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Figure 1. We introduce GAINS, GAussian-based INverse rendering from Sparse multi-view captures, which synergizes learning-based
priors related to monocular depth/normal, segmentation, intrinsic image decomposition (IID), and diffusion, to better disambiguate re-
flectance from lighting, leading to better intrinsics, novel view synthesis and relighting compared to existing state-of-the-art approaches
such as Ref-GS [36] and GI-GS [3]. Prior methods often overfit diffuse (e.g., missing yellow reflection from the ground in the first re-
lighting example for GI-GS) and/or specular reflections (e.g., for both Ref-GS and GI-GS the reflected details remain unchanged under
different lighting conditions). In contrast, GAINS improves estimation of material properties leading to better relighting in novel views.

Abstract

Recent advances in Gaussian Splatting-based inverse
rendering extend Gaussian primitives with shading parame-
ters and physically grounded light transport, enabling high-
quality material recovery from dense multi-view captures.
However, these methods degrade sharply under sparse-view
settings, where limited observations lead to severe ambi-
guity between geometry, reflectance, and lighting. We in-
troduce GAINS (Gaussian-based Inverse rendering from
Sparse multi-view captures), a two-stage inverse rendering
framework that leverages learning-based priors to stabi-

lize geometry and material estimation. GAINS first refines
geometry using monocular depth/normal and diffusion pri-
ors, then employs segmentation, intrinsic image decompo-
sition (IID), and diffusion priors to regularize material re-
covery. Extensive experiments on synthetic and real-world
datasets show that GAINS significantly improves material
parameter accuracy, relighting quality, and novel-view syn-
thesis compared to state-of-the-art Gaussian-based inverse
rendering methods, especially under sparse-view settings.
Project page: https://patrickbail.github.io/gains/
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1. Introduction

Inverse rendering (IR) aims to recover the intrinsic 3D
properties of a scene (i.e., geometry, material properties,
and lighting) from multi-view images. IR serves as a key
step toward physically grounded 3D scene understanding in
many downstream applications such as novel-view synthe-
sis, relighting, material and shape editing, etc. Over the past
decades, inverse rendering has seen remarkable progress,
evolving from early methods [24, 25, 38] that use simple in-
trinsic representations such as surface normals, albedo, and
spherical harmonics lighting, to modern approaches that
employ rich and realistic intrinsic representations such as
3D Gaussian primitives, physically-based BRDFs, and re-
alistic illumination [5, 6, 14, 16, 18, 28, 31, 41]. Similarly,
the scope of inverse rendering has broadened from simple,
controlled objects like faces to complex real-world scenes
containing intricate geometry and diverse materials.
Despite these advances, scaling inverse rendering from
simple objects to complex scenes with intricate details
typically requires dense multi-view captures that provide
strong geometric and photometric constraints that help dis-
ambiguate material properties, lighting, and shape, all of
which are entangled in the image formation process. How-
ever, when viewpoints are sparse, these constraints weaken,
leading to overfitting and degraded performance. In such
settings, existing methods often fail to recover accurate in-
trinsic properties, producing inconsistent material and light-
ing estimates. Moreover, traditional smoothness priors are
inadequate for resolving the albedo-lighting ambiguity, re-
sulting in poor novel-view synthesis (NVS) and relighting.
To address these challenges, we propose GAINS
(GAussian-based INverse rendering from Sparse multi-
view captures), a novel inverse rendering framework de-
signed to operate robustly under sparse-view settings. We
focus on a Gaussian splatting based framework since state-
of-the-art approaches [3, 8, 36] found Gaussian splatting
to be more effective for inverse rendering both in terms
of quality and efficiency. GAINS follows the standard
two-stage inverse rendering pipeline, where we first es-
timate geometry (Stage I), followed by an estimation of
material properties and lighting (Stage II). Geometry es-
timation forms the foundation of physically-based render-
ing, and thus, high-quality geometry is crucial for accu-
rate material and lighting recovery. In Stage I, we lever-
age learning-based priors from monocular depth and nor-
mal prediction networks as well as latent diffusion mod-
els, drawing inspiration from recent progress in sparse-view
Gaussian-based reconstruction methods [34, 35], as detailed
in Sec.4. However, the primary contribution of GAINS
lies in Stage II, where we introduce three complementary
learning-based priors: (1) A segmentation guidance that
enforces multi-view consistency and reduces noise in ma-
terial maps. However, segmentation guidance lacks intrin-

sic knowledge of surface reflectance, limiting its generaliza-
tion to novel views and lighting conditions; (2) An Intrin-
sic Image Decomposition (IID) prior, implemented using
a state-of-the-art intrinsic image decomposition network,
that provides a strong initialization for albedo, at the cost
of poor cross-view consistency and weak generalization;
and (3) a latent diffusion prior that offers strong gener-
alization capabilities. However, the latent diffusion prior
struggles with material consistency and multi-view consis-
tency. Only by combining all three complementary priors
(Sec. 5), GAINS recovers robust material properties and
lighting while achieving stable novel-view synthesis and re-
lighting, even under extreme sparse input conditions.

We conduct extensive experiments on two synthetic
benchmarks (TensorIR [10], which provides ground-truth
albedo and relighting supervision, and Syn4Relight [44],
which additionally includes ground-truth roughness), as
well as one real-world dataset [29]. GAINS consistently
outperforms state-of-the-art Gaussian-based inverse render-
ing methods across geometry and material estimation tasks.
The improvements are especially pronounced under sparse-
view conditions, though our method also achieves compet-
itive results with dense inputs. We further perform detailed
ablation studies to analyze the contributions of each prior
and demonstrate how their combination yields the most ro-
bust and physically consistent inverse rendering results.

