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Abstract—Semantic reconstruction of agricultural scenes
plays a vital role in tasks such as phenotyping and yield
estimation. However, traditional approaches that rely on manual
scanning or fixed camera setups remain a major bottleneck
in this process, and existing active-mapping methods based
solely on occupancy grids are too coarse to support accurate
trait estimation. To close this gap, we propose an active 3D
reconstruction framework for horticultural environments using
a mobile manipulator. The proposed system integrates the
classical OctoMap representation with 3D Gaussian Splatting
to enable accurate and efficient target-aware mapping. While
a low-resolution OctoMap provides probabilistic occupancy
information for informative viewpoint selection and collision-
free planning, 3D Gaussian Splatting leverages geometric,
photometric, and semantic information to optimize a set of
3D Gaussians for high-fidelity scene reconstruction. We further
introduce a robust mapping strategy that mitigates the effects
of semantic segmentation and depth noise, together with a
background pruning method that reduces memory consumption
and computational cost. We validate our framework across
simulated, laboratory, and real greenhouse scenes, and show
that the improvements hold consistently across three state-
of-the-art Gaussian Splatting backbones. In simulation, where
ground-truth geometry is available, our approach outperforms
occupancy-based mapping in both reconstruction accuracy
and runtime efficiency: compared with a (.01 m-resolution
OctoMap, our method doubles the fruit-level F1 score under
noisy conditions while achieving up to a threefold reduction in
runtime. Beyond simulation, novel-view synthesis quality also
improves consistently in the laboratory and real greenhouse
environments, with PSNR and mlIoU improving by up to 1.5 dB
and 18% respectively. Finally, the reconstructed semantic maps
enable fruit counting and volume estimation with accuracies
approaching 80%.

Supplementary material: https://jrcuaranv.github.io/octosplat/.

Index Terms—Active mapping, Horticulture, Mobile manip-
ulator, Gaussian Splatting, OctoMap

I. INTRODUCTION

Modern agriculture increasingly relies on automation and
data-driven technologies to address challenges such as labor
shortages, sustainability demands, and the need for improved
productivity [[1]. Within this context, agricultural phenotyping
plays a fundamental role in plant breeding, driving advances
in yield, resilience, and resource efficiency. At the core of
phenotyping tasks lies the collection of image data, which is
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subsequently used for the 3D reconstruction of plants. These
3D plant models enable the accurate estimation of phenotypic
traits such as plant height, fruit size, and biomass content.
However, generating high-quality 3D plant models remains
a labor-intensive and time-consuming process due to chal-
lenges such as occlusions, varying lighting conditions, and
the need for precise camera positioning [2], [3|]. Traditional
methods often rely on scanning plants with handheld cameras
or using fixed-camera setups in controlled environments [4],
[S]. Robotic platforms have emerged as an alternative for
automating data collection in agricultural fields, but most still
depend on fixed or predefined camera configurations [|6], [[7].

To overcome these limitations, several studies have ex-
plored active mapping methods for agricultural environments
[7]-[11], in which the camera pose is continuously ad-
justed to capture specific targets, such as fruits or leaves.
Despite their effectiveness in viewpoint planning, most of
these approaches rely on OctoMap-based representations.
While OctoMap provides a probabilistic occupancy model
that is well suited for information-driven exploration and
collision-free motion planning, it often produces low-quality
reconstructions and inaccurate volume estimates due to its
dependence on voxel resolution [11]]. This limitation is par-
ticularly consequential for phenotyping, where downstream
traits such as fruit volume and count are computed directly
from the reconstructed geometry: coarse voxelization can bias
these estimates even when viewpoint planning itself succeeds.
Increasing the voxel resolution can improve reconstruction
accuracy but comes at a substantially higher computational
cost because of the large number of ray-casting operations
required. Furthermore, OctoMap cannot be efficiently imple-
mented on GPUs because of its hierarchical tree structure,
limiting its scalability and real-time performance [12].

Recently, neural scene representations such as Neural
Radiance Fields (NeRF) [13] and 3D Gaussian Splatting
(BDGS) [14] have emerged as powerful techniques for
high-quality novel-view synthesis and 3D reconstruction by
exploiting geometric and photometric information. Unlike
NeRF, 3DGS provides an explicit scene representation that
enables real-time rendering and efficient optimization, mak-
ing it attractive for capturing the fine-grained geometric
detail (e.g., individual fruit surfaces) required for accurate
phenotyping. However, 3DGS does not explicitly repre-
sent unknown or unobserved space, which is essential for
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Fig. 1. Simulation, laboratory, and real greenhouse environments, along with our simulated and physical mobile manipulator.

information-driven active mapping and collision-free motion
planning.

To address this limitation, we propose a hybrid active
semantic mapping framework that combines the comple-
mentary strengths of OctoMap and 3DGS. A low-resolution
OctoMap provides probabilistic occupancy information for
informative viewpoint selection and collision-free motion
planning, while 3DGS jointly exploits geometric, photomet-
ric, and semantic cues to produce high-fidelity scene recon-
structions. This design enables efficient exploration while
preserving the reconstruction quality needed for downstream
phenotypic trait estimation, such as fruit volume and count,
even under realistic sensing noise. To improve robustness,
we introduce a mapping strategy that mitigates the effects
of noisy depth measurements and imperfect semantic seg-
mentation, together with a background pruning strategy that
substantially reduces the memory footprint and computa-

tional cost of 3DGS. We validate the proposed framework
across 30 simulated, 10 laboratory, and 10 real greenhouse
scenes, demonstrating improved reconstruction accuracy and
runtime efficiency, as well as the applicability of the resulting
reconstructions to fruit volume and count estimation. Further-
more, we evaluate three state-of-the-art Gaussian Splatting
backbones and observe consistent improvements across all of
them, suggesting that our approach is not tied to a specific
architecture. All code and data are publicly available to
facilitate reproducibility.

In summary, to achieve this objective, the main contribu-
tions of this paper are:

o A novel hybrid framework for active semantic map-
ping that combines a low-resolution OctoMap with
3D Gaussian Splatting for efficient and accurate scene
reconstruction.

« A robust mapping strategy that mitigates the effects of



semantic segmentation errors and depth sensor noise.

o A background pruning method that reduces memory
consumption and training time while improving recon-
struction accuracy.

« A demonstration that these strategies generalize across
three different Gaussian Splatting backbones and across
simulation, laboratory, and real greenhouse environ-
ments.

II. RELATED WORKS

3D reconstruction of plants has emerged as a valuable
tool for plant phenotyping, enabling precise quantification of
traits such as plant height, leaf area, stem thickness, canopy
volume, and fruit size or count [3]]. These traits are critical
for evaluating plant health, monitoring stress conditions, and
supporting breeding programs.

Approaches for 3D reconstruction in agriculture can
broadly be divided into passive and active methods (see
summary in Table [[). Passive methods typically rely on fixed
camera setups in controlled environments, handheld imaging
sensors, or mobile platforms with limited viewpoint control
[4], (6], [15]. Multiview stereo (MVS) has been widely
adopted in this context, enabling the reconstruction of plant
structures from overlapping 2D images captured under vary-
ing viewpoints [33]]. More recently, learning-based techniques
such as neural radiance fields (NeRFs) [34]] and 3D Gaussian
Splatting [14] have shown advantages in producing smooth
and photorealistic reconstructions, with improved handling
of complex geometries such as thin leaves and occluded
plant regions [5]], [16]-[18]], [21f], [22]. Despite these ad-
vances, passive methods still face several challenges. They
are often labor-intensive, requiring dense image capture and
accurate image registration. Moreover, these reconstructions
are typically performed offline and can be slow, limiting
their applicability for large-scale phenotyping or real-time
agricultural monitoring.

In contrast, active methods aim to autonomously guide data
collection to improve reconstruction efficiency and complete-
ness. A common approach in agricultural environments is
next-best-view (NBV) planning [8], [L1]l, [24], [25]], where
a robot or imaging system actively selects the next camera
viewpoint to maximize information gain. Most of of these
approaches rely on occupancy grid representations, such
as OctoMap [35], to model known and unknown regions
of the environment. OctoMap provides a probabilistic 3D
voxel-based map that facilitates exploration and collision-free
navigation. However, its main limitation lies in the raycasting
process, which becomes computationally expensive as the
map resolution increases. Building high-resolution OctoMaps
for complex plant structures, where fine details such as leaves
and stems matter, is therefore often impractical in real-world
agricultural deployments.

