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Abstract

Burst denoising methods are crucial for enhancing images
captured on handheld devices, but they often struggle with
large motion or suffer from prohibitive computational costs.
In this paper, we propose DenoiseGS, the first framework
to leverage the efficiency of 3D Gaussian Splatting for
burst denoising. Our approach addresses two key chal-
lenges when applying feedforward Gaussian reconsturction
model to noisy inputs: the degradation of Gaussian point
clouds and the loss of fine details. To this end, we pro-
pose a Gaussian self-consistency (GSC) loss, which regu-
larizes the geometry predicted from noisy inputs with high-
quality Gaussian point clouds. These point clouds are gen-
erated from clean inputs by the same model that we are
training, thereby alleviating potential bias or domain gaps.
Additionally, we introduce a log-weighted frequency (LWF)
loss to strengthen supervision within the spectral domain,
effectively preserving fine-grained details. The LWF loss
adaptively weights frequency discrepancies in a logarith-
mic manner, emphasizing challenging high-frequency de-
tails. Extensive experiments demonstrate that DenoiseGS
significantly exceeds the state-of-the-art NeRF-based meth-
ods on both burst denoising and novel view synthesis un-
der noisy conditions, while achieving 250× faster infer-
ence speed. Code and models are released at https:
//github.com/yscheng04/DenoiseGS.

1. Introduction

With the growing popularity of smartphones, casual photog-
raphy has become ubiquitous. However, images captured
by handheld devices often suffer from noise due to limited
sensor size and challenging imaging conditions. Image de-
noising, therefore, plays a crucial role in restoring clean re-
sults. Among existing approaches, burst denoising, which
leverages multiple short-exposure frames, has proven par-
ticularly effective. It can exploit inter-frame redundancy to
recover details that are lost in single-frame denoising. Nev-
ertheless, burst denoising remains challenging because of
complex motion and misalignment across frames.
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Figure 1. DenoiseGS vs. NAN [33]. Our DenoiseGS achieves
better PSNR, SSIM, LPIPS values with less FLOPs (in GFLOPs)
and faster inference speed (in FPS).

Traditional 2D burst denoising methods [3, 12, 41] typ-
ically rely on accurate frame alignment or optical flow es-
timation, which can easily fail under large motion. On the
other hand, modern 3D modeling approaches, exemplified
by Neural Radiance Fields (NeRF) [30] offers a more geo-
metrically consistent solution by modeling the 3D structure
of a scene. Compared with traditional 2D methods, NeRF-
based approaches inherently handle complex parallax and
large camera motions, allowing multi-view information to
be fused in a physically consistent manner. Leveraging
this advantage, Noise-Aware NeRFs (NAN) [33] introduces
NeRF into burst denoising. By extending the IBRNet [39]
with noise-aware components, NAN [33] achieves impres-
sive denoising performance under challenging motions and
heavy noise. However, NeRF relies on computationally ex-
pensive volume rendering, leading to slow inference speed.
For instance, NAN takes 9.6s to denoise a single image at
the resolution of 256×256. This drawback makes it difficult
to apply NeRF-based models to practical restoration tasks.

The recent advent of 3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) [19]
offers a high-speed solution for efficiently tackling 3D re-
construction and NVS challenges. While vanilla 3DGS re-
quires per-scene optimization, feed-forward Gaussian mod-
els [7, 8, 49] have enabled efficient inference without test-
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time fitting. For example, GS-LRM [49], one of these
SOTA feed-forward Gaussian reconstruction models, can
efficiently produce novel views in less than 0.1s with as
few as 2 input images. The efficiency of these feed-forward
methods makes them a promising solution to burst denois-
ing under large motions and high noise levels. However, di-
rectly applying these feedforward 3DGS models to burst de-
noising may encounter two key issues. First, they struggle
to generate high-quality Gaussian point clouds from noisy
inputs. Second, fine details are often lost in the rendered
results, especially under high noise levels.