2. Related Work

Inverse Rendering (IR) decomposes images into geome-
try, material properties, and illumination. Classical methods
estimate surface shape and spatially varying material prop-
erties from controlled captures using analytic BRDF mod-
els and global illumination optimization [4, 23, 33]. With
the advent of learning-based scene representations such as
NeRF [19], neural IR frameworks [10, 27, 32, 39, 43] in-
tegrate simplified BRDF and lighting models to recover in-
trinsic scene parameters from multi-view inputs. Notably,
NeRFactor [43] estimates shape, materials, and lighting un-
der unknown illumination using smoothness and BRDF pri-
ors, while GaNI [32] and related work jointly optimize ge-
ometry and material parameters with near-field lighting and
neural radiance caching.

Inverse Rendering with Gaussian Splatting. Recently,
3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) [13] emerged as an effi-
cient explicit radiance representation, which subsequently
has been extended to IR [3, 9, 15, 26, 36]. Gaussian-
Shader [9] augments Gaussian primitives with BRDF pa-
rameters, while Ref-GS [36] and GI-GS [3] integrate
physically-based rendering (PBR) with deferred shading
and ray tracing.While Gaussian splatting based IR frame-
works provides higher efficiency and fidelity than neural
implicit representations, they assume dense multi-view cap-
tures and/or object-centric settings, making them less prac-
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Figure 2. GAINS follows a two-stage inverse rendering pipeline: Stage I reconstructs geometry, and Stage II estimates material parameters
and lighting. In Stage I, we enhance geometry using learning-based priors from monocular depth, normal, and diffusion predictors. In
Stage II, we introduce three complementary priors: segmentation, intrinsic image decomposition (IID), and diffusion, to improve material
estimation, novel-view synthesis, and relighting. Each prior provides distinct benefits: segmentation boosts cross-view consistency of
specular parameters but degrades albedo; IID improves albedo accuracy but remains view-inconsistent; diffusion enhances generalization
to novel view and relighting but lacks material consistency. GAINS integrates these priors to achieve stable, high-quality estimated material

properties, leading to better relighting under novel views.

tical for real-world sparse-view scenarios.
Inverse Rendering with Sparse Views. Earlier approaches
for sparse-view or single-view IR rely on learned pri-
ors from synthetic data [14, 24, 25] without explicit geo-
metric and light-transport modeling leading to poor gen-
eraliation to complex real world scenes. Recent works
like RelitLRM [42] leverage Large Reconstruction Models
(LRMs) and generative priors for object relighting, but they
can not estimate intrinsic components (e.g., material prop-
erties), nor do they generalize to complex real-world scenes.
Recent approaches for shape reconstruction from sparse
views using NeRF- or 3DGS-based representations increas-
ingly leverage learning-based priors, such as monocular
depth, normal, or diffusion-based guidance [8, 30, 34, 35,
45], demonstrating that combining learned priors with ex-
plicit geometric modeling leads to significant performance
gains. However, a sparse-input inverse rendering frame-
work that jointly integrates such learning-based priors with
explicit shape representations and physically based render-
ing remains largely unexplored, which our work addresses.

3. Overview

Our goal is to reconstruct robust and accurate geometry and
material properties from a sparse set of captured RGB im-
ages {I;}, (with N as low as 4-16 views) under known
camera intrinsics and extrinsics C; = {K;, R;,t;}. Our
pipeline builds on 2D Gaussian Splatting (2DGS) [7], and
adapts it for robust Inverse Rendering (IR) from sparse input

views. We opt for 2DGS over 3D Gaussian Splatting [13]
due to its more accurate geometry reconstruction which is
essential for accurate material property estimation.

Scene representation. As in 2DGS, we parameterize the
geometry as: G = {u;, S;, Rj, 05}, where y1; describes
the 3D position of each primitive, along with opacity o},
scaling vector S; and rotation matrix R;; the surface normal
n; is also determined by R;.

Material and lighting representation. Following pre-
vious Gaussian splatting-based IR methods [3, 26, 36],
we use a physically-based rendering (PBR) deferred shad-
ing approach. We employ the simplified Disney BRDF
model [1] and store for each Gaussian primitive the corre-
sponding BRDF parameters: M = {a;,r;, m;}}L,, where
a;j € [0,1]3 is the albedo, r; € [0,1] the roughness and
m; € [0,1] the metalicity. For efficiency, we employ the
split-sum approximation [1 1] to model the diffuse and spec-
ular surface reflectance:

Lgituse = (1 —m)- a/ L(wi)wiw' ndwi (D
Q
DFG
Lgpecular ———w;dw; / D L(w; dwiy 2)
pec /Q 4(wo - ) Q (i)

precomp. BRDF LUT prefiltered Env. Map

where L(w;) is the direct incident lighting stored as a
128 x 128 enviroment cubemap, n the surface normal. D
the GGX microfacet distribution, F' Fresnel term, and G



geometric shadowing term.

