are encouraged to aggregate
around the underlying surface and to share consistent normal directions. The rendered depth
and normal maps are shown only for illustration and are not used as supervision during
training. (d) The entropy-regularized sparsity constraint penalizes high-entropy opacity
profiles within local neighborhoods (where H(«) > 1) and drives the configuration towards
a low-entropy state with a dominant primitive aligned with the surface. (e) The ideal low-
configurational-entropy state, where opacity histograms become sharp and concentrated on
the surface, indicating a well-defined surface geometry. See Sections 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4 for
details.

surface reconstruction, as shown in Figure 2. By optimizing Gaussian primitive
distributions through entropy fields, surface reconstruction is modeled as an
entropy minimization problem within local neighborhoods, avoiding the hard
geometric regularization that often compromises photometric quality. Well-
reconstructed surfaces are characterized by low entropy in Gaussian primitive
distributions, where dominant primitives clearly define surface existence while
suppressing aliasing artifacts. Initially, the depth-aligned aggregation strategy
from 2DGS accelerates primitive alignment along the depth dimension. A 3D
neighborhood entropy regularizer then penalizes high entropy in local volumetric
neighborhoods, suppressing structural disorder and aliasing. For geometrically
complex regions, multi-scale image entropy priors are incorporated into the
training objective, reducing smoothing constraints in intricate areas while
reinforcing the entropy distribution of the reconstructed 3D model to match
the perceptual entropy profile of the image domain.

8.1. Preliminary of Gaussian Splatting

The 3D Gaussian scene is represented by a dense ensemble of millions of
Gaussian primitives {G;}. Each Gaussian primitive is parameterized a Gaussian



function: 1 -
Gi(p | pi, %) = e~ 2(P—pi) BT (P—pi) (1)

where 11; € R3 is the Gaussian primitive center and X; € R3*3 is corresponding
3D convariance matrix. The covariance matrix ¥; = RSSTR " is decomposed
into a scaling matrix S and a rotation matrix R. For image generation,
3D Gaussians undergo transformation to camera coordinates via the world-to-
camera transformation matrix W, followed by projection onto the image plane
through a local affine transformation J [36]:

S =JWEZ,W'J’ (2)

The pixel color C € R? at position p’ is computed through differentiable a-
blending:

Cp) = 3 e [[(1 i), i = asGl(p) 3)
1EN Jj=1

where p’ denotes the queried pixel coordinates, N represents the number of
depth-sorted 2D Gaussians contributing to that pixel, ¢; and «; denote the
color and opacity of the i-th primitive, respectively. Through differentiable
rasterization, all primitive attributes become learnable parameters optimized
end-to-end via photometric reconstruction loss on training views.

3.2. Entropy-regularized sparsity constraint

Building upon uncertainty quantification principles established in pho-
togrammetric literature [37], an entropy-based framework is presented that con-
strains localized primitive neighborhoods to reduce configurational redundancy.
Unlike traditional reliability assessment methods that require reference data,
the method leverages internal geometric consistency measures to drive sparsity
optimization.

In the absence of explicit depth supervision, depth coherence across view-
points is enforced via ray-based constraints that minimize Euclidean distance
between camera rays and intersecting primitive centroids. Stacked primitives
with elevated opacity degrade multi-view depth consistency, producing locally
diffuse opacity fields that correspond to increased entropy from an information-
theoretic perspective. The minimization of local entropy along ray trajectories
promotes convergence toward sharp and consistent depth estimations.

Consider a viewing ray parameterized as r(t) = o+td, where o € R? denotes
the ray origin and d € R? represents the normalized ray direction. The opacity
field a(t) accumulated along the ray by a mixture of N Gaussian basis functions
is:

aft) = 3o wi Nt i) (@

where w; € RT denotes the contribution weight of the i-th component, and

N (t | i, 02) represents a univariate Gaussian with mean j; and variance o?.



From Configurational Entropy to Opacity Entropy. The goal
is to minimize the configurational entropy of primitive arrangements—the
disorder in how Gaussians are spatially distributed in local neighborhoods.
Directly computing configurational entropy over all possible 3D arrangements
is computationally intractable. Configurational disorder is observed to manifest
in the opacity field: when primitives are redundantly stacked along the viewing
direction, the accumulated opacity a(t) exhibits a diffuse, multi-peaked opacity
profile along the ray; when primitives are aligned on a single surface, «(t)
becomes concentrated and unimodal. This behavior suggests that the entropy
of the opacity distribution can serve as a computationally tractable proxy
for configurational entropy. Specifically, the opacity field «(t) is normalized
to obtain a depth-weighted distribution &(t) = «(t)/||«|l1, which satisfies
Ja(t)dt = 1. Although &(t) is not a probability distribution in the strict
sense, it encodes the relative concentration of primitive influences along the ray.
Its differential entropy is given by:

a(t)

H(a) = — /t YA logalt) dt,  a(t) = Tl

near

()

serves as a measure of depth ambiguity. High entropy H(«) indicates
multiple competing depth hypotheses (diffuse primitive stacking), while low en-
tropy indicates a confident surface location (concentrated primitive alignment).
Minimizing H («/) thus indirectly reduces configurational entropy by suppressing
ambiguous primitive arrangements, as illustrated in Figure 3.