To address these challenges, recent active mapping ap-
proaches have explored the use of Gaussian Splatting in
domains outside agriculture, particularly in indoor environ-
ments [27]], [28]]. Gaussian Splatting provides an explicit and

differentiable scene representation that encodes both geo-
metric and photometric information, enabling high-quality
reconstruction and realistic novel-view rendering. However, a
fundamental limitation of Gaussian Splatting for active map-
ping is that it does not explicitly represent unknown space,
which is critical for exploration and viewpoint planning.
Some works have addressed this limitation by using high-
uncertainty Gaussians as proxies for frontiers to approximate
unexplored regions [27]. However, this assumption is not
always valid, as high-uncertainty Gaussians can also occur in
already observed regions due to sparse observations, occlu-
sions, or weak photometric constraints. Consequently, these
approaches may incorrectly classify non-frontier regions as
exploration targets.

Recent works have instead explored hybrid representations
that combine occupancy-based maps with Gaussian Splatting,
leveraging the complementary strengths of both representa-
tions [29]—[31]. In particular, a low-resolution OctoMap can
provide explicit representations of free, occupied, and un-
known space for exploration, frontier detection, and collision-
free navigation and manipulation, while Gaussian Splatting
captures fine-grained scene details with high fidelity. These
hybrid approaches have been developed primarily for indoor
environments, where scenes are relatively structured and
depth and semantic observations are often more reliable.
However, none of these methods has investigated target-
aware mapping in horticultural environments, where severe
occlusions, thin and deformable plant structures, and noisy
depth and semantic measurements introduce additional chal-
lenges. In this work, we extend this hybrid representation
to target-aware active mapping in horticultural environments
and explicitly account for the noise characteristics of depth
sensors and semantic segmentation models.

Another challenge we address is the high memory con-
sumption of 3DGS, particularly when reconstructing scenes
that contain substantial background regions that are irrelevant
to the target objects. Several recent works have therefore
explored background pruning strategies that produce more
compact Gaussian representations and cleaner plant recon-
structions. Some approaches perform pruning as a post-
processing step by projecting semantic masks onto the re-
constructed scene to isolate specific plant structures, such
as fruits or stems [16], [19], [21]. However, because these
strategies are applied after training, the computational cost of
optimizing irrelevant background Gaussians remains. Other
approaches incorporate background removal before or during
training by leveraging foundation models, such as Grounding
DINO [36] and Segment Anything [37]], to obtain semantic
masks for pruning [5], [22], [23]]. These methods, however,
generally assume relatively accurate segmentation and have
primarily been evaluated in controlled environments with
isolated plants. In real-world horticultural environments, se-
mantic segmentation is affected by illumination changes,
occlusions, object scale, and visual similarity between plant
structures and the background (see Fig. [§] in Appendix



TABLE I
COMPARISON OF RELATED WORKS ON PLANT/CROP 3D RECONSTRUCTION AND ACTIVE MAPPING. OURS COMBINES A LOW-RESOLUTION SEMANTIC
OCTOMAP FOR VIEWPOINT PLANNING AND COLLISION-FREE NAVIGATION WITH SEMANTIC 3D GAUSSIAN SPLATTING FOR HIGH-FIDELITY,
TARGET-AWARE RECONSTRUCTION.

Method  Scene Domain  Active  Target Sem. BP  Val
Representation aware
[6] PC (4D) Agri X X X X Real
[4] PC/SftM Agri X X X X Real
[[15] LiDAR PC Agri X X X X Real
[16] 3DGS Agri X X X X Real
[117] 3DGS/NeRF Agri X X X X Real
[18] 3DGS Agri X X X X Real
[[19] 3DGS Agri X X X X Real
[20] 3DGS Agri X X X X Real
[21] 3DGS Agri X X X v Real
5] 3DGS Agri X X X v Real
[22] 3DGS Agri X X X v Real
[23] 3DGS Agri X X X v Real
[24] Occ. Agri v v v X Both
[11] Occ. Agri v v v X Both
[25] Hybrid (Occ. + TSDF)  Agri v v v X Both
[26] Occ. Agri v v v X Both
[8] Occ. Agri v v v X Both
[27] 3DGS Gen. v X X NA Both
[28] Hybrid (3DGS+topo.) Gen. v X X NA  Both
[29] Hybrid (2DGS+Occ.) Gen. v X X NA  Both
[30] 3DGS Gen. v X X NA Sim
[31] Hybrid (3DGS+voxel) Gen. v X X NA Both
[32] 3DGS Gen. v X X NA Both
Ours Hybrid (Occ.+3DGS) Agri v v v v Both

Abbreviations:

Representation (PC = point cloud; Occ. = occupancy map; 2D/3DGS = 2D/3D Gaussian Splatting; TSDF = Truncated Signed Distance Field);
Domain (Agri = agriculture/horticulture; Gen. = generic robotics).

Active/Passive: Passive methods use fixed, handheld, or pre-planned routes; active methods autonomously select viewpoints.

Sem. = Semantic (building a a semantic map, not just postprocessing with semantic masks)

BP = Background Pruning (NA = Not applicable to general-purpose scenes, where the background is part of the reconstructed scene).

Val. = Validation (Sim = simulation only; Real = Laboratory or field experiments).



\VIII-A] with typical semantic noise found in real agricultural
settings). Consequently, directly pruning Gaussians based
on noisy segmentation can remove valid target geometry
along with the background. This motivates the need for a
pruning strategy that reduces the memory and computational
cost of 3DGS while remaining robust to imperfect semantic
perception.

As summarized in Table [} to the best of our knowledge,
ours is the first work to explore active semantic mapping
using 3DGS in agricultural environments.

III. METHODS

We aim to build a semantic 3D reconstruction of plants
from RGBD observations, focusing on a specific target (e.g.,
fruits). Fig.[2] presents an overview of our system. The system
receives RGBD images from the manipulator’s tip camera,
and outputs a sequence of viewpoints that progressively
improve the reconstruction of the target semantics. At each
observation, a semantic extractor predicts pixel-level class
labels. These semantic images and depth data are used to
update two complementary representations: a low-resolution
semantic OctoMap to maintain occupancy information, and
a dense semantic 3DGS model for detailed reconstruction.
The gaussian representation enables identifying target regions
by clustering semantic gaussians. A viewpoint sampling,
filtering and evaluation module takes these semantic clusters,
sample multiple viewpoints and evaluate them based on the
occupancy information. Finally, a graph-based planner selects
and executes a subset of viewpoints that balance information
gain and actuation cost. The following subsections describe
each module in detail.

A. Semantic extractor

The semantic extractor takes an RGB image as input
and produces a per-pixel semantic label and segmentation
confidence. We consider the semantic classes S = { fruits,
leaves, background }. The corresponding semantic masks
are used to update both the low-resolution OctoMap and
the semantic 3DGS model, ensuring consistency between the
coarse and dense representations.

B. Low-resolution OctoMap

OctoMap [35] has been widely used for active mapping
and exploration. In our system, we utilize it primarily for
viewpoint planning rather than detailed mapping. This allows
us to maintain a low-resolution OctoMap, which is compu-
tationally efficient and sufficient for our planning needs. We
use a semantic extension [38|] that takes RGBD observations
and semantic labels as input and updates the occupancy and
class probability of the environment. Specifically, Semantic
Octomap creates a probabilistic semantic octree where each
voxel x encodes a categorical distribution p.(x) over different
classes as well as a binary occupancy probability value
po(zx). This semantic OctoMap enables the computation of a
semantics-aware information gain for viewpoint evaluation,
as in [8]], and collision checking during planning.

C. Semantic Gaussian Splatting

We represent the environment as a collection of 3D
gaussians, each parameterized by position p € R?, radius
r € R, color ¢ € {R, G, B}, opacity o € [0, 1], and semantic
label s € S. These parameters are optimized by minimizing
the photometric, depth, and semantic discrepancies between
rendered and input RGBD images. Our approach builds upon
SGS-SLAM [39], a work focused on 3DGS-based Semantic
SLAM. Similar to this work, we use isotropic 3D Gaussians
defined as follows:

F(x) = oexp (L2541 ) ()

where x € R3 is a 3D point in space.

Color images C(p) are rendered by alpha-compositing the
2D projections of all gaussians onto the image plane, as
follows:

C(p) =N, cifon, (@) TIZ1(1 = fon,(P) ()

where c; is the color value of the ith gaussian, fop,(p)
is the value of f projected onto the 2D image plane at the
pixel p = (u,v), leveraging the camera intrinsic matrix and
the camera pose. Semantic, depth and silhouette (visibility)
images are rendered analogously by replacing c; in equation
by s;, depth value z; and 1.0 respectively.

We assume in this work that accurate camera pose estima-
tion is available, which, to a certain extent, is ensured by the
manipulator’s forward kinematics. Therefore, unlike [39], we
do not use 3DGS for localization, as it requires continuous
camera tracking and thus introduces additional computational
overhead.

The initialization, mapping and background pruning strate-
gies described below are designed to make our approach
efficient and robust to depth and semantic segmentation
noise.