Optimization. The goal of IR is to optimize shape G, ma-
terial reflectance M, and lighting L of the scene to mini-
mize a re-rendering loss with respect to the input images.
Similarly to prior work, we solve the optimization in two
stages: (1) optimize for shape G, followed by (2) a joint
estimation of material parameters M and lighting L. To
improve robustness of the two-stage pipeline under sparse
input views, we augment each stage with appropriate addi-
tional loss terms. We improve geometry estimation (Sec.4)
by leveraging additional learning-based priors from a latent
diffusion model and a monocular depth and normal esti-
mation model following established best practices from re-
cent sparse-view Gaussian-based geometry reconstruction
methods [8, 34, 35]. We stabilize material and lighting es-
timation using three complementary learning-based priors:
segmentation (Sec.5.1), IID (Intrinsic Image Decomposi-
tion; Sec.5.2), and diffusion priors (Sec.5.3).

4. GAINS Stage I: Shape Estimation

We start with the standard 2DGS shape estimation loss,
originally formulated for dense input views:

L = Leolor + AppLpD + ANncLNe, 3

where, Leolor = (1—A)L1 +ALp.ssmv 18 a re-rendering loss;
Lpp is an optional depth distortion loss, reducing depth
ambiguity by bringing intersected Gaussians closer along
eachray, and Lyo =1 — NiTNZ- is the normal consistency
loss with N; being surface normals obtained from depth.
When applied to sparse input views, the above loss tends
to overfit to the captured viewpoints, resulting in significant
novel viewpoint artifacts. To better guide the IR optimiza-
tion towards a robust and generalizable solution, we intro-
duce additional learning based priors: (1) depth and normal
guidance, and (2) diffusion guidance.
Depth and Normal Guidance Inspired by prior work [8,
34, 35, 45] that leverages additional depth supervision to
alleviate geometric overfitting, we also include a depth loss
by enforcing similarity to a monocularly estimated depth
D; [12]: Lpe = 1 — PCC(D;, D;), where PCC(-) is
the Pearson Correlation Coefficient. Additionally, we also
add a local depth ranking loss Lpr [8] to prevent geo-
metric collapse from hard constraints and alleviate long-
range ambiguity. Moreover, given the importance of ac-
curate surface normals in material estimation, we impose
normal smoothness via an additional total variation loss
Lyns = TV (N, ]\A/'l) with the reference normals N; ob-
tained from a monocular depth estimator [12].
Diffusion Guidance Inspired by recent successes in lever-
aging diffusion models for zero-shot 3D reconstruction [17,
37], we guide the shape reconstruction through Score Dis-
tillation Sampling (SDS) towards realistic reconstructions
at unseen viewpoints C;. Concretely, We sample 100 novel

viewpoints for which we render and perform a forward dif-
fusion, yielding noisy latents: Z; = a;Rge0(Cj,G) +
o€, where timestep ¢t ~ U(0.02,0.98) and noise ¢ ~
N(0,Iy). The SDS loss is then calculated as: Lsps =
E; [w(t)||(e¢(Zj;t) — e)||§} However, the SDS loss is
not effective during early stages of the optimization when
the shape reconstruction is far from the target shape. We
therefore only include the SDS loss after iteration 10000
(out of 16000).

Summary The total loss function for shape estimation in
Stage I is:

Lgeo = Leotor + ApcLpc +AprLDR + AncLne
+AnsLns + AspsLsps + ApceLBce, (4)

with Apc = 0.005, Apr = 10, Ayc = 1, Ays = 0.005,
Asps = 0.0001. Lpcg denotes an alpha mask render-
ing loss using a Binary-Cross Entropy (BCE) between the
rendered alpha from the learned opacity and ground-truth
alpha masks for our sparse inputs. If no ground-truth alpha
mask is provided, we assume the scene to reconstruct the
background as well, otherwise we set Apcp = 0.1. The
complete Stage I pipeline is summarized in Fig.2 (left).

5. GAINS Stage II: Material Properties

In the second stage, we jointly optimize material proper-
ties M = {(a;,r;, m;)} and environment lighting L using
the re-rendering loss Lo Over 7000 additional iterations.
However, multiple combinations of different M and L pro-
duce similar appearances, leading the an ill-posed and am-
biguous material estimation. This problem is further exac-
erbated when only a sparse set of input views is available.
Although rendering under the recovered lighting and mate-
rial properties appears visually plausible, the material prop-
erties are overfitted, noisy, inconsistent, and not suitable for
relighting (Fig. ). To alleviate the impact of overfitting un-
der sparse inputs, we complement the loss with additional
learning based priors to better guide the optimization to-
wards more plausible material properties, and thus resulting
in more robust relighting. We synergize three complemen-
tary priors: segmentation (Sec.5.1), Intrinsic Image Decom-
position (IID) (Sec.5.2), and diffusion guidance (Sec.5.3).

5.1. Segmentation Guidance

While diffuse albedo varies significantly due to texture vari-
ations, we observe that specular material properties are typ-
ically consistent within semantically similar regions of an
object or scene. This suggests that segmentation cues can
help guide the estimation of specular material properties.
As a single semantic object can contain multiple subparts
with distinct materials, we employ subpart segmentation to
define a consistency loss. Instead of constraining the ma-
terial parameters to be identical for each subpart, we min-



Synthetic4Relight [44] dataset (8 views)
NVS Albedo Relight Roughness
Methods  "pgNRT SSIMT LPIPS] | PSNRT SSIM7+ LPIPS| | PSNRT SSIMT LPIPS| | MSE ]
Ref-GS [36] | 24.051 0832 _ 0.12 | 17378 0832  0.173 | 24296 0858  0.132 0.037
GL-GS[3] | 27.047 0902  0.115 | 20479 0882  0.125 | 23923 0828  0.112 0.056
Ours 3023 0943 0083 | 2297 0914 0107 | 25582 0916  0.097 0.026

Table 1. Quantitative evaluation on the synthetic Synthetic4Relight [44] dataset. Our method estimates better albedo and roughness
then baselines leading to better relighting performance. Additionally our method outperforms existing methods in novel-view synthesis.