While the differential entropy formulation in Eq. 5 provides clear geometric
intuition rooted in the rendering process, direct ray-based integration is
computationally prohibitive (~ 10° rays x 128 samples per iteration).

More fundamentally, it is observed that ray-wise opacity disorder is a
manifestation of underlying 3D configurational disorder: when primitives are
redundantly stacked in local neighborhoods, they create diffuse, multi-peaked
opacity profiles along multiple viewing directions. This motivates computing
entropy directly in 3D spatial neighborhoods rather than along individual rays.

The scene is partitioned into overlapping neighborhoods {2} centered at
each primitive, and the configurational entropy is computed based on the
normalized opacity histogram within each neighborhood. This formulation
captures the same geometric redundancy as ray-based entropy—such as primi-
tive stacking and surface ambiguity—while enabling efficient optimization and
ensuring inherent multi-view consistency.

Surface-Aware Redundancy Assessment. To address the computa-
tional overhead of dense continuous sampling, a spatial neighborhood dis-
cretization scheme is introduced in which each primitive k is associated with
a local influence region Q. Enforcing localized entropy constraints within
each () enables hierarchical propagation of global sparsity. Direct estimation
of local opacity probability distributions often neglects the anisotropic spatial
arrangement of Gaussian primitives, potentially misclassifying spatially coherent
but tangentially aligned primitives as redundant. To address this, the Surface
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Figure 3: Dual perspectives on entropy-driven sparsification. Left: Ray-based
perspective showing how redundant primitive stacking creates multi-peaked opacity profiles
along viewing rays. Right: Neighborhood-based perspective showing the same redundancy as
diffuse opacity histograms in 3D spatial neighborhoods. Both perspectives capture primitive
aliasing from different angles—the neighborhood formulation enables efficient optimization
(1280x speedup) while inherently promoting multi-view consistency. Curves and color
encodings are illustrative and not to scale.

Neighborhood Redundancy Index (SNRI) is introduced, which quantitatively
assesses local redundancy by analyzing the alignment of neighboring primitives
relative to the surface normal. For a central primitive G; with center u; and
normal n; (the principal eigenvector of its covariance matrix %;), SNRI is
computed over its K nearest neighbors Nk (G;) as follows:

K
1
SNRI(gz) = ? Z e_a[e_‘ni'(uj_lii)”Jr (6)

j=1

where [-]; = max(-,0) is the ReLU function, o > 0 controls the decay steepness
(typically set to 1/02.  for scale normalization), and € > 0 is a threshold defining
the transition from tangential to stacked configurations (e.g., € = 0.50min,
where oy is the minimum primitive scale). To derive SNRI, the projected
distance d; = |n; - (u; — p;)| is first computed, which measures how closely
neighbor j aligns with the surface normal of ¢ (accounting for both sides of
the surface via the absolute value). Then a per-neighbor contribution function
e~ele=dil+ is defined, which assigns low values to tangential neighbors (small
d; < €, leading to positive input and exponential decay) and high values
to stacked neighbors (large d; > ¢, yielding zero input and contribution of
1). Averaging these contributions yields SNRI in [0, 1], ensuring low values
for non-redundant (tangential) configurations and high values for redundant
(stacked) ones. This design promotes entropy-guided sparsification targeted
at true redundancies while preserving geometrically meaningful arrangements.



As illustrated in Figure 4, the geometric intuition behind SNRI distinguishes

SNRI=0.1
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Figure 4: Geometric illustration of SNRI metric for different primitive arrange-
ments.

two key scenarios: when primitives distribute tangentially along the surface
(left, low SNRI = 0.1), they provide complementary geometric information and
represent efficient non-redundant structure; when primitives stack densely along
the normal direction (right, high SNRI ~ 0.9), they exhibit spatial redundancy
and become primary candidates for entropy-guided sparsification.

This design effectively guides entropy-driven sparsification by promoting
the elimination of truly redundant components (such as stacked primitives)
while preserving geometrically significant arrangements like tangentially aligned
primitives. The SNRI function thus serves as a gatekeeper against over-
sparsification of meaningful surface details, preserving the integrity of the
underlying structure.

Image Entropy-Guided Weighting. To enhance the spatial adaptivity
of entropy regularization, structural complexity information from input images
is incorporated to guide the intensity of 3D entropy constraints. This method
recognizes that regions with high image entropy typically correspond to geomet-
rically complex areas that require more flexible primitive arrangements, while
low-entropy regions indicate structural simplicity that benefits from aggressive
sparsification. Local image entropy is computed using sliding-window analysis
over the input images:

E™(zy)=— > p(u,v)log,p(u,v) (7)
()€ xk (29)

where Qpxx(x,y) denotes a k x k sliding window centered at position (z,y), and
p(u,v) is the normalized intensity histogram probability in the window.