To address the above problems, we propose DenoiseGS,
an efficient framework for burst denoising built on GS-
LRM [49]. Our framework adopts two key components
designed to enhance both the spatial structure of recon-
structed Gaussian point clouds and the detail preservation
of rendered images. First, the Gaussian self-consistency
(GSC) loss regularizes the geometry with model’s own pre-
dictions. During training, we additionally feed clean im-
age bursts into the model to generate Gaussian point clouds
with higher quality. The generated Gaussian point clouds
can then serve as high-quality 3D guidance. Second, the
log-weighted frequency (LWF) loss complements spatial
supervision with frequency-domain constraints. The LWF
loss adaptively weights frequency discrepancies in a loga-
rithmic manner. This design emphasizes challenging high-
frequency signals, encouraging the model to better preserve
fine details. Extensive experiments demonstrate that our ap-
proach enhances GS-LRM [49] without introducing extra
overhead and significantly surpasses SOTA burst denoising
methods, while achieving faster inference. We also extend
our model to novel view synthesis task under noisy condi-
tions, reaching SOTA performance. Overall, the main con-
tributions of our work are outlined below:

• We propose a novel framework, DenoiseGS, for burst de-
noising. To the best of our knowledge, this paper is the
first to introduce 3D Gaussian splatting into the task of
burst denoising.

• We design a Gaussian self-consistency (GSC) loss that
exploits the model’s inherent ability to produce high-
quality Gaussian point clouds from clean input to enhance
the quality of point clouds reconstructed from noisy ones.

• We propose a log-weighted frequency (LWF) loss to bet-
ter preserve fine details in reconstructed images.

• Extensive experiments demonstrate that our method sur-
passes SOTA methods in both burst denoising and novel
view synthesis, while achieving faster inference.

2. Related Work
Neural Radiance Field. NeRF [30] models scenes via a
continuous implicit function to predict emitted radiance and

volume density from a point’s coordinates and viewing an-
gle. It shows remarkable success in the novel view syn-
thesis (NVS) task, motivating numerous subsequent studies
that aim to enhance reconstruction fidelity [1, 2, 16, 38],
accelerate inference [9, 31, 35], or broaden its range of ap-
plications [5, 10, 33]. As an example, Pearl et al. [33] in-
troduces Noise-Aware NeRF, which augments IBRNet [39]
with additional noise-aware components to help reconstruct
scene structures from noisy bursts of images. While these
approaches yield promising results, NeRF-based methods
still face significant limitations in both training and infer-
ence efficiency, primarily due to the heavy computational
burden introduced by the volume rendering.

Gaussian Splatting. 3DGS [19] constructs explicit
scene representations comprised of a vast number of Gaus-
sian primitives. By adopting differentiable rasterization, it
attains superior rendering speeds relative to NeRF-based
methods, which are bottlenecked by computationally ex-
pensive volumetric rendering. Consequently, 3DGS has
quickly gained popularity and found applications in various
domains, including dynamic scene rendering [27, 40, 45],
SLAM [18, 28, 44, 47], inverse rendering [17, 24, 42], digi-
tal humans [15, 21, 26], 3D content generation [23, 37, 46],
and medical imaging [4, 48]. Traditional 3DGS methods
typically require test-time optimization for each individual
scene. In contrast, recent feed-forward models [7, 8, 43, 49]
can reconstruct a scene in a single forward pass using as
few as two images, thereby achieving significantly faster
inference speeds. We leverage one of these models, GS-
LRM [49], as our base model for burst denoising.

Burst Denoising. Early burst denoising techniques re-
cover clean target images by predicting per-input-image
per-pixel denoising kernels [29] or employing a Lucas-
Kanade tracker to find a homography for each frame before
denoising [14]. These methods yield promising results, but
they can only deal with motions up to 2 pixels and show
limited denoising capability. To address these issues, Xia
et al. [41] uses larger denoising kernels to aggregate more
spatial information. Bhat et al. [3] aligns each input image
with the target images with optical flow and then denoises
the images in a deep feature space. Dudhane et al. [12]
proposes an edge-boosting feature alignment module and a
pseudo-burst feature aggregation module. However, these
2D methods still lack 3D perception capabilities. Inspired
by the success of 3D reconstruction techniques, researchers
have started using 3D reconstruction models for burst de-
noising. Pearl et al. [33] extends the IBRNet [39] structure
to handle noise. Tanay et al. [36] extends the multiplane im-
age framework and introduces multiplane feature represen-
tation. Yet, these methods are either limited by high compu-
tational cost or by the capabilities of the 3D representation.