((Red =best, Orange =2nd best, and Yellow = 3rd best)

TensorlR [10] dataset (8 views) Ref-Real [29] dataset (8 views)
NVS Albedo Relight NVS
Methods PSNRT SSIMT LPIPS| | PSNRT SSIMT LPIPS] | PSNRT SSIMT LPIPS| || PSNRT SSIMT LPIPS ]
Ref-GS[36] | 24867 0839 0119 19864 0709 0219 | 25203 0719 | 0.129 20.15 0.47 0.353
GL-GS [3] 28011 0896  0.111 [728969°7 0901  0.121 | 25404 0853  0.135 19.91 0.45 0.371
Ours 29.146 0915 0099 27913 0912  0.118 | 26923 0892  0.115 2137 0.56 0.34

Table 2. Quantitative evaluation on TensorIR [10] dataset and real Ref-Real [29] dataset. On TensorlIR dataset, our method estimates
better albedo than existing approaches along with superior relighting results. On Ref-real and TensorIR dataset, our method also performs
better novel-view synthesis compared to existing approaches. ((Red| = best, Orange = 2nd best, and Yellow = 3rd best)

Method Variant NVS Albedo Relight
PSNR1 SSIMt LPIPS| | PSNRT SSIM{ LPIPS| | PSNR{T SSIM{ LPIPS|
Ours (full) 25.106 0.789 0.236 23.991 0.788 0.276 22.926 0.739 0.274
Ours w/o MI-SDS 25.098 0.788 0.236 24.022 0.788 0.276 22.889 0.737 0.274
Ours w/o Seg 24.862 0.786 0.237 24.214 0.79 0.276 22.894 0.739 0.271
Ours w/o IID 25.148 0.791 0.233 23.706 0.786 0.274 22.878 0.737 0.272
Ours w/o Seg, IID, MI-SDS | 24.936 0.788 0.234 23.813 0.785 0.276 22.76 0.738 0.27

Table 3. Evaluation of the contribution of each learning-based prior used in Stage II of our framework (IID, segmentation (Seg),
and diffusion (MI-SDS)) on the tensorIR [10] dataset using 8 viewpoints with best-crop masking. Removing the IID prior reduces
albedo reconstruction fidelity and leads to inconsistent material separation, resulting in degraded relighting performance. Excluding the
segmentation prior produces incorrect object and material boundaries, yielding noisy or unstable specular components and harming novel-
view synthesis. Finally, removing the diffusion prior leads to an overall drop in performance across all tasks, demonstrating its critical
role in stabilizing optimization and improving generalization under sparse-view settings. Overall, the full model consistently achieves the
strongest results across NVS, albedo, and relighting, and ablating any component leads to clear and measurable performance degradation.

((Red =best, Orange =2nd best, Yellow = 3rd best)

imize their variance to support mixed materials and to ac-
count for imperfect segmentation boundaries.

To include segmentation guidance, we extend the Gaus-
sian primitives with a one-hot vector E; = {0,1}¥ that
encodes each Gaussian’s class membership. We employ
training-free segmentation mask lifting [2] by rendering
SH colored images from V sampled novel view points
orbiting the scenery. For each image {I,}_, we gen-
erate (potentially view-inconsistent) segmentation masks
with SAM [22] along with mask-related features {f, s =
[9u.s, ho.s]}V_, where £, s is the feature vector for a mask
region s of view v and g, s, hy,s are CLIP [21] and DI-
NOv2 [20] features respectively. For each view, we lift
the associated mask and features to the Gaussian that con-
tributes most (a-blending wise) and merge already collected
Gaussian objects from previous lifting operations with geo-
metric and feature similarity scores.

Next, we leverage the possibly imprecise segmentation
masks to define an intra-class consistency (ICC) on the
specular roughness and metallicity parameters:

1

Lice =g 3 2l (Lom+LatLe)
" sie8;

£r,m = VCL’I"(RS,i) + VCL’I“(]V[&) (6)

3
Lo=(0-R)+M) 5 > Varla?) 0

o= ((1= M)+ R,,) B, ®)

where S; is the set of all masks rendered from a captured
viewpoint i, As,, Rs,, and M;, are the rendered masked
albedo, roughness, and metallicity, along with E;, repre-
senting the masked re-render loss. ~(|s;|) = exp(25 -

%) is a scaling function depending on the size of the
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Figure 3. Ablation studies on the gardensphere scene from the Ref-Real [29] dataset. In absence of learning-based priors (Ours w/o
IID, Seg, SDS in Ist col) reflectance maps are poorly reconstructed, especially metallicity and roughness. Without the IID prior (3rd col)
results in weaker specular effects (compared to the 2nd col). Without segmentation guidance (4th col) results in noise material maps across

objects.

mask s;. The first variance reduction term L,. ,,, reduces ir-
regularities for specular roughness and metallic across all
masks. While in general we attribute texture variations
to the diffuse texture, an ambiguity exists in the case of
mirror-like materials that reflects texture from the environ-
ment lighting. To address this ambiguity, we bias the op-
timization to attribute texture details to specular reflections
in the case of mirror-like materials by adding a loss term £,
that encourages a variance reduction in diffuse albedo in re-
gions where we observe low roughness and high metallicity.
Lastly, regions with high specularity typically suffer from
larger geometry errors, and thus higher material estimation
errors. We therefore, include a loss term that prefers higher
specularity in regions with large reconstruction errors.