Following the 3DGS rendering pipeline, the entropy value for each primitive
G is computed as a weighted average over its influenced pixels:

Z(;@y) ak(xa y) : Eimg(xa y)
Z(z,y) ok (z,y)

mg __
E, =

(®)



where oy (x, y) represents the opacity contribution of primitive k at pixel (z,y).
The image entropy-guided weight is then defined as:
ymg
k Emaw - Emzn
where FE,,;, and E,,q. represent the minimum and maximum entropy values
across all primitives. After excluding tangential primitives and incorporating
image entropy guidance, the geometric redundancy entropy loss is defined:

K
Lsparsity = Z meg ' I’IlaX(O, H(ak) - nk)Q (10)
k=1

where aj denotes the mixture distribution when rays traverse the k-th spatial
neighborhood, and 7 represents the maximum allowable entropy threshold
adaptively defined as:

N = %ln(Qﬂ'eafnin) + € + S SNRI, (11)

where € prevents numerical instability, o, defines minimum primitive scale,
and 8 = —o2._ serves as a coupling weight. Concurrently, the depth consistency

min

constraint from 2DGS is adopted:

Lacpn = Y wiw; || di — dj (12)
1,JEGy

where w; is the exponentially-decaying blending weight of the i-th Gaussian in G,
and d; € R is the intersection depth of ray r with that primitive. As illustrated
in Figure 2, through progressive entropy reduction, dominant primitives
emerge near surfaces, suppressing redundant components and enhancing spatial
precision, ultimately yielding accurate and compact depth reconstruction with
well-defined surface representations.

Computational Efficiency and Practical Validation. While ray-based
entropy (Eq. 5) provides conceptual clarity for measuring depth uncertainty,
directly integrating over ~ 10° viewing rays with 128 samples each incurs
prohibitive computational cost (6.4 x 109 operations per iteration). The
neighborhood-based formulation (Eq. 10) reduces this to 5 x 10° operations—a
1280 speedup—by computing entropy over K = 50 neighbors per primitive
with one-time k-NN graph construction.

After geometric regularization (Section 3.4) aligns primitives on surfaces,
this discretization provides a computationally efficient formulation that captures
geometric redundancy directly in 3D space. The k-NN topology is fixed
at iteration 20,000 after primitives stabilize near surfaces, amortizing search
costs across subsequent optimization steps. The ablation studies (Table 6)
demonstrate that this approximation effectively drives surface reconstruction,
with entropy regularization contributing 15.9% to the final F1 score.

Geometric Intuition. The correspondence arises naturally: primitives
exhibiting normal-direction stacking (high neighborhood entropy) are precisely
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those creating multi-peaked opacity profiles along viewing rays (high ray en-
tropy). Thus, minimizing neighborhood entropy achieves effective sparsification
while enabling real-time optimization.

3.8. Multi-scale Entropy Alignment

While 3D entropy regularization effectively promotes surface reconstruction,
it may introduce excessive smoothing at geometric discontinuities. This
limitation is addressed through multi-scale entropy alignment, which preserves
structural complexity in geometrically intricate regions via cross-modal entropy
distribution matching.

Multi-Scale Entropy Computation. Input images undergo multi-scale
decomposition, with local entropy maps E!(z,y) computed at each scale [
through the same sliding-window analysis as described in Eq. 7, where the
window size is adapted to k; = 2! + 1 to ensure odd-sized windows that scale
appropriately across different decomposition levels. The normalized gray-level
histogram p(x, y) within each k; x k; window reflects local structural complexity
at scale [.

Figure 5: Competitive weight distributions across multiple scales showing spatial comple-
mentarity with 8 = 6.0. Fine scale Wi (k=3) concentrates on textural regions and object
boundaries (warm colors), medium scale Wo (k=>5) captures intermediate structural features,
while coarse scale W3 (k=9) dominates smooth background areas (cool colors). Note the
spatial exclusivity where each region is primarily governed by one dominant scale.

Adaptive Cross-Scale Weighting. Explicit correspondence between
image structural complexity and geometric constraint enforcement is established
through adaptive weighting that ensures spatial complementarity across scales.
Rather than applying uniform weighting that may lead to saturation artifacts,
a competitive mechanism is introduced where different scales naturally compete
for dominance in different spatial regions. The dynamic weighting function
employs a softmax formulation to ensure proper competition between scales:

eXp(/B i Eﬁlorm (J}, y))

Wiz, y) = ’
l(x y) Z]Ile exp(ﬂ . Eﬁorm(xa y))

(13)

As demonstrated in Figure 5, this competitive mechanism achieves effective spa-
tial specialization: the weight distributions exhibit clear spatial complementar-
ity with minimal overlap between dominant regions. The spatial exclusivity can
be quantified through the weight concentration metric C(x,y) = max; Wi(x, y),
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where higher values indicate stronger scale specialization. In the experiments,
over 85% of pixels achieve concentration values above 0.6, validating the
effectiveness of the competitive selection process. where E'norm(z, ) represents
the percentile-normalized entropy at scale [, computed independently for each
scale to avoid global normalization artifacts. The temperature parameter [
controls the sharpness of scale competition without inducing saturation. The
choice of 8 = 6.0 provides sufficient competition strength to achieve clear
scale dominance while preserving gradient stability. Lower values (8 < 3.0)
result in excessive weight diffusion across scales, while higher values (8 >
10.0) may cause training instability due to sharp gradients in the softmax