Initialization. For each new RGB-D observation, Gaussian
positions are initialized from the corresponding depth image
as in the original implementation. We initialize one Gaussian
per valid pixel. Although these noisy values may differ from
the true scene geometry, the Gaussian positions are subse-
quently refined during optimization using depth, color, and
semantic information. We only consider depth measurements
below a maximum depth threshold, maz_range, to avoid
introducing Gaussians corresponding to distant background
regions, such as adjacent crop rows. Additionally, the se-
mantic features of newly initialized Gaussians are assigned
neutral values, allowing them to gradually converge to the
correct semantic labels through multiple noisy observations.
This initialization, together with semantic supervision, en-
ables the background pruning strategy described below.

Robust Mapping. Similar to [39]], we jointly optimize
geometric, photometric, and semantic consistency using the
following mapping loss:

Lin = S per CaLa(p) + AoLe(P)) + 35 5, Le(p)  (3)
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Fig. 2. System overview. Our framework integrates two semantic representations: a low-resolution OctoMap for collision-free motion planning, frontier
extraction, and viewpoint evaluation, and a 3DGS representation for high-fidelity reconstruction. Candidate exploitation viewpoints are sampled around
semantic clusters, while exploration viewpoints are sampled around frontier centroids and along crop rows. A graph-based planner determines the optimal
sequence of viewpoints by considering information gain and actuation cost.

where

La(p) = [D(p) — Dyu(p)|

Le(p) = a|C(p) = Cor(p)] + (1 — @) (1 = SSIM(C(p), Cyi(P)))

Ly(p) = |conf(p)? (S(p) — Sgt(p))] 4)

where A1, A2, A3, and « are weighting hyperparameters
summarized in Table EI, and Cy, Dy, and Sy denote the
input color, depth, and semantic images, respectively.

Unlike previous works [39], we weight the semantic
loss by the squared confidence of the semantic extractor,
conf(p)?, thereby reducing the influence of uncertain se-
mantic predictions. Furthermore, the depth and color losses
are computed only over foreground pixels, preventing the
background from influencing the optimization of foreground
Gaussians, particularly those near object boundaries. The
foreground mask F' is defined as:

F ={p | S(p) # background A conf(p) > 7}, (5)

where 7 is an empirically selected confidence threshold.
Unlike the depth and color losses, the semantic loss is
evaluated over the entire image. This encourages Gaussians
corresponding to background regions to converge toward the
background class, enabling their subsequent removal through
the proposed semantic pruning strategy.

Background Pruning. In addition to the standard pruning
operations used in 3DGS, we introduce a semantic pruning
strategy to remove Gaussians that represent background re-
gions. Unlike post-processing approaches that remove back-
ground Gaussians after training, our strategy operates during
mapping, allowing the representation to remain compact
throughout optimization and reducing the computational cost
of subsequent mapping iterations.

At each pruning iteration, we evaluate the semantic rep-
resentation of each Gaussian and remove those whose /o
distance to the background semantic label falls below a
predefined threshold. This strategy is enabled by the semantic
initialization and loss design described above. In particular,
newly initialized Gaussians are assigned neutral semantic
features, while semantic supervision is applied over the
entire image, including background regions. Consequently,
Gaussians initialized from background or spurious depth
measurements can gradually acquire background semantics
through successive observations and are subsequently re-
moved during pruning. This is particularly beneficial under
noisy or incomplete depth measurements, where direct ini-
tialization can introduce Gaussians at incorrect locations or
in regions that should not be reconstructed.

By removing background Gaussians during mapping rather
than after training, our strategy maintains a more com-
pact representation throughout optimization, thereby reducing
both GPU memory consumption and Gaussian Splatting
mapping time while preserving the target plant geometry.

It is worth noting that, although our implementation is built



upon the SGS-SLAM framework [39]], the proposed method
is largely framework-agnostic and can be integrated into other
Gaussian Splatting pipelines with only minor modifications.
To demonstrate this generality, we also adapted our method
to two additional Gaussian Splatting frameworks, 2DGS [40]
and GS3LAM [41]], as part of our experimental evaluation.

D. Viewpoint Sampling, Filtering, and Evaluation

To identify informative viewpoints for active mapping,
we exploit the complementary strengths of our two map
representations. The 3DGS model is used to identify reliable
semantic targets (fruits) and generate exploitation viewpoints,
whereas the low-resolution OctoMap is used to generate
exploration viewpoints.

To generate exploitation viewpoints, we apply DBSCAN
clustering to Gaussians whose semantic features have con-
verged to the target class (fruit). Candidate viewpoints are
then uniformly sampled on a sphere around the centroid
of each fruit cluster. Exploration viewpoints are generated
similarly by uniformly sampling viewpoints around frontier
centroids. To this end, frontier voxels are identified in the
OctoMap as free voxels adjacent to both occupied and
unknown voxels within a 26-connected neighborhood. These
frontier voxels are subsequently grouped using voxel-grid
clustering, and each cluster is represented by its centroid,
yielding a compact set of frontier centroids.

To bootstrap the mapping process, we additionally define
a set of exploration viewpoints on planes parallel to the crop
rows using prior knowledge of the row spacing and average
plant height. These viewpoints are particularly useful at the
beginning of the mapping process, before either the OctoMap
or the 3DGS model has been initialized.

Because many candidate viewpoints may lie outside the
manipulator’s workspace, we project them onto the nearest
reachable pose. To this end, we discretize the manipulator’s
joint space and compute forward kinematics to obtain a set
of feasible 6-DoF end-effector poses. For each candidate
viewpoint, the nearest reachable pose is determined using
a nearest-neighbor search. This procedure ensures that all
selected viewpoints are kinematically feasible.

Finally, the occupancy map is used to evaluate the in-
formation gain of each candidate viewpoint. Specifically,
exploration viewpoints are evaluated using the Unknown
Voxel Count (UVC) metric [42], whereas exploitation view-
points are evaluated using the Occlusion- and Semantic-
Aware Multi-Class Entropy with Proximity Count (OSAM-
CEP) metric [§]]. The information gain values are normalized
independently for each viewpoint category, and the top K
viewpoints are selected to construct the planning graph.

E. Graph-based planning

Inspired by [26], once we have a set of viewpoints with
their corresponding information gains, we insert each view-
point and its associated joint configuration as a node in a
graph. We connect each node to N4, neighboring nodes
based on proximity in the manipulator’s joint space. In this

way, we encourage the manipulator to perform smooth and
efficient transitions between viewpoints.

We use a best-first path search algorithm to find the
next sequence of viewpoints to be executed. The algorithm
employs a priority queue (initialized with the current camera
pose) to store and retrieve nodes based on their utility values.
At each step, the node with the highest utility is extracted
from the priority queue and expanded. When unexpanded
neighbors are discovered, their utility is updated as the sum of
their predecessor’s utility and their own, and they are inserted
into the priority queue. This process continues until no nodes
remain in the queue. Finally, the optimal path is obtained
by backtracking from the highest-utility node to the starting
position. We execute the top K.,.. viewpoints along this best
path before replanning.

F. Control

We use the ROS Movelt package to execute manipulation
viewpoints following collision-free trajectories.

G. Farallel Mapping

After a new viewpoint observation becomes available,
the 3DGS module initializes new Gaussians and performs
Knapping Optimization iterations. At each iteration, a pre-
viously captured frame is randomly selected to perform a
mapping optimization step. In parallel, the low-resolution
OctoMap is updated with the new observation. Once both
mapping processes are complete, the updated OctoMap is
used to sample and evaluate new candidate viewpoints, while
the updated 3DGS model is used to compute new semantic
clusters.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

TABLE I
MAIN HYPERPARAMETERS USED DURING EVALUATION. ALL THE
HYPERPARAMETERS ARE AVAILABLE IN THE SUPPLEMENTARY

MATERIAL.
Category | Parameter | Value | Description
Low resolution &S [m] 0.05 Map resolution
Octomap max_range [m] 1.0 Max depth range for mapping
High resolution §S [m] 0.01 Map resolution
Octomap maz_range [m] 1.0 Max depth range for mapping
Segmentation Pyt 0.7 Probability of correct classification
during semantic segmentation
Viewpoint 7 [m] 04 Radius of sphere for viewpoint sampling
Sampling Ny 10 Number of azimuth samples
N 5 Number of elevation samples
Graph-based K 20 Number of viewpoints for graph
planning Nnear 4 Number of neighbors per node
Keree 4 Viewpoints executed before replanning
DBSCAN € [m] 0.02 Radius of a neighborhood
min — samples [m] 10 Minimum points per cluster
Gaussian A1 0.5 Weight for depth loss
Splatting A2 1.0 Weight for rgb loss
(SGS-SLAM, GS3LAM and 2DGS) Az 0.1 Weight for semantic loss
Lot 0.8 Second weight for rgb loss
T 0.4 Confidence threshold
Kmapping 60 Number of optimization steps

We validate our approach through simulation, controlled
laboratory experiments, and real greenhouse experiments.
These corresponding environments can be seen in Fig.
Simulation enables a quantitative evaluation of reconstruc-
tion accuracy by providing high-quality ground-truth data.
Controlled laboratory experiments allow us to assess the



proposed method under static conditions, without the influ-
ence of environmental disturbances. Finally, real greenhouse
experiments demonstrate the applicability of our approach in
realistic agricultural environments, where challenges such as
wind-induced plant motion and illumination variations can
significantly affect perception and reconstruction.