Novel View Synthesis in Degraded Scenes. While
vanilla 3DGS [19] requires high-quality images as input,
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degraded images are common in many real-world scenarios.
Several Nerf- and 3DGS-based methods [13, 25, 33, 50, 51]
synthesize novel view from degraded input images. Pearl
et al. [33] proposed a noise-aware NeRF framework origi-
nally designed for burst denoising tasks, but is applicable to
novel view synthesis from noisy input images. Rather than
focus on 3D learning, NeRFLiX [51] and NeRFLiX++ [50]
restore the rendered outputs with a postprocessing module
Inter-Viewpoint Mixer. Recently, SRGS [13] was proposed
to generate high-resolution renderings from low-resolution
inputs using 3DGS. To this end, the method incorporates
a pretrained 2D super-resolution model into its pipeline.
HQGS [25] takes a different approach and improves the
quality of the reconstructed point cloud by enhancing de-
graded inputs with high-frequency, edge-aware maps.

3. Problem Setup
Given a burst of noisy images, the task of burst denoising in-
cludes aggregating information from input images and then
denoising one of them as the result. In this work, the target
image to denoise is randomly chosen from the input images.
We also choose to formulate the input as an unordered set
rather than a sequential stream, primarily due to the poten-
tial motion and misalignment between consecutive frames.

Given that our model is built upon GS-LRM [49], a
framework originally designed for novel view synthesis, it
is natural to extend its capabilities to noisy conditions. Con-
sequently, we further train and evaluate our method on the
task of synthesizing novel views from noisy inputs.

Following the practice in KPN [29], we adopt a noise
model that formulates the relationship between the noisy
version and its clean linear counterpart as follows:

In(p) ∼ N (Icn(p), σ
2
r + σ2

sI
c
n(p)), (1)

where In(p), I
c
n(p) refer to the intensity of the noisy and

clean images at pixel p. σr and σs are noise parameters that
depend on the sensor gain level (i.e., ISO). N represents the
Gaussian distribution. Following KPN [29], we evaluate
our model over different gain levels of a sample camera.
The relationship between gain levels and noise parameters
σr, σs is illustrated in Fig. 2. We train our model in the high
noise window (purple rectangle in Fig. 2) and evaluate our
model on gain levels (black points in Fig. 2) up to 20.

4. Methods
Figure 3 illustrates the overall framework of our method.
We begin by retraining GS-LRM [49] on our customized 3D
noisy dataset RE10K-N as a simple baseline. The RE10K-
N is adapted from the large-scale 3D dataset RE10K[52].
To enhance the quality of the reconstructed Gaussian point
clouds, we then propose the Gaussian self-consistency
(GSC) loss. Specifically, clean image bursts are simultane-
ously fed into the model during training to generate high-

1

2

4

8

16

20

Figure 2. Noise parameters used during training and evalua-
tion. Values (1-20) beside the point indicate gain levels defined
in KPN [29]. σmax =

√
σ2
r + σ2

s represents the maximum noise.

quality Gaussian point clouds. These point clouds then
serve as 3D guidance for the point clouds reconstructed
from the corresponding noisy bursts. Subsequently, to bet-
ter capture relative depth and geometry, we replace the orig-
inal Plücker rays [34] used in GS-LRM with the more ef-
fective reference-point Plücker coordinate (RPPC) [6]. Fur-
thermore, we propose the log-weighted frequency (LWF)
loss as supplementary frequency-level supervision, encour-
aging the model to preserve more high-frequency details.

4.1. A Simple Baseline
We build our model upon GS-LRM [49], a large recon-
struction model for Gaussian splatting with strong spatial
perception capability. We adopt GS-LRM as our baseline
primarily because it is a feedforward 3DGS model that re-
quires no per-scene optimization, enabling extremely fast
inference. Moreover, it can reconstruct high-quality Gaus-
sian point clouds from as few as two input images, demon-
strating its strong reconstruction ability.
Simple Baseline. We retrain GS-LRM on the burst denois-
ing task as a simple baseline. As illustrated in Fig. 3 (a), the
multi-view inputs are first concatenated with camera condi-
tions, and then are embedded and processed with standard
Transformer blocks. Following the Transformer blocks, the
network outputs per-pixel Gaussian parameters that define
the 3D Gaussian point cloud. Specifically, each Gaussian
Gp corresponding to pixel p is parameterized by a depth
dp ∈ R, a scale sp ∈ R3, a rotation quaternion rp ∈ R4,
an opacity αp ∈ R, and an RGB color cp ∈ R3. Given
the camera origin o and the ray direction dp of the pixel-
aligned ray associated with pixel p, the 3D position of the
Gaussian center is then computed as:

µp = o+ dpdp. (2)
As the final step, the reconstructed Gaussians are ren-
dered through a standard differentiable 3DGS rasterization
pipeline to produce images of target views.
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Figure 3. Pipeline. (a) Multi-view noisy inputs and camera conditions are processed by Transformer blocks to predict per-pixel Gaussian.
During training, clean inputs are also fed into the model to generate high-quality Gaussian point clouds. (b) The high-quality point cloud
is then used as guidance for the point cloud reconstructed from noisy inputs with our proposed Gaussian self-consistency loss. (c) The
denoised result is further supervised in frequency domain with our proposed log-weighted frequency loss.

RE10K-N. Since GS-LRM tends to overfit when trained on
the LLFF-N [33] dataset proposed in NAN, we construct a
new dataset RE10K-N for training and evaluation based on
the large-scale RealEstate10K (RE10K) dataset [52], which
was used by GS-LRM [49]. Specifically, we take clean
scene images from RE10K and synthesize noisy counter-
parts following the noise model defined in Eq. (1).

Before adding noise, as the model operates in the linear
RGB space, we “linearize” the images from RE10K by re-
versing the gamma correction and applying inverse white
balancing. After adding noise, instead of directly using
the linearized images as inputs as in previous burst denois-
ing methods [3, 29, 33, 41], we “delinearize” them back to
sRGB and feed these processed images to the model. Since
delinearization does not require any additional information,
it does not compromise fairness in comparison.
Limitations of GS-LRM. The retrained GS-LRM achieves
competitive performance. However, we observe two main
limitations. First, since the final result is rendered from the
reconstructed Gaussian point clouds, the quality of the point
clouds critically affect the denoising results. However, as is
shown in Fig. 4 (c) and Fig. 4 (d), the depth map predicted
under noisy conditions differs greatly from the clean one,
indicating point clouds tend to degrade under noisy condi-
tions. Second, the denoised images exhibit noticeable loss
of fine details, particularly at high gain levels.

In the following sections, we will present our methods
designed to ameliorate these issues and enhance GS-LRM’s
performance in point cloud quality and detail preservation.

4.2. Gaussian Self-Consistency Loss
Motivation. To enhance the quality of the generated Gaus-
sian point clouds, a potential solution is to incorporate addi-

tional depth priors, as in DepthSplat [43]. However, this ap-
proach has two inherent limitations. First, it relies on an ex-
ternal pretrained depth estimation network to predict pixel-
wise depth maps, inevitably introducing its bias into the
training process. Second, as our model is trained solely for
burst denoising instead of novel view synthesis, the depth
maps rendered from Gaussian point clouds do not align with
the true scene depth, as is illustrated in Fig. 4. The depth
map predicted by GS-LRM in Fig. 4 (c) exhibits a pattern
that differs notably from the scene depth in Fig. 4 (b). These
patterns are learned to enhance visual quality from specific
viewpoints rather than to recover accurate geometry. There-
fore, forcing our model’s depth map to align with an exter-
nally predicted depth map per-pixel may impair the recon-
struction capacity of the model.

Instead, we can take advantage of the model’s inherent
ability to generalize across different noise levels. Since
the model is trained with bursts of varying noise levels, it
naturally learns to handle both noisy and clean inputs, and
can predict higher-quality point clouds from clean inputs.
Therefore, Gaussian point clouds reconstructed from clean
bursts can serve as reliable supervision for those generated
from noisy ones. This enables the model to refine the Gaus-
sian point clouds without requiring external depth priors.