L

function. This formulation naturally satisfies Y W(z,y) = 1, ensuring that
=1

each spatial location is primarily governed by its most informative scale while

maintaining gradient flow across all scales. This competitive allocation is
theoretically grounded in scale-space theory, where natural images exhibit
hierarchical structural organization. By allowing scales to compete based on
local entropy, automatic adaptation to the intrinsic scale-dependent properties
of different scene regions is enabled, leading to more efficient geometric modeling.
The resulting spatial distribution exhibits the desired complementarity: fine
scales dominate in high-frequency regions with rich textural details and sharp
boundaries, while coarse scales govern smooth, homogeneous areas where global
structure is more relevant than local variations. In noisy scenarios, high-entropy
image regions often correspond to areas affected by sensor artifacts. The multi-
scale entropy alignment (Eq. (14)) employs competitive weighting (Eq. (13)) to
assign lower weights to high-entropy regions, reducing their influence on the
optimization process. This adaptive mechanism ensures that GEF preserves
geometric fidelity in complex regions while aggressively sparsifying noisy, low-
information areas, enhancing robustness to sensor noise.

The multi-scale entropy alignment loss incorporates this competitive weight-
ing framework:

L N
Lalign - Z /\l Z Wll |Hzl - Ezl|2 (14)
=1 =1

where \; represents scale-specific loss weights, and Hzl and Eﬁ denote the
rendered and target entropy values at pixel ¢ and scale [, respectively. Unlike
uniform weighting schemes that apply equal importance across all scales, this
adaptive method concentrates computational resources on the most informative
scale for each region, leading to improved reconstruction quality with compara-
ble computational cost.

Computational Efficiency via Delayed Entropy Updates. Model
parameters update rapidly during optimization while configurational entropy
distributions evolve much slower due to their dependence on global geometric
configuration. This temporal scale separation motivates a computationally
efficient delayed update strategy where parameter optimization occurs under
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fixed entropy constraints:

0= _VGL(Gchached) (15)
while entropy maps are periodically updated:
Heached (t + At) = Hyender (0(t + At)), every N iterations (16)

This decomposition is justified by the quasi-static approximation where rendered
entropy distributions remain relatively stable within moderate time intervals,
allowing entropy computations to be cached without significantly compromising
optimization quality while reducing computational overhead.

Intuitively, computing entropy maps less frequently introduces a bounded
staleness in the gradients. Under standard smoothness assumptions, the
resulting update remains a descent step for a Lyapunov objective that combines
the photometric loss and the entropy term; hence the optimization preserves
sublinear convergence rates with only a constant-factor degradation proportional
to the update interval .

3.4. Losses Design

In order to provide a good initialization for the joint entropy field optimiza-
tion, the 2D Gaussian Splatting approach is adopted, incorporating additional
depth consistency and normal consistency losses. The depth loss is defined as
described in previous sections, and the remaining terms are elaborated below:

Ly = Z wi (1 - nZ-Tn’) (17)

1€Gy

where n’ represents the surface normal direction obtained by applying finite
differences to the depth map, which approximates the gradient at each point
to estimate the surface orientation. The term 1 — n/n’ quantifies the
angular difference between the predicted and ground-truth normals, encouraging
alignment between the Gaussian primitives and the surface geometry. The
geometric consistency loss Lgeom is composed of both the normal loss £, and
the depth loss Lyeptn

Based on the previous sections, the loss for the joint entropy field is
defined, which includes the entropy-regularized sparsity constraint and multi-
scale entropy alignment:

ﬁentropy = )\sparsityﬁsparsity + )\alignﬁaligny (18)

The image reconstruction loss Lphotometric 1S defined as the combination of L1
and SSIM losses between rendered and ground-truth images, as in standard
3DGS. In summary, the final training loss £ is composed of the image
reconstruction loss Lphotometric, the joint entropy field loss Lentropy and the
geometric loss Lgeom:

L= [’photometric + £entr0py + Egeom (19)
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Figure 6: High-quality novel view synthesis results on the Mip-NeRF 360 dataset.

4. EXPERIMENT

Experimental evaluation of the joint entropy field method is presented,
comparing appearance and geometry with state-of-the-art implicit and explicit
approaches on novel view synthesis and 3D reconstruction tasks.

Implementation Details The method builds upon 3DGS with customized
CUDA kernels for entropy-regularized sparsity and multi-scale entropy align-
ment. Multi-scale fused entropy maps are computed before training. Geometric
regularization starts at iteration 15,000, joint entropy field regularization at
20,000, with 30,000 total iterations. Experiments are performed on NVIDIA
RTX 4090 GPU.

Mesh Extraction. Depth maps for training views are fused into a
TSDF [38]; the Marching Cubes algorithm [39] is then applied to extract the
final 3D surface representation.

4.1. Nowel view synthesis

Table 1: Quantitative results of appearance reconstruction for novel view synthesis
on Mip-NeRF 360 dataset|[40]. “Red”, “Orange” and “Yellow” denote the best, second-best,
and third-best results. GEF outperforms all methods in SSIM and LPIPS, achieving the best
results across all metrics.