5.2. Intrinsic Image Decomposition Prior

While segmentation improves consistency in roughness and
metallicity over multiple viewpoints, it is not suited for

diffuse albedo which often contains high-frequency tex-
ture variations that are difficult to estimate from sparse
viewpoints. In the absence of appropriate regularization,
the model will overfit diffuse albedo and fail to disentan-
gle lighting effects from intrinsic albedo, which ultimately
leads to a subpar relighting performance.

Recent advances in monocular Intrinsic Image Decom-
position (IID) [12, 40] enable high quality diffuse albedo
decompositions, albeit potentially view-inconsistent. We
therefore propose to leverage the IID to regularize the dif-
fuse albedo estimation while accounting for potential view-
inconsistencies:

Lirp = B(1) - La(As, Ay), 9

where A; is the IID diffuse albedo for the captured image
I; obtained using RGB-X [40]. To mitigate the influence of
view-inconsistency in the IID, we weight the loss by 5(7)
(a lindear decrease) which depends on the current iteration
step 7, thereby relaxing the influence of the IID diffuse
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Figure 4. Qualitative comparison of intrinsic estimation and relighting on the sedan scene from the Ref-Real dataset [29] recon-
structed from 8 views. Column 1 shows novel-view intrinsic renderings in a 2x2 layout: (top) rendered albedo and surface normals,
(bottom) specular roughness and metallicity. Columns 2—4 show relighting results under three different environment maps from novel

viewpoints. GAINS recovers significantly more accurate intrinsics, enabling more realistic relighting.

albedo as the model converges. We opt against using addi-
tional IID supervision for specular roughness and metalicity
as we found these parameters to be less robust and exhibit
more inconsistencies across views

5.3. Multi-illuminated Score Distillation Sampling

While both segmentation guidance and IID guidance im-
prove the accuracy of the specular and diffuse material
properties respectively, they do not necessarily provide
good generalization to novel viewpoints or lighting. To ad-
dress these issues, we take inspiration from our usage of
SDS in the first stage to aid in reducing unrealistic artifacts
on novel viewpoints, and introduce a modified SDS loss to

improve view and lighting-consistency for material proper-
ties. To avoid overfitting to the learned environment map L,
we render relit images Rp,q:(Cj, G, M, &) from a novel
view C'; under randomly selected lighting from a predeter-

mined set {&Hill, and define the SDS loss as:
Lyr-sps = Eoe|w(t)]|(eg(Z5:t) — o)ll3],  (10)

where Z! = a/Romat(Cj, G, M, &) + oy€ is the noisy dif-
fusion latent of the rendered scene under novel view and
lighting. Similarly as in the geometry reconstruction stage,
we start the diffusion guidance once the optimization solu-
tion has stabilized (i.e., after 3000 steps).
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Figure 5. Qualitative comparison of albedo and roughness estimation and novel-view synthesis (NVS) on Synthetic4Relight [44]
dataset trained with 8 views. While all methods produce reasonable NVS, our method’s estimates significantly better albedo and rough-
ness than GI-GS and Ref-GS that overfit to limited training views and fail to disentangle reflectance from lighting.

5.4. Final Loss

Each loss contributes to a specific enhancement of the ma-
terial estimation process: parameter accuracy, multi-view
consistency, or novel views and lighting generalization. We
combine all losses as:

Lmat = Leotor + ArccLrcc + ArrpLirp

+ Avr—spsLyi-sps + ArvLry,

where /\ICC = 0.1, /\IID = 1, )\MI—SDS = 0.0001 and
Ary = 1. L7y represents a total variation loss on our
reconstructed lighting, acting as a smoothing term. Fig.2
(right) summarizes the full Stage II pipeline.

6. Evaluation

Evaluation Framework. We compare GAINS against
state-of-the-art IR frameworks that use Gaussian Splatting
for both objects and scenes: Ref-GS [36] and GI-GS [3]
over two synthetic datasets (TensorIR [10] for NVS, albedo
and relighting; and Synthetic4Relight [44] for NVS, albedo,
relighting and roughness), and a real-world dataset (Ref-
Real [29]), on which we quantitatively evaluate NVS per-
formance only. We also evaluated GIR [26] on real scenes
from Ref-Real, but we found that it fails to reconstruct
meaningful geometry and reflectance (Fig.4) while requir-
ing long per-scene training time (over 7 hours). There-
fore, we opted not to include GIR in the evaluation over the

synthetic datasets. We evaluate NVS, albedo, and relight-
ing using three metrics: PSNR, SSIM and LPIPS, while
for roughness we employ MSE. We employ scale invari-
ant losses to evaluate albedo of all approaches by uniformly
scaling each albedo map to minimize MSE w.r.t. ground-
truth before applying an error metric. Unless specified oth-
erwise, all evaluations are performed with 8 sparse views
uniformly sampled from the dense views.