GSC Loss. Inspired by the above observations, we pro-
pose the Gaussian self-consistency loss. It regularizes the
Gaussian point clouds predicted from noisy images with
the model’s own predictions from clean inputs. Specifi-
cally, during training, we additionally feed clean images
into the model to generate higher-quality Gaussian point
clouds. These point clouds then serve as 3D guidance for
those reconstructed from noisy images. Let the Gaussian
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Figure 4. From left to right: (a) clean image; (b) scene depth (c)
depth map predicted by GS-LRM on clean inputs; (d) depth map
predicted by GS-LRM on noisy inputs.

point clouds predicted from noisy images be denoted as:
G = {Gp(dp, sp, rp, αp, cp)|p ∈ P}, (3)

where P denotes all the pixels in the input images and Gp

denotes the Gaussian associated with the pixel p. Its depth,
scale, rotation, opacity and color are denoted as dp ∈ R,
sp ∈ R3, rp ∈ R4, αp ∈ R, cp ∈ R3. The Gaussian point
clouds predicted from clean images is denoted as:

Gclean = {Ĝp(d̂p, ŝp, r̂p, α̂p, ĉp)|p ∈ P}. (4)
As the model outputs per-pixel Gaussians, a natural

one-to-one correspondence can be established between the
Gaussians predicted from clean and noisy inputs. Based on
this correspondence, we define the GSC Loss as the L2 loss
between the depth attributes of these two Gaussian sets:

LGSC(G,Gclean) =
1

|P|
∑
p∈P

(dp − sg(d̂p))2, (5)

where |P| denotes the number of pixels in the input im-
ages, which is also equal to the total number of the Gaus-
sians. The sg(·) denotes the stop-gradient operation, which
prevents gradients from flowing through the clean branch.
The stop-gradient operation ensures that the model learns to
make the Gaussian point clouds generated under noisy con-
ditions approach those from clean conditions, rather than
the other way around. It is worth noting that we only use the
depth attribute in this loss, without involving other Gaussian
properties. Our experiments show that adding multiple at-
tributes to the loss may impair the training stability. Among
these Gaussian attributes, depth is the most crucial factor
for preserving the structure of the point cloud.
Warm-up Phase. To ensure the effectiveness of our GSC
loss, it is crucial that the model is capable of reconstruct-
ing higher-quality Gaussians from clean images than from
noisy ones — a condition not guaranteed at the early stage
of training. Therefore, to ensure the guidance is meaning-
ful, we introduce a warm-up phase, during which the GSC
loss is not applied until the model reaches a sufficient re-
construction quality on clean inputs.
Reference-Point Plücker Coordinate. To provide the
model with a more spatially informative camera condition,
we adopt the RPPC proposed in [6] to replace the conven-
tional Plücker ray representation. Existing approaches typ-
ically formulate pixel-aligned Plücker coordinates as r =
(o×d,d), with o and d representing the ray’s origin and di-
rection, respectively. Nevertheless, the moment vector o×d

primarily encodes angular information, which hinders the
effective extraction of scene geometry and relative depth.

To address this, RPPC adopts a reference point located
at the ray’s closest approach to the origin, instead of using
the moment vector. Formally, this is expressed as:

r = (o− (o · d)d,d). (6)
Compared to the standard Plücker coordinates, RPPC pro-
vides a more geometry-aware conditioning signal for the
model, allowing it to better perceive the camera’s spatial
conditions and more effectively interpret the 3D geometric
relationships among multi-view inputs.

4.3. Log-Weighted Frequency Loss
To encourage the model to reconstruct high-frequency de-
tails more accurately, we employ a log-weighted frequency
(LWF) loss in the frequency domain. Given the ground-
truth and predicted images Igt and Ipred, their discrete
Fourier transforms are defined as:

Fgt(u, v) =

H−1∑
h=0

W−1∑
w=0

Igt(h,w)e
−j2π(uh

H + vw
W ),

Fpred(u, v) =

H−1∑
h=0

W−1∑
w=0

Ipred(h,w)e
−j2π(uh

H + vw
W ),

(7)

where Fgt,Fpred ∈ RH×W×C are the frequency spectrum
of all channels corresponding to Igt and Ipred. The magni-
tude difference at frequency location (u, v) is given by

d(u, v) = ∥Fgt(u, v)− Fpred(u, v)∥. (8)
We then introduce a logarithmic weighting term:

ω(u, v) = log(
√
d(u, v) + 1), (9)

which adaptively emphasizes harder frequency components
with larger reconstruction errors. The final Log-weighted
Frequency Loss is formulated as:

LLWF(Fgt,Fpred) =
1

HW

H−1∑
u=0

W−1∑
v=0

ω(u, v) d(u, v).