Indoor scenes Outdoor scenes Average on all scenes
PSNR1 SSIM?T  LPIPS| PSNRT  SSIMtT LPIPS] PSNR1 SSIM?T LPIPS|

T NeRF[9] 2684 0790 0.370 2146 0458 0515 2415 0624 0443
@ Deep Blending[41] | 26.40  0.844  0.261 2154 0524 0.364 23.97 0684 0313
E Instant-NGP[42] 2915 0.880 0216 2290  0.566  0.371 26.03 0723  0.294
£  Mip-NeRF 360[40] 0917 0.180 2447 0.691  0.283 0804  0.232
2 NeuS[29] 2510 0789 0.319 21.93 0629  0.600 23.74 0720  0.439
5 3DGS[17] 30.99 | 0926 0.199 2424 0705  0.283 27.24 0803 0.246
4 SuGaR[43] 29.44 0911 0216 2276 0.631  0.349 26.06 0771  0.283
2 2DGS|1] 3039 0.923 | 0.183 2433 0709  0.248 27.05 0804  0.239
% GOF[3q 30.80 | 0.928  0.167 2476 0742  0.225 27.78 0835  0.196
GEF 30.08 27.40 [ 0:855 0136

The proposed joint entropy field method is evaluated for novel view synthesis
on multiple datasets to assess performance across different scene complexities
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and data densities. The evaluation encompasses both dense and sparse scene
reconstruction scenarios to demonstrate the method’s versatility.

Dense Scene Evaluation. The Mip-NeRF 360 dataset [40] is used, which
includes complex indoor and outdoor scenes with challenging viewpoints and
comprehensive coverage.

Sparse Scene Evaluation. To assess performance on sparse reconstruc-
tion scenarios, additional evaluation is conducted on two ISPRS benchmark
datasets [44] and one drone-captured dataset. A custom UAV (Unmanned Aerial
Vehicle) dataset tailored for sparse scene tasks is constructed. The dataset is
collected using a DJI Mavic 3E platform equipped with a 4/3 CMOS sensor
wide-angle camera, offering 20 MP effective pixels, a 24 mm equivalent focal
length, an 84° field of view, an adjustable aperture ranging from /2.8 to /11,
and a focus range from 1 meter to infinity. The aerial data was acquired over
two representative campus environments: the Training Center and the School
Hospital area of Shandong University of Science and Technology. These datasets
present challenging conditions with limited viewpoints and irregular sampling
patterns typical of aerial and photogrammetric applications.

Evaluation Metrics. Three complementary metrics are employed to
comprehensively assess rendering quality: Peak Signal-to-Noise Ratio (PSNR)
for pixel-wise accuracy, Structural Similarity Index (SSIM) for perceptual
quality assessment, Learned Perceptual Image Patch Similarity (LPIPS) for
visual fidelity evaluation.

Baseline Comparisons. Comparisons are made against state-of-the-art
methods across two main categories. NeRF-based methods: NeRF [9], Deep
Blending [41], Instant-NGP [42], Mip-NeRF 360 [40], NeuS [29]. Gaussian
Splatting-based methods: 3DGS [17], SuGaR [43], 2DGS [1], GOF [34]

As shown in Table 1, the method demonstrates improved perceptual quality
compared to baseline methods across the Mip-NeRF 360 dataset. Specifically,
the highest SSIM scores (0.944 for indoor scenes, 0.783 for outdoor scenes) and
the lowest LPIPS values (0.084 for indoor, 0.177 for outdoor) are obtained across
all compared methods. The entropy computation introduces some noise that
slightly affects PSNR performance compared to other methods. On average,
the method ranks third in PSNR (27.40) but first in both SSIM (0.855) and
LPIPS (0.136), underscoring its strength in producing photorealistic renderings
with superior perceptual quality, as demonstrated in Figure 6.

Additionally, this work evaluates the proposed GEF framework against
2DGS on the Blender dataset[45], categorizing objects by their structural
complexity: Complex Geometry (objects with intricate structures) and Organic
Objects (natural shapes with smoother surfaces). As shown in Table 2, GEF
achieves substantial improvements on complex geometry objects (+1.93 PSNR),
demonstrating the effectiveness of entropy fields in capturing fine structural
details. While improvements are more modest on organic objects, GEF
maintains consistent advantages across all metrics, validating the robustness
of the entropy-based approach.

The evaluation on ISPRS datasets demonstrates robustness addressing
challenges identified in recent photogrammetric benchmarks[46, 47] for sparse
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Ground Truth GEF 2DGS

Figure 7: Comparison on Blender dataset highlighting GEF’s superior performance
over 2DGS on thin structures and high-frequency edges.

Table 2: Quantitative comparison between GEF and 2DGS on Blender dataset
across object categories.