Simulation environment. We construct a realistic horti-
cultural environment in the Gazebo simulator. The simulated
scene comprises six crop rows, including two variants of bell
pepper plants and one variant of tomato plants. These plant
models [43] exhibit variations in appearance, height, cluster
size, and occlusion characteristics. To increase environmental
diversity, we generate five replicas of this setup by randomiz-
ing the orientation of the plant models, obtaining 30 different
rows in total.

To evaluate the robustness of our framework to imperfect
semantic perception, we simulate segmentation errors by
assigning each segmented object mask its correct seman-
tic label with probability P, and an incorrect label with
probability 1 — P. When an incorrect label is assigned, it
is selected uniformly from the remaining semantic classes.
This object-level noise model emulates classification errors
commonly produced by semantic segmentation systems while
preserving the spatial consistency of individual object masks.
To maintain consistency with this noise model, we generate
semantic confidence maps by assigning a confidence of P to
the predicted class when the prediction is correct and %
when it is incorrect.

In addition, we use SimSens a GPU-accelerated depth
sensor simulator based on stereo matching, to generate noisy
depth maps that resemble those produced by real RGB-D
Sensors.

Laboratory environment. Our controlled environment
consists of four synthetic plants, each separated by 0.5 m,
containing bell peppers and lime fruits. We generate 10
different scenes by randomly varying the orientation of the
plants.

Real greenhouse environment. We use eight potted bell
pepper plants arranged in two rows of four plants each. The
plants are spaced 0.5 m apart and bear green, red, and yellow
bell peppers. We generate 10 distinct scenes by randomly
varying the orientation of the plants.

Robot setup. Our mobile manipulator consists of a 6-DoF
XArm Lite6 manipulator mounted on a Terrasentia ground
robot. An RGB-D camera with a resolution of (640x480)
pixels is attached to the manipulator’s end effector, with its
optical axis aligned with the rotation axis of the wrist joint. In
simulation, we use ground-truth camera poses. For real-world
experiments, the tip camera pose is estimated by combining
the built-in SLAM system of a ZED2 camera mounted on the
front of the robot with the manipulator’s forward kinematics.

For semantic perception, we use color-based segmentation
in simulation. In laboratory and field experiments, this mod-
ule is replaced by Detic [44]], an open-vocabulary detector

Uhttps://github.com/angli66/simsense

used for fruit detection and segmentation, and CrossGSD-
Seg [45], which is used for vegetation segmentation. Both
models return object masks and confidence scores.

The main hyperparameters used in our experiments are
summarized in Table [} Additional implementation details
are provided in the supplementary material.

All simulations and real-world experiments are conducted
on an NVIDIA Jetson AGX Orin platform equipped with 32
GB of unified memory.

Experimental procedure. For each crop row consisting
of four or five plants, we define a fixed sequence of six
waypoints (three on each side of the row) that the mobile
manipulator follows throughout all trials, thereby minimizing
the influence of navigation variability. The robot performs
mapping along the row by traversing one side, turning at the
end of the row, and returning along the opposite side. At
each waypoint, it selects and executes up to 12 successful
viewpoints for data acquisition. We consider three semantic
classes: fruits, leaves, and background, with fruits designated
as the target objects for mapping.

Baselines. We compare our framework against two classes
of baselines. First, we evaluate the complete hybrid active
mapping framework against a Semantic OctoMap-based ac-
tive mapping approach. Second, we evaluate the semantic
Gaussian Splatting module within our framework against
state-of-the-art semantic Gaussian Splatting methods, includ-
ing SGS-SLAM [39], GS3LAM [41]], and 2DGS [40].

Semantic OctoMap. A purely OctoMap-based active map-
ping approach, which remains the predominant map rep-
resentation in horticultural robotics [8|], [24], [26]. Within
our modular framework, this baseline is implemented by
removing the 3D Gaussian Splatting module while retaining
the semantic OctoMap with a voxel resolution of 0.01 m,
which is five times finer than the resolution used in our
hybrid approach. The resulting OctoMap is used to identify
fruit clusters and frontier centroids, and evaluate candidate
viewpoints, while all remaining modules are kept unchanged
to ensure a fair comparison.

SGS-SLAM. A semantic 3D Gaussian Splatting framework
that jointly optimizes the 3D scene representation and camera
poses. Since our viewpoints are sparsely sampled and there-
fore unsuitable for continuous SLAM, we disable the tracking
module and optimize only the mapping component. The
optimization objective includes RGB, depth, and semantic
losses.

GS3LAM. Another semantic SLAM framework based on
3D Gaussian Splatting. Unlike SGS-SLAM, which employs
an {1 semantic loss, GS3LAM uses a multi-class cross-
entropy semantic loss and jointly trains a semantic classifier.
Its objective function also includes Gaussian scale regular-
ization in addition to the RGB, depth, and semantic losses.
As with SGS-SLAM, the tracking module is disabled.

2DGS. An adaptation of Gaussian Splatting designed
for accurate surface reconstruction. Unlike 3DGS, which
represents the scene using volumetric Gaussians, 2DGS


https://github.com/angli66/simsense

models surfaces as planar disks (surfels), enabling direct
surface optimization. The original implementation optimizes
RGB reconstruction, depth distortion, and normal consistency
losses. For a fair comparison, we extend it by incorporating
depth and semantic losses.

Unlike the OctoMap baseline and our approach, two of our
Gaussian Splatting baselines are evaluated offline. For each
scene, we first run our hybrid active mapping framework,
using SGS-SLAM (ours) as backbone, and record the RGB,
depth, semantic, and confidence images together with the cor-
responding camera poses. The remaining Gaussian Splatting
baselines (2DGS and GS3LAM) are then evaluated using the
recorded data. This evaluation protocol significantly reduces
the computational cost of the experiments by eliminating
the need to repeat data acquisition for each baseline, while
ensuring that all methods are evaluated using the same
observations and camera trajectories for a fair comparison.

Metrics. We evaluate the proposed approach and the base-
lines in terms of both fruit 3D reconstruction accuracy and
computational efficiency. To assess reconstruction accuracy,
we use standard geometric metrics, including the Chamfer
Distance (CD), Precision (P), Recall (R), and F1 score (F}).
A distance threshold of 0.01 m is used to compute Precision
and Recall, consistent with the resolution of the Semantic
OctoMap baseline.

We also evaluate novel-view synthesis (NVS) quality using
the Peak Signal-to-Noise Ratio (PSNR), Structural Similarity
Index Measure (SSIM), Mean Absolute Depth Error (Depth
L1), and Mean Intersection over Union (mloU). Because
our primary objective is accurate fruit reconstruction, PSNR,
SSIM, and Depth L1 are computed only over pixels cor-
responding to fruit regions, with all other semantic classes
masked out. Ground-truth images for NVS evaluation are ob-
tained by sampling random viewpoints directed toward fruit
clusters during the same mapping episodes. These viewpoints
are used exclusively for evaluation and are not incorporated
into either the OctoMap or Gaussian Splatting reconstruction.
This protocol ensures that the evaluation images are captured
from novel viewpoints while maintaining camera poses that
are consistent with the current world coordinate frame.

For the laboratory and real greenhouse experiments, we use
the semantic predictions generated by Detic and CrossGSD-
Seg, retaining only predictions with confidence values above
a threshold 7, as an approximation of the ground-truth
semantics. Similarly, camera depth measurements with zero
values masked out are used as an approximation of the
ground-truth depth.

Finally, we report the average runtime per viewpoint, the
number of Gaussians, and peak GPU memory usage as
measures of computational efficiency.

V. RESULTS

In the results reported in this section, we denote by Back-
bone (Ours) (e.g., SGS-SLAM (Ours)) the corresponding
baseline augmented with our robust mapping and background

pruning strategies (Section [[II), in contrast with its original
(unmodified) formulation.