(10)
This formulation balances the frequency-domain super-

vision by focusing more on challenging frequency regions
while maintaining training stability.

4.4. Training Objective

Following GS-LRM, we adopt the Mean Squared Error
(MSE) loss and the Perceptual loss in our training objective.
In addition, we incorporate the Gaussian Self-Consistency
(GSC) loss defined in Eq. (5) and the Log-weighted Fre-
quency (LWF) loss defined in Eq. (10). Let Ipred denote
the rendered target and Igt denote the ground truth . The
overall loss for our DenoiseGS is formulated as:

L = λmse LMSE(Ipred, Igt) + λlpips LLPIPS(Ipred, Igt)

+ λgsc LGSC(Ipred, Igt) + λfreq LLWF(Ipred, Igt).

(11)
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Method
Inference Speed Gain 1 Gain 2 Gain 4 Gain 8 Gain 16 Gain 20

FPS ↑ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓
Burst Denoising

2D Methods
KPN [29] 140.85 36.82 0.965 0.078 34.61 0.948 0.112 32.27 0.920 0.159 29.68 0.875 0.226 26.81 0.803 0.318 25.84 0.772 0.353
BPN [41] 23.75 32.71 0.952 0.104 31.92 0.937 0.136 30.52 0.909 0.185 28.48 0.861 0.257 25.89 0.782 0.354 24.98 0.749 0.391
Deeprep [3] 20.49 37.18 0.968 0.059 35.92 0.958 0.070 33.80 0.937 0.097 31.11 0.898 0.145 28.18 0.839 0.216 27.23 0.815 0.243

3D Methods
NAN [33] 0.10 24.27 0.835 0.222 24.43 0.828 0.232 24.67 0.810 0.255 24.78 0.760 0.305 23.68 0.637 0.399 22.76 0.573 0.440
GS-LRM [49] 21.86 37.01 0.970 0.049 35.42 0.958 0.068 33.39 0.938 0.097 30.87 0.904 0.140 27.93 0.848 0.203 26.80 0.822 0.231
DenoiseGS 22.61 37.98 0.972 0.046 36.34 0.961 0.065 34.22 0.942 0.092 31.71 0.910 0.132 28.74 0.856 0.191 27.66 0.832 0.216

Novel View Synthesis Under Noisy Conditions

NAN [33] 0.10 23.56 0.773 0.260 23.74 0.769 0.267 24.04 0.758 0.284 24.37 0.723 0.320 23.79 0.624 0.394 23.08 0.571 0.429
GS-LRM [49] 21.86 25.34 0.839 0.146 25.24 0.834 0.154 25.02 0.825 0.170 24.55 0.804 0.198 23.59 0.763 0.249 23.10 0.742 0.273
DenoiseGS 22.61 25.97 0.854 0.134 25.86 0.849 0.142 25.62 0.839 0.158 25.12 0.818 0.185 24.14 0.779 0.234 23.64 0.760 0.254

Table 1. Quantitative results on RE10K-N dataset. Following NAN [33], we evaluate our model on two distinct tasks. For burst denoising,
the target image is part of the input sequence, whereas for novel view synthesis under noisy conditions, the target is intentionally excluded.
GS-LRM and DenoiseGS are evaluated with a burst size of 2, while other methods use a burst size of 8. To ensure the fairness of
comparison, the 2-frame bursts are always selected as subsets of the corresponding 8-frame bursts for each scene.