‘ Complex Geometry ‘ Organic Objects ‘ Overall Average
Method ‘ PSNRtT  SSIMt  LPIPS| ‘ PSNRtT  SSIMtT  LPIPS| ‘ PSNRT  SSIMtT  LPIPS|
2DGS|[1] 22.84 0.531 0.534 27.16 0.776 0.249 20.58 0.671 0.335

GEF (Ours)

Improvement | +2.93  +0.225  -0.181 | +0.08  +0.023  -0.093 | +6.06  +0.116  -0.024

UAV reconstruction scenarios. Results to be presented in Table 3. The joint
entropy field method proves particularly effective in these challenging conditions,
where limited viewpoints require the method to intelligently interpolate between
sparse observations. The entropy-guided sampling helps maintain rendering
quality even when training views are irregularly distributed, a common challenge
in aerial and photogrammetric applications.

The counsistently superior performance in perceptual metrics (SSIM and
LPIPS) across both dense and sparse scenarios indicates that the joint entropy
field method effectively captures the underlying scene structure and appearance.
While the entropy computation introduces minor noise affecting PSNR scores,
the significant improvements in perceptual quality demonstrate the method’s
practical value for applications requiring high visual fidelity.

4.2. Surface Reconstruction
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Table 3: Quantitative results of appearance reconstruction for novel view synthesis
on ISPRS datasets[44] and DJI-M3E Dataset.

Dortmund ZECGE DJI-M3E Dataset Mean time
PSNRt SSIMt LPIPS| | PSNRt SSIMt LPIPS| | PSNRT SSIMT LPIPS| ‘

3DGS[17] 0.199 24.24 0.705 0.283 0.803 0.246 19 min
SuGaR[43] 29.44 0.911 0.216 22.76 0.631 0.349 26.06 0.771 0.283 2h
2DGS|1] 25.38 0.811 0.282 22.89 0.762 0.304 24.73 0.877 0.190 24 min

Table 4: Quantitative comparison of geometry reconstruction on the DTU
Dataset[48]. The Chamfer Distance error of different methods is reported. The proposed
method achieves the best performance among all explicit Gaussian Splatting-based methods,
producing comparable accuracy as Neuralangelo. The method is compared with other
Gaussian Splatting methods under different resolutions. Methods with and without "(full
resolution)" are trained under full resolution and half resolution respectively. Recent
ISPRS evaluations[47] show traditional photogrammetry still outperforms neural methods
in challenging aerial scenarios, motivating our hybrid entropy-geometric approach.

‘24 37 40 55 63 65 69 83 97 105 106 110 114 118 122 Mean‘ Time

= NeRF[9] 190 1.60 1.85 058 228 127 147 167 205 1.07 088 253 106 115 096 149 | >12h
£ VolSDF[49] 114 126 081 049 125 070 072 (1200 118 070 0.66 108 042 061 055 086 | >12h
£ Neus[29] 1.00 137 093 043 110 0.65 (057 148 [1.09 083 052 120 035 049 054 084 | >12h
™ Neuralangelo[50] 072 0.35 [0:35 0.87 [0:54 0.53 1.29 [0.97 0.73 047 0.74 032 041 043 061 | >12h

3DGS[17] 214 153 208 168 349 221 143 207 222 175 179 255 153 152 150 196 | 52min
£ SuGaR[43] 147 133 113 061 225 171 115 163 162 107 079 245 098 088 079 133 | 52min
e 2Das|] 053 084 039 037 133 123 096 135 129 081 072 1.62 040 074 051 087 | 8.9 min
& GOF[34] 052 085 050 040 138 105 096 131 135 080 082 | 0.86 047 [062 046 082 | 55min

GEF 0.41 [J0%69770:331 0.36 [0W0N 0.85 0.68 [0280 1.27 [OW3N 0.64 0.86 [0B20 0.64 [OM3IN06AN] 23 min

The geometric accuracy of the joint entropy field method is assessed on
the DTU dataset [48] (15 object-centric scenes) and the Tanks and Temples
(T&T) dataset [51]. For DTU, Chamfer Distance (lower is better) is reported
to measure surface accuracy. For T&T, the F1 score is used to evaluate recon-
struction quality and training time is reported to assess efficiency. Baselines
include NeRF-based methods (NeRF [9], VolSDF [49], NeuS [29], Neuralangelo
[50]) and Gaussian Splatting-based methods (3DGS [17], SuGaR [43], 2DGS
[1], GOF [34]). Qualitative comparisons in Figures 8, 10, and 9 show that
the method produces smoother and more detailed surfaces than 2DGS and
SuGaR, particularly in regions with thin structures or high curvature. Since
scanned ground-truth geometry for the ISPRS and DJI datasets is not available,
surface reconstruction on these datasets is evaluated only using qualitative visual
comparisons.
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GEF 2DGS SuGaR

Figure 8: High-quality surface reconstruction results on the Mip-NeRF 360 dataset.
Incorporating multi-scale entropy effectively guides the reconstruction of fine-grained scene
details by regulating the distribution of Gausiign primitives.



et P

Figure 9: High-quality surface reconstruction results on the T&T dataset. The
figure presents an overview of the reconstructed surfaces, demonstrating the effectiveness of
the proposed method.

SuGaR GEF

2DGS

Figure 10: High-quality surface reconstruction results on the ISPRS dataset and
DJI dataset. Our method addresses geometric consistency challenges identified in recent
ISPRS benchmarks [46] for UAV reconstruction applications.