Fruit Reconstruction Accuracy. Table [lII| reports fruit-
level reconstruction accuracy in simulation under the most
challenging condition considered in this work, namely, si-
multaneous depth and segmentation noise. Across all three
Gaussian Splatting backbones, augmenting the vanilla base-
lines with our robust mapping and background pruning strate-
gies substantially improves reconstruction accuracy, reducing
Chamfer Distance by 4-7x and more than doubling Preci-
sion for GS3LAM and 2DGS. In contrast, Recall remains
comparatively stable across most backbones, indicating that
the vanilla baselines already recover most fruit surfaces but
represent them with a large number of spurious, noisy points.
SGS-SLAM (Ours) achieves the best performance across all
four metrics and is therefore adopted as the representative
configuration of our framework in the remaining sections.
One exception is 2DGS (Ours), whose Recall decreases from
0.927 to 0.822 relative to its vanilla counterpart despite a
substantial gain in Precision. This suggests that the proposed
strategies remove a larger fraction of valid fruit surfels along
with spurious ones, potentially due to suboptimal hyperpa-
rameter tuning for this particular backbone.

Compared with the Semantic OctoMap baseline, all Gaus-
sian Splatting methods, including their unmodified base-
lines, achieve a higher F1 score, highlighting a funda-
mental limitation of occupancy-grid representations under
noisy conditions. In particular, Semantic OctoMap attains a
comparatively high Recall (0.740) but the lowest Precision
of all methods (0.346), as noisy depth and segmentation
measurements corrupt individual voxels that cannot be cor-
rected through joint photometric, geometric, and semantic
optimization, unlike our 3DGS-based representation. Overall,
our best configuration, SGS-SLAM (Ours), nearly doubles
the F1 score of the Semantic OctoMap baseline.

Fig. [3] illustrates this improvement qualitatively for one
simulated crop row. Compared with the vanilla SGS-SLAM
baseline, our approach produces markedly cleaner RGB,
semantic, and fruit point clouds, with visibly fewer spurious
points scattered around the fruit clusters, consistent with the
precision gains reported in Table

A. Novel-view Synthesis Performance

Table reports novel-view synthesis metrics across the
three evaluation environments. Because PSNR, SSIM, and
Depth L1 are computed only over fruit pixels rather than
full frames, and because viewpoints are sparsely and actively
selected rather than densely and uniformly sampled as in
typical NVS benchmarks, the absolute PSNR (11.5-16.6 dB)
and SSIM (0.13-0.33) values reported here are substantially
lower than those commonly reported for 3D Gaussian Splat-
ting [[14] on full , densely observed scenes. We therefore
focus our analysis on the relative improvement introduced
by our contributions rather than on these absolute values.

PSNR improves for every backbone in every environment
when augmented with our robust mapping, and background



Ground Truth

SGS-SLAM

SGS-SLAM (Ours)

Semantics

Fruit Points

Fig. 3. Sample reconstructions of a bell pepper row from our simulated environment. Compared with the SGS-SLAM baseline, our 3DGS-based approach
produces cleaner and less noisy RGB, semantic, and fruit point clouds. Additional examples are provided in Appendix

TABLE III
RECONSTRUCTION PERFORMANCE IN THE SIMULATED ENVIRONMENT UNDER NOISY CONDITIONS, AVERAGED OVER 30 SCENES.

Method Chamfer Distance| [m] Precisiont Recallt F1 Scoref
Semantic Octomap 0.10140.025 0.3464+0.127  0.7404+0.214  0.466+0.155
GS3LAM 0.1244-0.035 0.42640.118  0.9294+0.046  0.57440.111
2DGS 0.096+0.024 0.43440.123  0.92740.041  0.59440.119
SGS-SLAM 0.076+0.028 0.7834+0.092  0.7784+0.053  0.77740.063
GS3LAM (Ours) 0.02440.011 0.9064+0.042  0.9334+0.030  0.91940.029
2DGS (Ours) 0.0231+0.011 0.9074+0.054  0.82240.089  0.86140.071
SGS-SLAM (Ours) 0.013+0.002 0.936£0.019  0.958+0.026  0.946+0.016
TABLE IV

NOVEL VIEW SYNTHESIS PERFORMANCE ACROSS ENVIRONMENTS UNDER NOISY CONDITIONS

Environment Method PSNR[dB]t SSIM 1 Depth L1[m]| MIOUT
GS3LAM 11.655+0.905  0.136+0.024 0.07940.013 0.2894-0.051
2DGS 13.547+0.839  0.18640.027 0.07640.015 0.298+0.031
Simulation SGS-SLAM 12.258+0.847  0.18940.024 0.10540.017 0.2944-0.045
(30 scenes) GS3LAM (Ours) 16.559+1.231 0.222+0.040 0.11640.021 0.692+0.030
2DGS (Ours) 16.348+1.018  0.219+0.038 0.07040.024 0.642+0.057
SGS-SLAM (Ours) 16.156+0.993 ~ 0.2384-0.032 0.052+0.012 0.713+0.049
GS3LAM 12.9924+0.454  0.239+0.018 0.04540.010 0.51140.056
2DGS 14.503+0.867  0.30840.034 0.04540.014 0.570+0.050
Laboratory SGS-SLAM 14.1744+0.667  0.322+0.023 0.04140.012 0.599+0.030
(10 scenes) GS3LAM (Ours) 14.160+0.362  0.25440.017 0.07340.009 0.69140.025
2DGS (Ours) 15.055+0.534 0.303+0.024 0.038+-0.009 0.691+0.024
SGS-SLAM (Ours) 15.002+0.482  0.333+0.016 0.0494-0.008 0.692+0.017
GS3LAM 11.4794+0.529  0.130£0.007 0.10340.022 0.377+0.020
2DGS 12.884+0.754  0.18340.021 0.090+0.016 0.400+0.025
Real Greenhouse SGS-SLAM 12.3094+0.939  0.190+0.034 0.086+0.013 0.428+0.035
(10 scenes) GS3LAM (Ours) 12.970+£0.518  0.14240.018 0.1354-0.008 0.50440.028
2DGS (Ours) 13.5504+0.555 0.174+0.016 0.08740.012 0.509+0.025
SGS-SLAM (Ours) 13.188+0.536  0.190+0.022 0.09440.005 0.500+0.025
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Fig. 4. Novel views generated using SGS-SLAM and our approach in different environments. We refer to the depth and semantic images obtained from the
camera sensors and segmentation model, respectively, as ground truth (GT). Note that these reference measurements may contain errors and are therefore
not necessarily perfect in the laboratory and real greenhouse environments. Additional examples are provided in Appendix for other GS methods.



pruning strategies, with gains ranging from +0.6 dB (2DGS,
laboratory) to +4.9 dB (GS3LAM, simulation). MIoU shows
the largest and most consistent improvement of all NVS
metrics, increasing by 0.34-0.42 in simulation and up to
0.18 and 0.13 in the more challenging laboratory and real
greenhouse environments, respectively, directly reflecting the
benefit of the confidence-weighted semantic loss and back-
ground pruning for semantic map quality. SSIM improve-
ments are more modest and less consistent: while all three
backbones improve in simulation, gains in laboratory and
real greenhouse settings are small and, for 2DGS, slightly
negative.

Depth L1 shows a more mixed, backbone-dependent pat-
tern. GS3LAM (Ours) exhibits a higher depth error than
its vanilla counterpart in all three environments (+0.028
to +0.037 m), whereas 2DGS (Ours) improves slightly in
every environment (-0.003 to -0.007 m). SGS-SLAM (Ours),
our representative configuration, substantially reduces depth
error in simulation (0.105 m to 0.052 m) but shows a
small increase in the laboratory and real greenhouse settings
(+0.008 m in both). We attribute this discrepancy primarily
to the evaluation protocol rather than to an underlying loss
of geometric accuracy: in simulation, Depth L1 is computed
against noiseless, exact ground-truth depth, whereas in the
laboratory and real greenhouse experiments the reference
depth is itself obtained from a single noisy sensor capture
at a novel viewpoint (Section [[V), rather than from an
independent, high-accuracy geometric measurement. Part of
the reported depth error in these settings may therefore
reflect sensor-to-sensor noise variance rather than true re-
construction inaccuracy, an evaluation limitation we revisit
in Section [VIl

Fig. ] presents novel views rendered by our proposed
method and the corresponding baseline for each environ-
ment. Overall, compared with the vanilla GS models, our
approach produces more accurate fruit masks, less noisy
depth maps, and higher-quality plant reconstructions, while
effectively suppressing background artifacts. However, in the
real greenhouse environment, both the baselines and our
method produce reconstructions that miss some fruits, par-
ticularly green peppers. This is likely because green peppers
are more frequently misclassified by the fruit detector than
ripe peppers, resulting in persistent semantic errors in the
input observations. Although our framework is designed to
mitigate the effects of segmentation errors, it cannot recover
objects that are consistently assigned an incorrect semantic
class by the perception model. This limitation highlights the
distinction between robustness to noisy segmentation and
robustness to systematic biases in the underlying semantic
perception model.