5. Experiments
5.1. Experimental Settings
Dataset. We perform all of our main experiments on the
RE10K-N dataset, with its generation process detailed in
Sec. 4.1. Following prior work [7], we adopt the standard
training and testing split for fair comparison.
Implementation Details. We implement DenoiseGS using
the PyTorch framework [32] and train the model with the
Adam optimizer [20] (β1 = 0.9, β2 = 0.95, and ϵ = 1×10−8).
To accelerate both the training and inference phases, we ad-
ditionally incorporate Flash-Attention [11] from the xForm-
ers library [22], following practice in GS-LRM [49]. We fix
the burst size to 2, as recent work [7] has shown this setting
is generally sufficient for scene reconstruction and can bal-
ance reconstruction quality and efficiency. Further analysis
on this trade-off of burst size is detailed in Sec. 5.3. The loss
weights in Eq. (11) are set to λmse = 1.0, λlpips = 0.5, λgsc =
0.06, and λfreq = 1.75. Our model is trained for 375k itera-
tions on a single NVIDIA RTX A6000 GPU with images at
256×256 resolution. The GSC loss is applied after the first
120k iterations to stabilize the initial training and ensure the
GSC loss provides a meaningful and consistent guidance.
Following NAN [33], our model is trained on a high-noise
range (highlighted with purple rectangle in Fig. 2) and eval-
uated across gain levels (black points in Fig. 2).

5.2. Comparison with Other Methods
Quantitative Comparison on Burst Denoising. We com-
pare our method with a strong baseline (GS-LRM), state-of-
the-art 2D methods (KPN [29], BPN [41], Deeprep [3]), and
the leading 3D method (NAN [33]), with quantitative and
qualitative results reported in Tab. 1. All competing base-
lines are retrained on our RE10K-N dataset over the high
noise region (the purple rectangle in Fig. 2) to guarantee a
fair comparison. It’s worth noting that our method achieves
superior results using a burst size of only 2, whereas com-

petitors use 8, highlighting the efficiency of our approach.
In terms of quantitative metrics (PSNR, SSIM, and LPIPS),
our method consistently outperforms other baselines across
all gain levels. Specifically, DenoiseGS is not only over
250× faster than NAN—which struggles to scale effec-
tively on large datasets—but also delivers substantially bet-
ter restoration quality. It also surpasses the leading 2D
methods in denoising performance while maintaining fast
inference speeds comparable to BPN and Deeprep.
Qualitative Comparison on Burst Denoising. These met-
ric improvements aligned with the visual comparisons in
Fig. 5, where competing methods exhibit several com-
mon failure modes such as residual noise (NAN, BPN),
over-smoothing of textured regions (Deeprep), or visual
artifacts (GS-LRM). In contrast, since our DenoiseGS is
trained under additional 3D-level guidance and supplemen-
tary frequency-domain supervision provided by our pro-
posed GSC and LWF losses, it can generate clean results
with fine details from inputs of high noise levels.
Quantitative Comparison on Novel View Synthesis. The
quantitative results of novel view synthesis on RE10K-N
are reported in Tab. 1. We compare our method with our
baseline GS-LRM and NAN, and retrain all these models to
conduct inference without receiving target image. Our De-
noiseGS shows consistent improvement across noise levels.
Qualitative Comparison on Novel View Synthesis. Fig-
ure 6 illustrates the qualitative performance of our method
on the NVS task. We observe that NAN and GS-LRM of-
ten struggle to synthesize high-quality novel views under
noisy conditions. They either leave residual noise unre-
moved, over-smooth the images, or easily produce floaters.
In contrast, our method generate novel views free of noise
with fewer floaters and noticeably sharper details.

5.3. Ablation Study
Break-down Ablation. In order to investigate the impact of
specific design elements, we adopt the retrained GS-LRM
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Ground TruthImage from burst NAN BPN Deeprep GS-LRM DenoiseGS

Figure 5. Qualitative comparison of burst denoising results on the RE10K-N dataset at gain 8. Key regions for comparison are highlighted
with colored rectangles. While competing methods suffer from residual noise, over-smoothing, and visual artifacts, our approach robustly
restores fine details and sharp structures from highly noisy inputs. Please zoom in for a better view.