4.83. Ablations and Robustness

Ground Truth Without SNRI Full model

Figure 11: Qualitative comparison of ablation studies. (a) Ground Truth input image. (b)
Reconstruction without sparsity constraint component showing significant quality degradation.
(c) Full model reconstruction demonstrating superior surface detail preservation and geometric
accuracy.

The entropy-based framework is validated through systematic ablation
studies. The results demonstrate hierarchical component importance that
directly corresponds to the theoretical principles. Entropy-regularized
sparsity constraint: Removing sparsity constraint causes the most severe
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Table 5: Quantitative results on the T&T dataset [51]. The F1 score and training time
are reported.

Scene NeuS Neuralangelo 3DGS 2DGS SuGaR GOF GEF
Barn 0.29 OO o013 0.45 0.14 | 051 048
Caterpillar 0.29 0.24 0.08 0.36 0.08 0.35
Courthouse  0.17 0.13 0.09 028 " 0.08 0.25
Ignatius 0.83 0.09 0.50 033 068  0.75
Meetingroom  0.24 0.01 0.18 015 [ 028 027
Truck 0.45 0.48 0.19 0.48 0.43 [J0B8 0.56
Mean 0.38 0.50 0.09 0.32 0.19 [H0M6W 0.44
Time >24h >24h  [JEONEEN 155 min. >1h  >1h 50 min

degradation (F1: 0.44—0.37, 15.9% drop), confirming that proper redundancy
assessment is crucial for achieving low-entropy surface configurations. Image
Entropy Guidance: Disabling adaptive weighting reduces F1 score by 9.1%,
validating that uniform constraints break spatial coherence across regions of
varying complexity. Multi-Scale Alignment: The 4.5% F1 score degradation
confirms that geometric complexity varies across scales, requiring adaptive
entropy constraints for hierarchical detail preservation. Key Insights: (1)
F1 score shows higher sensitivity than photometric metrics, confirming the
framework primarily benefits geometric accuracy. (2) Non-additive performance
gains demonstrate synergistic component interaction rather than independent
contributions. (3) Each ablation failure mode directly corresponds to violations
of the theoretical principles, providing empirical validation for the information-
theoretic method.

Table 6: Ablation study on the T&T dataset.

Setting F1scoret PSNR 1 SSIM 1T LPIPS |
w /o sparsity constraint 0.37 23.51 0.850 0.196
w/o ImageEntropy 0.40 24.62 0.865 0.170
w /o Multi-Scale 0.42 25.22 0.872 0.157
Full model 0.44 25.89 0.870 0.150

To evaluate robustness to realistic sensor noise, the Mip-NeRF 360 dataset
is augmented with synthetic noise using a mixed noise generator. The noise
model, termed realistic sensor, combines shot noise (scale=1.3), Gaussian noise
(mean=0, std=12), dark current noise (intensity=6), and impulse noise (salt and
pepper probability=0.008), simulating typical sensor imperfections in drone-
captured imagery. Additional presets—light, medium, and heavy—escalate
noise intensities for graded evaluation (e.g., heavy includes Gaussian std=25,
impulse prob=0.02). Noise is applied to all training images in the Mip-NeRF
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360 dataset, and the noisy dataset is processed using the GEF framework with
the same optimization settings as the clean data experiments.

Table 7: Performance under varying noise levels on Mip-NeRF 360.

. . Proposed (GEF 2DGS (Baseline
Noise Level Gaussian Std (@) povp+ ggnv (T L)PIPS } | PSNR 1 SS(IM 1 L)PIPS !
None (Clean) 0 2740 0.855  0.136 26.93 0796  0.297
Noisy light 8 2653  0.826  0.157 27.08  0.801  0.206
Noisy medium 15 2525 0710 0.156 2541 0774 0.214
Noisy heavy 25 2208 0739  0.192 2207 0774 0.235
Realistic Sensor 12 2648 0.809  0.161 26.27  0.786 0211

Table 7 demonstrates that GEF consistently outperforms 2DGS across all
noise levels, with smaller degradations (e.g., under realistic sensor noise: SSIM
0.855—0.809 vs. 0.796—0.786; LPIPS 0.136—0.161 vs. 0.297—0.211). This
robustness is attributed to the entropy regularization framework, which sup-
presses noise-induced primitive aliasing by minimizing configurational entropy
(Eq. (5)). The adaptive weighting in multi-scale entropy alignment (Eq. (13))
further mitigates noise impact by reducing the influence of high-entropy regions,
even at heavy noise where GEF preserves better structural fidelity.

4.4. Hyperparameter Sensitivity Analysis

To provide practical guidance for parameter selection and demonstrate
the robustness of the GEF framework, a comprehensive sensitivity analysis is
conducted on two critical hyperparameters: the delayed update interval N for
entropy components and the temperature parameter 8 for competitive multi-
scale weighting.

Delayed Update Interval (N). The hyperparameter N controls the
frequency of entropy map updates relative to model parameter optimization,
utilizing the temporal scale separation between fast parameter evolution and
slow configurational entropy distribution.

Table 8: Sensitivity analysis of delayed update interval N on DTU dataset.