B. Robustness to Noise

In this section, we evaluate the robustness of our frame-
work to two sources of perception noise: semantic segmen-
tation noise and depth noise. Using our simulation environ-
ment, we consider four experimental settings: (i) noiseless

segmentation with noiseless depth, (ii) noiseless segmenta-
tion with noisy depth, (iii) noisy segmentation with noiseless
depth, and (iv) noisy segmentation with noisy depth. Fig. [5]
summarizes the F1 score of the Semantic OctoMap baseline
and the three Gaussian Splatting backbones across these
four conditions; the complete reconstruction and novel-view
synthesis (NVS) metrics underlying this figure are reported
in Table (Appendix [VIII-D).

As shown in Fig. 5] Semantic OctoMap degrades sharply
as noise is introduced, and the degradation is markedly
super-additive: F1 drops from 0.955 (noiseless) to 0.825
under depth noise alone and 0.781 under segmentation noise
alone, but collapses to 0.466 when both noise sources are
present together, more than the sum of the two individual
drops. Precision is hit hardest (0.963 to 0.346, Table [VIII),
since each voxel’s occupancy and class estimate is updated
from whatever noisy evidence arrives, with no mechanism
to reconcile conflicting depth and semantic cues across
observations.

In contrast, all three Gaussian Splatting backbones aug-
mented with our robust mapping, and background pruning
strategies remain comparatively stable under the same com-
bined noise condition, with F1 dropping only 3-11% relative
to their respective noiseless settings, compared with Oc-
toMap’s —51% (Fig. [5). Moreover, the two noise sources af-
fect Precision and Recall in a consistent and mechanistically
interpretable way across all three backbones (Table [VIII):
depth noise primarily reduces Precision (e.g., GS3LAM
(Ours): 0.964 to 0.871) by introducing spurious or mispo-
sitioned Gaussians during initialization, while segmentation
noise primarily reduces Recall (e.g., GS3LAM (Ours): 0.977
to 0.870), which in our case corresponds to fruit coverage.

Among the three backbones, SGS-SLAM (Ours) is the
most resilient to segmentation noise specifically, with only
a 0.026 drop in Recall compared with 0.107-0.112 for the
other backbones, consistent with its overall best performance
in Table Conversely, 2DGS (Ours) is the most sensitive
to combined noise among the three backbones, in line with
the Recall trade-off already observed for this backbone
in Table Interestingly, NVS quality is comparatively
insensitive to noise: PSNR for SGS-SLAM (Ours) stays
within a narrow 16.0-16.6 dB range across all four con-
ditions, indicating that noise primarily degrades geometric
and semantic accuracy rather than photometric rendering
quality. One exception is GS3LAM (Ours), whose Depth L1
nearly doubles under segmentation noise alone (0.069 m to
0.135 m) while remaining almost unchanged under depth
noise alone (0.069 m to 0.068 m); we hypothesize that
its jointly trained semantic classifier is more disrupted by
label noise than the other backbones, indirectly degrading
foreground/background convergence and, in turn, geometric
accuracy, though we do not verify this mechanism directly.
Full NVS metrics for all four conditions are reported in
Table (Appendix [VIII-DJ.

Fig. [f] illustrates the gap between Semantic Octomap and
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Fig. 5. FI1 score of the Semantic OctoMap baseline and the three Gaussian Splatting backbones (augmented with our robust mapping and background
pruning strategies) across the four noise conditions evaluated in the simulation environment. Semantic OctoMap degrades super-additively once both noise
sources are present, while the Gaussian Splatting backbones remain comparatively stable. Full metrics are reported in Table (Appendix [VIII-D).

our 3DGS representation for one simulated crop row under
combined noise. Semantic OctoMap produces visibly noisier
maps than our approach, since it assumes a fixed noise model
for all observations and cannot jointly reconcile depth and
semantic evidence, causing individual voxels to converge to
incorrect semantic values.

C. Ablation Study

To isolate the individual contribution of each component
of our method, we conduct an ablation study using SGS-
SLAM, our representative backbone, under the combined
depth and segmentation noise condition used throughout this
section. Starting from the vanilla SGS-SLAM baseline, we
add robust mapping (RM) and background pruning (BP) both
individually and jointly, and report the resulting reconstruc-
tion accuracy and NVS metrics in Table

Table [V] shows that robust mapping and background prun-
ing address distinct failure modes and are only effective
when combined. Robust mapping alone (SGS-SLAM+RM)
improves every metric relative to the vanilla baseline, most
notably Recall (0.778 to 0.938) and MIoU (0.294 to 0.590,
more than doubling), while improving Precision more mod-
estly (0.783 to 0.882); this is consistent with robust map-
ping’s role in correcting noisy Gaussian initialization and
updates, which primarily governs how much of the true fruit
and semantic content is recovered. Background pruning alone
(SGS-SLAM+BP) shows the opposite trade-off: Precision
reaches 0.943, the highest of any configuration including the
full method, but Recall collapses to 0.501, below even the
vanilla baseline (0.778), driving F1 down to 0.647, the worst
of all four configurations. This indicates that, without robust
mapping to first correct noisy or mispositioned Gaussians,
the pruning criterion cannot reliably distinguish spurious
background Gaussians from valid but noisy fruit Gaussians,
and removes a large fraction of true fruit content along with

background clutter. Background pruning alone also increases
Depth L1 relative to the vanilla baseline (0.105 to 0.188 m);
we attribute this to the removal of valid surface-covering
Gaussians, which leaves gaps that are filled by less accurate
remaining geometry during rendering.

Combining both components (SGS-SLAM+RM+BP, i.e.,
SGS-SLAM (Ours)) resolves this trade-off rather than merely
averaging it: Precision reaches 0.936, nearly matching back-
ground pruning’s standalone maximum (0.943), while Recall
reaches 0.958, exceeding even robust mapping’s standalone
value (0.938). This indicates a synergistic rather than purely
additive interaction: robust mapping first ensures that the
Gaussians surviving pruning are accurately positioned and
correctly classified, which in turn allows background pruning
to remove spurious content aggressively without sacrificing
valid fruit coverage. The combination also achieves the best
Chamfer Distance (0.013 m, a further 55% reduction over
robust mapping alone) and the best Depth L1 (0.052 m),
reversing the degradation observed when background pruning
is applied in isolation. Overall, F1 improves from 0.777
(vanilla) to 0.946 (Ours), approaching the 0.980 achieved
by SGS-SLAM (Ours) without any noise (Table Ap-
pendix [VIII-D), and MIoU more than doubles (0.294 to
0.713), confirming that robust mapping and background prun-
ing are both necessary and mutually reinforcing components
of our framework.

D. Phenotyping Performance

In this section, we evaluate two task-oriented metrics that
are particularly relevant to horticultural applications: fruit
count accuracy and fruit volume accuracy, both of which are
commonly used for phenotyping and yield estimation. We use
the point clouds reconstructed by SGS-SLAM (Ours), our
representative configuration (Table [ITI), for this evaluation.
These metrics are intended to demonstrate the practical ap-
plicability of our framework rather than to compare it against
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Fig. 6. Sample reconstruction of a single crop row, demonstrating the robustness of the proposed approach (hybrid with SGS-SLAM backbone) to semantic

segmentation and depth noise compared with a high-resolution OctoMap.

TABLE V
ABLATION STUDY OF OUR ROBUST MAPPING (RM) AND BACKGROUND PRUNING (BP) STRATEGIES USING SGS-SLAM UNDER COMBINED DEPTH

AND SEGMENTATION NOISE IN SIMULATION.

RESULTS ARE AVERAGED OVER 30 SCENES.

| Reconstruction Metrics

‘ Novel View Synthesis Metrics

Method Chamfer Precisiont Recallt F1 Scoret PSNR[dB]1 SSIM T Depth L1[m]} MIOUT
Distance] [m]

SGS-SLAM (vanilla) 0.076+0.028 0.78340.092 0.77840.053  0.777+0.063 | 12.258+0.847 0.189+0.024 0.105£0.017  0.294+0.045

SGS-SLAM+RM 0.029+0.012 0.882+0.026 0.938+0.047  0.909+0.032 | 15.068+0.950 0.227+0.027 0.064+0.014 0.590+0.038

SGS-SLAM+BP 0.034+0.019 0.94340.068 0.501£0.106  0.647+0.096 | 15.83040.948 0.22740.036 0.188+0.037  0.519+0.038

SGS-SLAM+RM+BP(SGS-SLAM(Ours)) 0.013+0.002 0.936+0.019 0.958+0.026  0.946+0.016 | 16.156+0.993 0.238+0.032 0.052+0.012 0.713£0.049

the baselines. Such a comparison would require point cloud
denoising and clustering algorithms whose hyperparameters
are highly sensitive to point cloud density, making it difficult
to ensure a fair evaluation across different mapping methods.