Performance Evaluation. Tab. 1, and 2 quantitatively sum-
marize the comparison for the three datasets. In general,
GAINS yields more accurate albedo maps and relighting
across both TensorIR and Synthetic4Relight compared to
all prior methods. Additionally, we demonstrate that our
roughness estimations also surpass current methods. Fur-
thermore, GAINS achieves overall better results for NVS
than all competing methods. However, error metrics do
not always capture important visual differences. There-
fore, we also provide qualitative comparisons in Fig. I, 4,
and 5. From the qualitative comparison, especially on the
real-world Ref-Real dataset (Fig. 1 and 4), we note less bak-
ing of specular reflections, and generally more accurate re-
lighting results, e.g., the reflections of the ground (missing
for Ref-GS) and the sky (baking of captured reflection for
both Ref-GS and GI-GS) on the ball in Fig. 1. Furthermore,
while GI-GS almost slightly competes in NVS against our
method, we observe that it produces less accurate shape and
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left), and MSE for roughness (bottom right). Each bar chart shows results for 4, 8, 16, and 32 input views, with blue indicating Ref-GS,
orange indicating GI-GS, and green indicating GAINS (ours). GAINS consistently surpasses both baselines in sparse-view settings (4-8

views) and remains competitive as the number of views increases.

GI-GS [ICLR’25] Ref-Gs [ICLR’25]

GAINS (Ours)

Figure 7. Relighting and material estimation comparison for varying number of views on the gardenspheres scene from the Ref-Real
[29] dataset. We visualize for each method (rows: Ref-GS [36], GI-GS [3], and GAINS (ours)) relit results for 4, 8, 16, and 32 input views.
For each result, we show the relit result under the bridge environment map, as well as (from left to right) the estimated albedo, metallic,
and roughness. GAINS consistently produces robust relighting and material estimations even from sparse views. In constrast competing
methods struggle to recover accurate materials, yielding degraded relighting quality.



normals (e.g., the noisy normals on the car in the sedan
scene in Fig.4), indicating that the GI-GS NVS performance
is mainly due to overfitting. As shown in Fig.5, our method
demonstrates a clear advantage in material estimation under
sparse-view settings. While Ref-GS suffers from floaters
and GI-GS typically recovers reasonable geometry but fails
to produce accurate or stable albedo and roughness maps,
our approach, supported by learning-based priors, delivers
consistently superior NVS quality as well as more reliable
albedo and roughness estimations across all scenes.

View-dependent Performance. In addition to our com-
prehensive quantitative and qualitative evaluation on both
synthetic and real datasets, we further analyze the behav-
ior of our method as the number of available input views
increases. Fig. 6 summarizes the quantitative comparison
for PSNR on NVS, albedo, relighting, and roughness on the
Synthetic4Relight [44] dataset. We observe that in sparse-
view scenarios (4-8 views), our method consistently outper-
forms all baselines across all evaluation scenarios. As the
number of views increases (16-32), Ref-GS in particular
achieves better performance in NVS and relighting; how-
ever, our method continues to produce competitive results
within a small margin. Notably, while all methods benefit
from additional views, GAINS starts from a more stable and
reliable baseline in the extremely sparse-view regime, indi-
cating stronger robustness under challenging conditions. A
closer inspection of the roughness estimation reveals that
our method maintains stable and consistent roughness pre-
dictions regardless of view count due to segmentation guid-
ance. In contrast, techniques such as Ref-GS, which im-
pose no spatial constraints, eventually surpass our perfor-
mance at higher view counts by capturing finer-grained
roughness estimations that segmentation-based guidance is
unable to capture. This illustrates a minor trade-off be-
tween robustness in sparse-view settings and the potential
for high-frequency detail recovery under dense supervision.
Complementing our quantitative experiments, we also pro-
vide qualitative relighting and material estimation results
(albedo, metallicity, and roughness) in Fig.7 on the garden-
spheres scene from the Ref-Real [29] dataset. Across all
view counts, GAINS demonstrates strong and stable mate-
rial reconstruction, producing accurate specular reflections
and consequently superior relighting performance. As re-
flected quantitatively in the roughness bar chart, this trend
is also clearly visible in the qualitative results. Specifically,
our roughness and metallic estimates remain stable and ro-
bust, exhibiting only minor improvements as the number of
input views increases. This further demonstrates GAINS’
advantage in low-view settings, where competing methods
often suffer from noisy, irregular, or unstable material re-
constructions. Improvements observed under dense inputs
mainly stem from enhanced geometry estimation and im-
proved lighting recovery. In contrast competing methods
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exhibit pronounced shape degradation in low-view settings
(4-8 views).

Ablation. We conduct an ablation study on the TensoIR
[10] dataset using 8 input views with a best-crop masking
strategy to ensure that metrics reflect only the reconstructed
foreground regions. We focus our ablation on the different
learning-based priors that constitute the material estimation
stage (II): segmentation guidance, IID guidance, and the
diffusion prior. In addition, we also include a comparison to
baseline that includes only the additional losses for shape,
but not for material estimation. From Tab.3, we observe that
the IID component improves the accuracy of the albedo es-
timation and relighting quality, but compared to segmenta-
tion guidance or the diffusion prior, NVS quality degrades.
Segmentation guidance improves NVS performance. The
diffusion prior by itself improves all components, albeit to
a lesser degree than IID for albedo and relighting. How-
ever, when combining all three components, we see the
overall best performance. Fig. 3 provides further qualita-
tive evidence of these effects. Here we demonstrate how
in the absence of learning-based priors, our method fails to
recover reliable reflectance properties, with metallicity and
roughness being especially inaccurate. When the IID prior
is omitted, specular responses become significantly dimin-
ished, while removing segmentation guidance prevents the
model from learning consistent material assignments across
object regions.