Update Interval N Training Time (min) PSNR 1t CD |

1 (every iteration) 52 34.20 0.68
5 33 34.81 0.63
10 28 34.77 0.64
20 23 34.69 0.64
50 20 34.55 0.65
100 18 34.37 0.71

Table 8 reveals a clear trade-off between computational efficiency and
reconstruction quality. Smaller update intervals (e.g., N = 1) provide the most
stable optimization but incur significant computational overhead due to frequent
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entropy recalculation. As N increases, training time decreases proportionally,
with minimal quality degradation up to N = 20. However, excessively large
intervals (N > 50) lead to instability in entropy constraints, causing oscillations
in the loss function and degraded final quality. The optimal balance is achieved
at N = 10-20, offering 3-4x speedup while maintaining performance within 1%
of the baseline.

Competitive Weighting Temperature (3). The temperature parameter
B in Eq. (13) controls the sharpness of competition between different scales in
the multi-scale entropy alignment. A higher § value enforces stronger scale
specialization, while lower values promote smoother weight distribution across
scales.

Table 9: Sensitivity analysis of temperature parameter S on DTU dataset.

Temperature 3 PSNR 1T SSIM 1 LPIPS |

1.0 33.80 0.903 0.141
3.0 34.20 0.928 0.122
6.0 (default) 34.64 0.950 0.100
8.0 34.33 0.945 0.106
10.0 34.28 0.912 0.132
12.0 34.03 0.922 0.118

The analysis in Table 9 demonstrates that 5 = 6.0 provides the optimal
balance between scale specialization and training stability. Lower values (8 <
3.0) result in insufficient competition, leading to diffuse weight distributions
where multiple scales simultaneously influence the same region, reducing the
effectiveness of adaptive entropy constraints. Higher values (8 > 10.0) create
overly sharp competition that can cause training instability due to aggressive
gradient changes in the softmax function, particularly in regions with similar
entropy values across scales.

Practical Recommendations. Based on the comprehensive sensitivity
analysis, we provide the following guidelines for practical deployment of GEF:

e Update interval N: Use N = 10-20 for most applications to balance
efficiency and quality. Consider N = 5 for high-precision requirements
where computational resources are abundant.

e Temperature §: The default 5 = 6.0 works well across diverse scenes.
Reduce to 8 = 4.0-5.0 for scenes with gradual scale transitions, or increase
to 8 = 8.0 for scenes with clear scale separation.

e Adaptive strategies: For large-scale scenes with varying complexity,
consider spatially-varying 8 values that adapt to local entropy gradients.

Neighborhood Construction. Local neighborhoods €2 are defined using
K-nearest neighbors with K € [25,64], where the exact value is adaptively
determined by local primitive density. Two key properties make this choice
robust:
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(1) Owerlap-induced information propagation: Since Q; N Q; # 0 for
nearby primitives, entropy constraints diffuse through multi-hop connections.
Over 10,000 iterations (20,000-30,000), even moderate K = 25 yields effective
communication range > K.

(2) One-time computation suffices: Neighborhood topology is fixed at
iteration 20,000, after geometric regularization establishes surface alignment.

The hyperparameter sensitivity analysis confirms that GEF exhibits robust
performance across a wide range of parameter settings, with clear optimal
regions that provide practical guidance for deployment while maintaining the
theoretical guarantees of the entropy-based framework.

5. CONCLUSION

This work introduces Gaussian Entropy Fields (GEF), an entropy-based
framework that reformulates surface reconstruction in 3D Gaussian Splatting
as an information-theoretic optimization problem. By minimizing neighbor-
hood entropy under photometric and geometric regularization, GEF drives
Gaussian primitives toward surface-consistent configurations, where a small
number of dominant primitives define the geometry and redundant components
are suppressed. This approach achieves surface reconstruction without the
need for additional explicit surface parameterizations. Extensive experiments
demonstrate competitive geometric precision on DTU (Chamfer Distance: 0.64)
and T&T (F1 score: 0.44), alongside superior rendering quality on Mip-NeRF
360 (SSIM: 0.855, LPIPS: 0.136). Unlike traditional geometric constraints that
often degrade photometric quality, our method allows surface properties to
emerge naturally while maintaining rendering fidelity. The method shows robust
performance across diverse scenarios from dense indoor scenes to sparse aerial
captures.

Limitations and Future Work.

While GEF generally improves geometric consistency and robustness, several
failure modes remain. First, in extremely thin or low-texture structures, the
entropy-based sparsification may become overly aggressive, leading to partial
surface disappearance or over-pruning of primitives. Second, highly specular or
view-dependent surfaces can produce unstable opacity profiles, which weaken
the assumption of locally consistent entropy and may result in fragmented or
floating surfaces. Third, under very sparse-view scenarios, the SNRI measure
may misinterpret missing coverage as redundancy, causing valid primitives to
collapse prematurely. These failure cases indicate that GEF still depends on
sufficient texture richness, moderate viewpoint coverage, and stable opacity
cues.

Future work could explore dynamic entropy computation, reflectance-aware
entropy modeling, and uncertainty-driven neighborhood construction for more
challenging scenarios such as extremely sparse inputs or dynamic scenes.
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