We first extract fruit points from the reconstructed point
cloud using the semantic labels and then cluster them using
the DBSCAN algorithm. The fruit volume of each cluster is
estimated as the volume of the convex hull enclosing its 3D
points. The fruit count and volume accuracies are computed

as
|gtvalue — estimatedyarue

Accuracy =1 —

gtvalue
The hyperparameters of the denoising and clustering al-
gorithms are manually calibrated using the first crop row
in the simulated environment and then evaluated on the

remaining five rows to assess their generalization ability.
Table [VI summarizes the resulting accuracy metrics; the
reported Average is computed only over these five held-out
rows (Rows 2-6), excluding Row 1, to reflect generalization
rather than calibration performance.

The average fruit count and fruit volume accuracies are
both close to 80%, outperforming prior works that reported
accuracies of approximately 60% in similar simulated envi-
ronments [1T]}, [25]]. This comparison is provided for refer-
ence only, as differences in the simulated environments, plant
models, and experimental conditions may affect the reported
accuracies and limit the validity of a direct comparison.
Fruit count accuracy exhibits substantially greater variability
across rows than fruit volume accuracy, ranging from 67.50%
to 94.07% in the held-out rows, compared with 73.37% to



TABLE VI
PHENOTYPIC METRICS ACROSS SIX CROP ROWS IN SIMULATION
ENVIRONMENT UNDER NOISY CONDITIONS, USING SGS-SLAM (OURS)
RECONSTRUCTIONS. ROW 1* WAS USED TO CALIBRATE THE DENOISING
AND CLUSTERING HYPERPARAMETERS AND IS EXCLUDED FROM THE
REPORTED AVERAGE; ROWS 2—6 ARE THE HELD-OUT GENERALIZATION
SET. ROWS 5—6 CORRESPOND TO THE TOMATO PLANT VARIANT.

Crop Row Fruit Count Fruit Volume
Accuracy [%]  Accuracy[ %]
Row 1* 96.92+2.61 79.98+15.42
Row 2 86.98+11.35 88.001+9.33
Row 3 89.57+5.22 87.19+5.41
Row 4 94.07+2.96 73.37£6.67
Row 5 68.00+£15.43 75.45+£16.90
Row 6 67.50£15.00 73.52£13.26
Averaget 81.22 79.51

TComputed over Rows 2—6 only.

88.00% for fruit volume. This drop is concentrated in Rows
5 and 6 (68.00% and 67.50% count accuracy, respectively),
which correspond to the tomato plant variant in our simulated
scene. Unlike the bell pepper variants, tomato fruits often
grow in tightly packed clusters where individual fruits are
close to or touching one another, causing the DBSCAN step
to more frequently merge multiple fruits into a single detected
cluster. Such merges directly reduce the estimated fruit count,
whereas the corresponding volume estimate is comparatively
less affected, since the convex hull of a merged cluster still
reasonably approximates the combined volume of the merged
fruits.

E. Runtime and Memory Usage

We decompose the total runtime into four main compo-
nents: OctoMap mapping, 3D Gaussian Splatting mapping,
viewpoint planning (including viewpoint sampling, filter-
ing, evaluation, and graph-based planning), and viewpoint
execution (including collision-free trajectory planning and
trajectory execution). Figure [7] reports the average runtime
over 30 crop rows. In addition to the Semantic OctoMap
baseline with a voxel resolution of 0.01 m, we also evaluate a
coarser resolution of 0.015 m. Furthermore, we compare our
hybrid framework with and without the proposed background
pruning strategy.

Our approach is about three times as fast as the high-
resolution (0.01 m) Semantic OctoMap baseline. This im-
provement stems from the fact that high-resolution OctoMaps
require longer map update times and more expensive ray-
casting during viewpoint evaluation than lower-resolution
OctoMaps. Using a coarser voxel resolution of 0.015 m
reduces the runtime of the baseline, although at the inherent
expense of reconstruction quality.

Table reports the number of Gaussians, peak GPU
memory, and mapping runtime for each of the three Gaussian
Splatting backbones. Unlike the full-system runtime decom-
position in Fig.[7} the runtime column here isolates the 3DGS
mapping component alone, measured per viewpoint under
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Fig. 7. Runtime breakdown of our complete system, including OctoMap
mapping, Gaussian Splatting mapping, viewpoint planning, and viewpoint
execution. The OctoMap and Gaussian Splatting mapping modules run in
parallel. Overall, our approach achieves an approximately threefold reduction
in runtime compared with the high-resolution OctoMap baseline, primarily
because the low-resolution OctoMap significantly reduces both mapping and
viewpoint planning times.

the offline evaluation protocol described in Section and
therefore excludes OctoMap mapping, viewpoint planning,
and execution.

Background pruning reduces the number of Gaussians by
69—-87% across all three backbones (e.g., GS3LAM: 2.16M to
0.28M), directly confirming that the pruning criterion is ag-
gressively and consistently removing background Gaussians
regardless of the underlying backbone. This more compact
representation also reduces mapping runtime by 42-52%.

Peak GPU memory, however, does not scale proportion-
ally with the number of Gaussians. 2DGS and SGS-SLAM
show large memory reductions (57% and 48%, respectively)
that roughly track their Gaussian count reductions, but
GS3LAM’s memory footprint drops by only 18% despite
having the largest reduction in Gaussian count (87%) of
the three backbones. This suggests that part of GS3LAM’s
memory footprint is independent of the number of Gaussians,
plausibly stemming from its jointly trained semantic classifier
network, the one architectural feature that distinguishes it
from SGS-SLAM and 2DGS.

TABLE VII
MEMORY USAGE AND RUNTIME PERFORMANCE IN THE SIMULATION
ENVIRONMENT UNDER NOISY CONDITIONS

Method Number of Gaussians| GPU peak memory| Runtime]

M] [GB] [s/vp]
GS3LAM 2.16 + 0.11 1.75 £0.08 4.59+0.20
2DGS 2.29 + 0.30 4.00 £0.53 4234041
SGS-SLAM 1.48 £ 0.13 3.20 £0.25 4.5240.26
GS3LAM (Ours) 0.28 £ 0.09 1.43 £0.14 2.2240.20
2DGS (Ours) 0.70 £ 0.22 1.70 +0.39 2.45+0.42
SGS-SLAM (Ours) 0.34 £+ 0.06 1.6710.08 2.374+0.17

VI. DISCUSSION

Our results show that among the evaluated Gaussian splat-
ting backbones, SGS-SLAM achieved the best overall per-
formance in terms of geometric reconstruction accuracy and



robustness to segmentation noise. This result was somewhat
unexpected, as 2DGS has demonstrated superior performance
in other domains due to its direct surface optimization
formulation. We believe that this outcome, as well as the
high variance observed across backbones for certain metrics,
is primarily attributable to differences in hyperparameter
tuning rather than to inherent characteristics of the underlying
methods. Each backbone involves several hyperparameters
that require careful optimization, particularly those control-
ling Gaussian densification and pruning. Although we tuned
these parameters to achieve a reasonable balance between
densification and pruning for each backbone, we still ob-
served substantial differences in the density of the resulting
point clouds. Despite these inconsistencies, the proposed
robust mapping and background pruning strategies consis-
tently improves reconstruction accuracy, semantic quality,
and computational efficiency, regardless of which underlying
backbone is used. This backbone-agnostic behavior is an im-
portant result in its own right: the gains reported throughout
Section |V| are not an artifact of a single architecture, but a
consequence of the noise-handling and pruning mechanisms
themselves.

Across environments, the real greenhouse environment
is consistently the most challenging across all metrics, re-
flecting the combined effects of wind-induced plant motion,
uncontrolled illumination, sensor noise, and imperfect camera
poses. In contrast, the controlled laboratory environment
often matches or even outperforms the simulated environment
on structural metrics such as Depth L1, SSIM, and MloU,
despite relying on real sensors. Simulation exhibits a clear
advantage only in PSNR, likely because it does not account
for wind-induced motion or camera pose errors, both of
which introduce photometric inconsistencies in real-world
observations.