GSC Warmup LWF RPPC PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ Depth↓

- - - - 30.87 0.904 0.139 0.381
+ + - - 31.37 0.906 0.137 0.210
- - + - 31.15 0.907 0.137 0.338
- - - + 31.09 0.906 0.140 0.391
+ + + - 31.49 0.908 0.134 0.269
+ - + + 31.36 0.902 0.136 0.261
+ + + + 31.70 0.910 0.132 0.241

(a) Break-down ablation study

Method PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓
Gaussian Loss 31.39 0.907 0.138
GSC Loss 31.37 0.906 0.137

(b) Study on GSC Loss

Burst Size PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ FPS↑
2 31.70 0.910 0.132 22.61
3 31.78 0.913 0.125 17.67
4 31.94 0.916 0.119 11.61

(c) Study on burst size
Table 2. Ablations on the RE10K-N dataset. All the ablation results are evaluated at gain 8. In the break-down study (a), the ”Warmup”
refers to the warm-up phase for GSC loss, and the depth error is the absolute relative error.

as a baseline and conduct ablation experiments. The results
are reported in Tab. 2a. We further compute the absolute
relative depth error with respect to the depth maps gener-
ated by GS-LRM on clean inputs to assess the improvement
in the spatial structure of the reconstructed Gaussian point
clouds. As shown in the results, each component consis-
tently improves performance, with the GSC loss providing
the most significant gain. The use of GSC loss also con-
tributes to the drop in the depth error. However, using GSC
loss without the warm-up phase leads to a slight drop in per-
formance, indicating the necessity of the warm-up phase.
GSC Loss. We conduct experiments to compare our GSC
Loss with an alternative Gaussian Loss that uses GS-LRM
to provide 3D supervision. Specifically, we replace the

clean Gaussian point clouds in Eq. (4) with those gener-
ated by our retrained GS-LRM, treating them as ground-
truth guidance during training. As shown in Tab. 2b, both
approaches achieve comparable quantitative performance.
However, our GSC Loss has a clear advantage in that it does
not rely on any pretrained external model. It provides an in-
trinsic, self-consistent supervision signal generated within
the same network, alleviating potential bias or domain gap.
Frequency Spectral Visualization. To demonstrate the ad-
vantages of our LWF loss in preserving high-frequency de-
tails, we visualize the 2D frequency spectra of the denoised
results in Fig. 7. It can be seen from the first two rows that
the spectra without frequency supervision exhibit numerous
dark regions around the edges, indicating the loss of high-
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Ground TruthImage from burst NAN GS-LRM DenoiseGS

Figure 6. Qualitative comparison of novel view synthesis results under noisy conditions on the RE10K-N dataset at gain 8. Key regions
are highlighted with colored rectangles. It can be observed that our method achieves superior noise suppression with less floating artifacts.

w/o LWFSpatial Domain with LWF Truth

Figure 7. 2D frequency spectrum visualization with and without
the LWF loss. The spectra in the first two rows correspond to the
G channel, while the third row corresponds to the R channel.

frequency components, which will produce over-smooth ar-
tifacts in spatial domain. After applying LWF loss, these
dark regions are effectively suppressed. Interestingly, as
shown in the third row, we also observe that the model with-
out LWF loss introduces spurious high-frequency compo-
nents, leading to fake details in the denoised results. Our
method suppresses such high-frequency components and
thus produces results with more fidelity.
Burst Size. The burst size plays a crucial role in burst

denoising. Generally, a larger burst provides more com-
plementary information for denoising the target image but
at the cost of increasing the overall computational com-
plexity. We evaluate our model under different burst sizes
in Tab. 2c to analyze this trade-off. To effectively handle
longer bursts, we fine-tune DenoiseGS for additional 100k
steps with burst sizes of 3 and 4, respectively. As shown
in the table, larger bursts consistently improve restoration
quality across all metrics, particularly in LPIPS. However,
this gain comes at the cost of slower inference, with FPS
dropping from 22.61 to 11.61. Therefore, we adopt a burst
size of 2 in practice to balance quality and efficiency.

6. Conclusion
In this paper, we present DenoiseGS, the first 3DGS-based
framework for burst denoising and novel view synthesis
under noisy conditions. To enhance the quality of Gaus-
sian point clouds reconstructed from noisy inputs, we pro-
pose the GSC Loss. It regularizes degraded point clouds
generated under noise with the model’s own predictions
from clean inputs. To better preserve fine details, we fur-
ther propose the LWF Loss, which emphasizes challeng-
ing high-frequency components and provides complemen-
tary frequency-domain supervision. Extensive experiments
demonstrate that our method consistently outperforms state-
of-the-art approaches in both burst denoising and novel
view synthesis, while maintaining fast inference speed.
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