7. Conclusion

We introduced GAINS, a Gaussian-based inverse rendering
framework tailored for sparse-view settings. By combining
segmentation, IID, and diffusion priors within a two-stage
optimization pipeline, GAINS effectively stabilizes geome-
try and material estimation. Extensive experiments on syn-
thetic and real-world datasets show that GAINS achieves
state-of-the-art relighting accuracy and competitive novel-
view synthesis compared to prior Gaussian-based IR meth-
ods. Qualitative results further demonstrate improved ma-
terial-lighting separation and reduced reflection baking.
GAINS highlights the power of synergizing complementary
learning priors for physically consistent inverse rendering
under sparse observations.
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GAINS: Gaussian-based Inverse Rendering from Sparse Multi-View Captures

Supplementary Material

A. Overview of Appendices

We categorize our appendices in the following way:

* Sec. B provides additional details of our experimental
setup, including the computational resources used and
factors influencing the performance of our method.

e Sec. C presents additional visual results on the Ten-
soIR [10] and Ref-Real [29] datasets, along with interme-
diate segmentation maps produced during training. We
include reconstructions to highlight the stability and ro-
bustness of our method.

B. Experiment, and Performance Details

Unless stated otherwise, all experiments were conducted on
a single NVIDIA RTX A4500 GPU with 20 GB of VRAM.
Our method operates in linear color space; datasets pro-
vided in sRGB are internally linearized, and final predic-
tions are converted back to SRGB before computing the cor-
responding loss terms. This ensures that all color-dependent
computations remain physically consistent while metrics re-
main comparable to prior work.

Training efficiency depends on two factors: the timing of
the diffusion-prior activation and the number of views used
during the intermediate segmentation-lifting stage. In our
default configuration, the average training time per scene
is approximately 1.5 hours. Notably, segmentation quality
has an impact on the performance of the Gaussian represen-
tation. While using more views for the iterative segmen-
tation merging improves consistency and reduces object-
level ambiguities, it also increases computational overhead:
Imin for 25 views and Smins for 100 views. This trade-
off becomes particularly important in novel-view synthe-
sis (NVS) and relighting tasks, where inaccurate or overly
coarse segmentation (e.g., multiple materials merging into a
single region or a single region being split up into multiple
segmentation classes) can degrade the final reconstruction.
This performance decrease is however not severe and thus
for all conducted experiments a total of 100 novel render
viewpoints are leveraged to create a robust segmentation.

C. Additional Results

We present additional qualitative results to further validate
the effectiveness of our method. Fig.8 and 9 provide qual-
itative comparisons on the TensoIR dataset [10], specifi-
cally on the hotdog and lego scenes. Our method demon-
strates stronger robustness and improved fidelity relative to
existing Gaussian-based inverse-rendering methods. Fig. 10
shows reconstructed segmentation maps for several repre-
sentative scenes, highlighting the structural coherence of
our lifted segmentation across viewpoints. Following the

demonstration of our segmentation results, we visualize the
impact of the number of views used for the segmentation
lifting and merging procedure in Fig. 11, highlighting the
loss of material accuracy that is coupled to the quality of the
recovered segmentation. Fig. 12 includes the toycar scene
from the Ref-Real [29] dataset and compares our method
to current baselines, including Ref-GS [36], GI-GS [3], and
GIR [26]. Our method produces more faithful material de-
composition and relighting behavior while reducing visual
artifacts present in competing approaches. Furthermore,
Fig. 13 extends the qualitative comparison on the toycar
scene by illustrating the impact on material and relighting
performance with 4 and 16 views. We observe how our
method degrades less in quality when decreasing the num-
ber of input views, while current Gaussian-based inverse-
rendering techniques demonstrate notable quality reduction.
Fig. 14, 15, 16 and 17 extend the prior discussion on re-
lighting performance by providing an extensive qualitative
comparison across all scenes of the TensorIR [10] dataset
under five different novel lighting conditions. Across all
scenes and environment maps, our method consistently pro-
duces the most faithful and visually coherent relighting re-
sults. Ref-GS is often affected by floaters. Furthermore,
Ref-GS also produces visually overly flat and muted re-
lighting outputs. GI-GS, in contrast, struggles with in-
correctly reconstructed high-frequency regions, leading to
highly inconsistent lighting effects, an issue likely rooted
in its weaker normal prediction and less accurate geome-
try reconstruction. Fig. 18 presents additional bar charts
to illustrate the view-dependent performance on the Ten-
sor[R [10] dataset. The observed trends closely mirror
those seen in our earlier Synthetic4Relight [44] experi-
ments. Specifically, in sparse-view settings (4-8 views),
our method surpasses all baselines across nearly all met-
rics for NVS, albedo, and relighting. As the number of
input views increases (16-32), Ref-GS begins to slightly
outperform our method in selected metrics, although the
margin remains small and our approach continues to com-
pete strongly. Overall, while all methods benefit from ad-
ditional views, ours demonstrates a clear advantage in ex-
tremely sparse-view scenarios by starting from a substan-
tially stronger and more stable baseline.
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Figure 8. Comparison of our method with Ref-GS [36] and GI-GS [3] on the hotdog scene from the TensoIR [10] dataset, recon-
structed from 8 input views. From top to bottom, the rows show the ground-truth reference, Ref-GS, GI-GS and GAINS (our method).
The columns present, from left to right: NVS renderings, predicted surface normals, albedo reconstruction, and relighting results. To com-
pensate for the albedo-lighting intensity ambiguity, we multiply each method’s relighting results by a global scale factor that minimizes
the MSE error with respect to the ground truth. For the hotdog scene, relighting is performed under the fireplace and bridge environment
map. Our method yields cleaner geometry with significantly fewer floaters, producing sharper and more coherent surface normals. This
improved geometric consistency, coupled with our segmentation-driven material recovery, results in more stable and visually persuasive
relighting when compared to Ref-GS and GI-GS. Overall, our approach achieves competitive or improved results across all evaluation axes
(NVS, normals, albedo, and relighting), demonstrating the effectiveness of our reconstruction pipeline in low-view settings.
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Figure 9. Comparison of our method with Ref-GS [36] and GI-GS [3] on the lego scene from the TensoIR [10] dataset, reconstructed
from 8 input views. From top to bottom, the rows show the ground-truth reference, Ref-GS, GI-GS and GAINS (our method). The columns
present, from left to right: NVS renderings, predicted surface normals, albedo reconstruction, and relighting results. To compensate for
the albedo-lighting intensity ambiguity, we multiply each method’s relighting results by a global scale factor that minimizes the MSE error
with respect to the ground truth. For the lego scene, relighting is shown under the courtyard and city illumination. Similar to our previous
comparison on the hotdog scene, our method produces robust geometry with little floaters. In combination with our segmentation-driven
material recovery, results are more stable and visually superior in context of relighting when compared to Ref-GS and GI-GS.
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Figure 10. Reconstructed segmentation maps generated by our iterative lifting procedure. The first row shows the reference ground
truth images, while the second row displays our rendered segmentation maps. For each scene, we render 100 novel viewpoints in an orbital
trajectory around the object to perform iterative segmentation lifting and Gaussian-object merging. Despite the challenging setting of using
only 8 input training views, our method produces coherent and largely accurate segmentations, with only minor missegmentation in a few
regions.