Despite these strengths, our evaluation has an important
limitation: quantitative geometric validation (Chamfer Dis-
tance, Precision, Recall, F1, and the robustness-to-noise and
phenotyping analyses) is only possible in simulation, where
exact geometric and semantic ground truth is available. Our
real greenhouse experiments are limited both in sample size
and, more fundamentally, in the availability of independent
ground-truth geometry; the reference depth used for novel-
view synthesis evaluation is itself a noisy sensor capture
rather than an independent high-accuracy measurement (Sec-
tion [V). This is precisely why we rely on simulation for con-
trolled, quantitative validation of reconstruction accuracy and
robustness, while treating our laboratory and real greenhouse
experiments as evidence of practical applicability rather than
as a substitute for ground-truth-based evaluation. Similarly,
the segmentation noise model used in our study does not
necessarily capture the systematic, spatially correlated fail-
ure modes of real segmentation models such as Detic and
CrossGSD-Seg (e.g., confusion driven by occlusion, object
size or atypical fruit coloration), and our robustness results
should be interpreted with this simplification in mind.

Moreover, our framework assumes accurate camera pose
estimation, obtained from the manipulator’s forward kinemat-
ics and, in real-world experiments, a visual SLAM system.
In earlier experiments, we explored enabling 3DGS-based
camera tracking, similar to SGS-SLAM, but found that it de-
graded performance rather than improving it, because track-
ing relies on sufficiently dense and overlapping observations,
which are not available under the sparse, actively selected
viewpoints used in our framework. We therefore disabled
tracking and instead relied on the accuracy of the underlying
pose estimate. Camera pose error nonetheless remains an
important challenge for real-world deployment, one that we
did not explicitly quantify in this work. A promising direction
for controlled environments is to incorporate fiducial markers
to correct pose drift, as in our prior work [[8]]; extending this
correction to unstructured, marker-free fields remains an open
problem.

Finally, our viewpoint sampling and exploration strategy
leverages prior knowledge of row spacing and plant height
to bootstrap mapping in trellised, row-structured horticultural
environments. Applying our framework to other crop types or
planting layouts (e.g., orchards or non-row field crops) would
require adjusting or recalibrating these exploration priors.
We note that active viewpoint planning is not the central
contribution of this work; rather, it serves as a practical
mechanism for generating the sparse, actively selected view-
points under which we demonstrate that our hybrid semantic
mapping approach remains accurate and efficient. Adapting
the exploration strategy itself to a broader range of crop
geometries is a direction for future work.

VII. CONCLUSION

We presented an approach for active semantic mapping
in horticultural environments that combines a low-resolution
octomap with a 3D Gaussian Splatting representation. Our
method significantly improves reconstruction accuracy, en-
abling estimation of phenotyping traits such as fruit volume
and fruit count with accuracies approaching 80%. A carefully
designed loss function along with a background pruning strat-
egy enhances robustness to segmentation and depth noise;
our ablation study shows that these two strategies address
distinct failure modes and are most effective when combined,
rather than simply adding their individual gains. These im-
provements hold consistently across three different Gaussian
Splatting backbones, indicating that they stem from the noise-
handling and pruning mechanisms themselves rather than
from a particular architecture. Moreover, our approach is
not resolution-dependent and runs considerably faster than
high-resolution octomaps. As discussed in Section[VI] several
challenges remain, particularly camera pose accuracy in
unstructured fields and the lack of ground truth geometry
for validation beyond simulation. Nonetheless, we found that
3DGS-based mapping shows great promise for reconstructing
horticultural environments and can be seamlessly integrated
into robotic frameworks, providing a powerful tool for high-
throughput phenotyping.
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VIII. APPENDIX
A. Sample viewpoints with semantics

Fig. [8] shows representative images captured using our
mapping approach. Note that the corresponding semantic
predictions are far from perfect, often showing misclassified
pixels.

B. Sample Reconstructions

Fig. 9 and Fig. [T0] show the color, semantic and fruit point
clouds obtained with 2DGS and GS3LAM, for one of the
bell-pepper rows in the simulation environment.

C. Novel View Synthesis Results

Fig. [T1] and Fig. [I2] show the color, semantic and depth
images rendered with 2DGS and GS3LAM for unseen
viewpoints in our simulated, laboratory and real-greenhouse
environments.

D. Robustness to Noise: Full Metrics

Table [VITI reports the full reconstruction and novel-view
synthesis (NVS) metrics underlying the F1-score trends sum-
marized in Fig. [3 (Section [V)), for the Semantic OctoMap
baseline and the three Gaussian Splatting backbones (aug-
mented with our robust mapping and background pruning
strategies) across all four noise conditions considered in this
work.



Fig. 8. Sample viewpoints captured using our active mapping approach in the real greenhouse environment. The corresponding semantic labels are shown
below each RGB image. Semantic noise is highlighted by blue ellipses.
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Fig. 9. Sample reconstructions of a bell pepper row from our simulation environment. Our approach produces cleaner and less noisy rgb, semantic and
fruit point clouds than the 2DGS baseline.
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Fig. 10. Sample reconstructions of a bell pepper row from our simulation environment. Our approach produces cleaner and less noisy rgb, semantic and
fruit point clouds than the GS3LAM baseline.
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Fig. 11. Novel views generated using 2DGS and our approach across different environments.



Semantics
.y

Simulation
GT

Simulation
GS3LAM

Simulation
GS3LAM{Ours)

Laboratory |
GT

Laboratory
GS3LAM

Laboratory
GS3LAM{Ours)

Real
Greenhouse
GT

Real
Greenhouse
GS3LAM

Real
Gresnhouse
GS32LAM{Ours)

Depth

Fig. 12. Novel views generated using GS3LAM and our approach in different environments.



TABLE VIII
ROBUSTNESS TO DEPTH AND SEGMENTATION NOISE IN THE SIMULATED ENVIRONMENT. RESULTS ARE AVERAGED OVER 30 SCENES.

Reconstruction Metrics

Novel View Synthesis Metrics

Method Seg. Depth Chamfer Precisiont Recallt F1 Scoret PSNR[dB]t SSIM? Depth L1[m]} MIOUt
Noise | Noise | Distancel [m]
Sem.Octomap X X 0.01340.002 0.96340.011 0.94740.034  0.95540.022 NA NA NA NA
X v 0.02340.002 0.76640.021 0.8884+0.094  0.82540.039 NA NA NA NA
v X 0.058+0.022 0.6994-0.102 0.8954+0.066  0.78140.078 NA NA NA NA
v v 0.10140.025 0.34640.127 0.7404+0.214  0.46640.155 NA NA NA NA
GS3LAM (Ours) X X 0.017+0.018 0.964+0.018 0.977+0.015  0.971+0.015 | 17.366+1.225 0.298+0.043 0.069+0.021 0.79240.033
X v 0.0260.011 0.8714:0.049 0.98740.010  0.9254+0.031 | 16.97441.131 0.26940.041 0.068+0.019 0.76610.034
v X 0.021+0.016 0.9724+0.019 0.870+0.053  0.917+0.033 | 16.727+1.298 0.239+0.047 0.135+0.027 0.69840.031
v v 0.024+0.011 0.9061-0.042 0.933+0.030  0.9194+0.029 | 16.55941.231 0.22240.040 0.116+0.021 0.69240.030
2DGS (Ours) X X 0.01040.004 0.97240.025 0.971+0.019  0.97240.020 | 17.398+1.302 0.296+0.044 0.038+0.012 0.78340.057
X v 0.021+0.011 0.88040.062 0.948+0.047  0.912+0.054 | 16.678+0.929 0.25040.037 0.054+0.018 0.7094-0.065
v X 0.015+0.007 0.97040.033 0.859+0.062  0.911+0.046 | 16.738+1.223 0.24540.040 0.059+0.019 0.69740.052
v v 0.023+0.011 0.90740.054 0.8224+0.089  0.861+0.071 | 16.348+1.018 0.21940.038 0.070+0.024 0.6424-0.057
SGS-SLAM (Ours) X X 0.023+0.040 0.968+0.018 0.993+0.006  0.980+0.011 | 16.56141.008 0.28140.036 0.035+0.01 0.7784-0.048
X v 0.01420.003 0.90740.026 0.989+0.009  0.946+0.018 | 16.0451+0.944 0.25340.037 0.046+0.013 0.73240.051
v X 0.022+0.032 0.97610.016 0.967+0.028  0.971+0.017 | 16.611+1.076 0.26310.034 0.039+0.013 0.76340.052
v v 0.013+0.002 0.93610.019 0.958+0.026  0.946+0.016 | 16.15610.993 0.238+0.032 0.052+0.012 0.71340.049




	Introduction
	Related works
	Methods
	Semantic extractor
	Low-resolution OctoMap
	Semantic Gaussian Splatting
	Viewpoint Sampling, Filtering, and Evaluation
	Graph-based planning
	Control
	Parallel Mapping

	Experiments
	Results
	Novel-view Synthesis Performance
	Robustness to Noise
	Ablation Study
	Phenotyping Performance
	Runtime and Memory Usage

	Discussion
	Conclusion
	References
	Appendix
	Sample viewpoints with semantics
	Sample Reconstructions
	Novel View Synthesis Results
	Robustness to Noise: Full Metrics