Sampled Views Ref-Real: sedan (8 views)

100 views

50 views

Segmentation Metallic Roughness

Figure 11. Impact of the number of novel views used for the segmentation lifting and merging mechanism. Each row presents the
resulting segmentation render in column 1, the metallic map in column 2, and the roughness map in column 3. From top to bottom, we
show results using 100, 50, and 25 novel views utilized for lifting and merging of gaussian objects. As the number of views decreases, some
regions become noticeably over-segmented, leading to increased noise and irregularities in the estimated material properties, defeating the
purpose of our proposed segmentation guidance. We also observe that the resulting segmentation consistency relies on the reconstructed
geometry from stage 1, demonstrating that a sufficient shape estimation is crucial for material recovery.
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GIR [T-PAMI’25] Inputs

GI-GS [ICLR’25] Ref-GS [ICLR’25]

GAINS (Ours)

Intrinsics Relighting

Figure 12. Qualitative comparison of intrinsic estimation and relighting on the sedan scene from the Ref-Real dataset [29], recon-
structed from 8 views. The rows show results from top to bottom for: GIR [26], Ref-GS [36], GI-GS [3], and GAINS (Ours). Column 1
presents novel-view intrinsic renderings in a 2 x 2 layout: (top) albedo and surface normals, (bottom) specular roughness and metallic-
ity. Columns 2—4 show relighting results under three different novel environment maps. Across all lighting conditions, GAINS produces
more stable and realistic relighting, consistent shading, and fewer artifacts. Our method also recovers more accurate and smoother surface
normals, which directly improves shading behavior and enables physically meaningful relighting across viewpoints. The results further
highlight the importance of high-quality geometry reconstruction. GAINS exhibits far less noise in the recovered material maps, yielding
cleaner intrinsics and significantly more faithful relit appearances across all three environment maps.



Figure 13. Qualitative comparison on the foycar scene trained with different numbers of input views (top: 4 views, bottom: 16
views). Results for the 8-view setting are provided in Fig. 12. Each row corresponds to a method: GAINS (ours), Ref-GS, and GI-GS.
The first column shows intrinsic predictions arranged in a 2 X 2 grid (top-left: albedo, top-right: normals, bottom-left: metallic, bottom-
right: roughness), while the remaining columns show relighting under novel environment maps. Our method maintains accurate intrinsic
reconstruction and stable relighting quality across all training-views, whereas baseline methods degrade noticeably, particularly under
sparse inputs.
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Figure 14. Relighting comparison across different lighting conditions on the hotdog scene from the TensoIR [10] dataset. Each
column shows different relighting results. Rows correspond to Ref-GS [36], GI-GS [3], and our method.
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Figure 15. Relighting comparison across different lighting conditions on the lego scene from the TensolR [10] dataset. Each column
shows different relighting results. Rows correspond to Ref-GS [36], GI-GS [3], and our method.
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Figure 17. Relighting comparison across different lighting conditions on the armadillo scene from the TensolIR [10] dataset. Each
column shows different relighting results. Rows correspond to Ref-GS [36], GI-GS [3], and our method.
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Figure 18. Comparison of our method with Ref-GS [36] and GI-GS [3] on the TensoIR [10] dataset across increasing numbers of
input views. Columns (left to right) report PSNR, SSIM, and LPIPS. Rows correspond to novel-view synthesis (NVS), albedo estimation,
and relighting. Each bar chart shows results for 4, 8, 16, and 32 input views, with blue indicating Ref-GS, orange indicating GI-GS, and
green indicating GAINS (ours). GAINS consistently surpasses both baselines across all metrics in sparse-view settings (4-8 views) and
remains competitive as the number of views increases.
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