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EnvGS: Modeling View-Dependent Appearance with Environment Gaussian
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Figure 1. Photorealistic, real-time rendering of real-world scenes with complex reflections. Our proposed EnvGS outperforms prior
works in capturing complex reflection effects, especially near-field reflections and high-frequency details while maintaining real-time
rendering speed. Please see our supplementary video for better visualizations.

Abstract

Reconstructing complex reflections in real-world scenes
from 2D images is essential for achieving photorealistic
novel view synthesis. Existing methods that utilize environ-
ment maps to model reflections from distant lighting often
struggle with high-frequency reflection details and fail to
account for near-field reflections. In this work, we introduce
EnvGS, a novel approach that employs a set of Gaussian
primitives as an explicit 3D representation for capturing
reflections of environments. These environment Gaussian
primitives are incorporated with base Gaussian primitives
to model the appearance of the whole scene. To efficiently
render these environment Gaussian primitives, we devel-
oped a ray-tracing-based renderer that leverages the GPU'’s
RT core for fast rendering. This allows us to jointly optimize
our model for high-quality reconstruction while maintain-

* Equal Contribution.

ing real-time rendering speeds. Results from multiple real-
world and synthetic datasets demonstrate that our method
produces significantly more detailed reflections, achieving
the best rendering quality in real-time novel view synthesis.
The code is available at https://zju3dv.github.io/envgs.

1. Introduction

Novel view synthesis aims to generate novel views of 3D
scenes based on a set of input images, which enables many
applications such as VR/AR, and autonomous driving. Re-
cent advances in Neural Radiance Fields (NeRF) [24] have
demonstrated impressive rendering performance. How-
ever, NeRF’s high computational cost makes it challeng-
ing for real-time applications. More recently, 3D Gaus-
sian Splatting (3DGS) [15] explicitly models scenes with
3D Gaussian primitives and utilizes rasterization for render-
ing, achieving real-time rendering with competitive qual-
ity. However, modeling complex high-frequency specular
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reflections remains challenging for 3DGS due to the limited
expressiveness of the Spherical Harmonics (SH).

Recent works GaussianShader [13] and 3DGS-DR [43],
enhance 3DGS by integrating an environment map and em-
ploying shading functions to blend the appearance from
both the environment map and SH for the final render-
ing. While additional environmental lighting can enhance
3DGS’s reflection modeling ability, it still struggles to re-
construct complex specular reflections accurately due to
two factors. First, the assumption of distant lighting in en-
vironment maps limits their ability to only capture distant
illumination and difficult to synthesize accurate near-field
reflections. Second, this representation inherently lacks suf-
ficient capacity to capture high-frequency reflection details.

In this paper, we present EnvGS, a novel approach for
modeling complex reflections in real-world scenes, address-
ing the aforementioned challenges. We propose to model
reflections using a set of Gaussian primitives termed the en-
vironment Gaussian. The geometry and base appearance
are represented by another set of Gaussian primitives called
base Gaussian. We effectively blend the two Gaussians for
rendering and optimization. Our rendering process begins
with rendering the base Gaussian for the per-pixel surface
position, normal, base color, and blending weight. Next,
we render the environment Gaussian at the surface point
in the direction of the reflection of the viewing direction
around the surface normal to capture reflection colors. Fi-
nally, we blend the base color with the reflection color to
achieve the final rendering results. In contrast to previous
methods, EnvGS captures high-frequency reflection details
using Gaussian primitives, offering superior modeling ca-
pabilities compared to environment maps. Additionally, our
explicit 3D reflection representation eliminates the need for
distant lighting assumptions, enabling accurate modeling of
near-field reflections, as shown in Fig. 1.

To render the environment Gaussian at each intersection
point along the reflection direction, we create a fully differ-
entiable ray-tracing renderer for 2DGS since rasterization
is not suited for this task. We build the ray-tracing renderer
on CUDA and OptiX [27] for real-time rendering and effi-
cient optimization of environment Gaussian. The rendering
process starts by constructing a bounding volume hierarchy
(BVH) from the 2D Gaussian primitives. We then cast rays
against the BVH, gathering ordered intersections in chunks
while integrating the Gaussian properties through volume
rendering [14] to achieve the final results. Our Gaussian
ray-tracing renderer enables detailed reflection rendering at
real-time performance. Furthermore, it allows for efficient
joint optimization of the environment Gaussian and base
Gaussian, which is essential for accurate reflection model-
ing, as demonstrated in Sec 5.4.

To validate the effectiveness of our method, we evalu-
ate EnvGS on several real and synthetic datasets. The re-

sults demonstrate that our methods achieve state-of-the-art

performance in real-time novel view synthesis and consider-

ably surpass existing real-time methods, particularly in syn-
thesizing complex reflections in real-world scenes.
In summary, we make the following contributions:

* We propose a novel scene representation for accurately
modeling complex near-field and high-frequency reflec-
tions in real-world environments.

* We developed a real-time ray-tracing renderer for 2DGS,
enabling joint optimization of our representation for ac-
curate scene reconstruction while achieving real-time ren-
dering speeds.

* Extensive experiments shows that EnvGS significantly
outperforms previous methods. To the best of our knowl-
edge, EnvGS is the first method that achieves real-time
photorealistic specular reflections synthesizing in real-
world scenes.

2. Related Work

Our work falls into the area of learning scene representa-
tions from a set of posed RGB images. In this section,
we review both NeRF-based and Gaussian Splatting-based
representations, with a focus on how these methods handle
view-dependent effects.

Neural Radiance Field. NeRF [24] introduced the con-
cept of neural radiance fields, which model scenes as im-
plicit multilayer perceptrons (MLPs) and render them via
volume rendering, achieving impressive results in novel
view synthesis. Subsequent advancements focused on en-
hancing rendering quality [2—4] and computational effi-
ciency. [6, 7, 20,26, 31]. [18, 36, 37, 41] introduce Signed
Distance Field into NeRF to improve geometry quality.
However, these methods often model view-dependent ef-
fects via simple viewing directions, which can lead to blurry
reflection renderings. To address this, Ref-NeRF [33] en-
codes the outgoing radiance using the reflected view direc-
tion, yielding improved results under distant lighting con-
ditions. Follow-up works [8, 19, 21, 35] leverage Signed
Distance Fields (SDF) to refine surface normals to enhance
reflection and geometry quality. SpecNeRF [23] further in-
corporates spatially varying Gaussian directional encoding
to better capture near-field reflections. NeRF-Casting [34]
represents the scene in a unified manner, similar to [4], and
performs ray marching along reflection directions to inte-
grate reflection features, which are then decoded into color
with MLPs. This approach achieves impressive results on
real-world data under both near and distant lighting condi-
tions. However, the requirement for multiple MLP queries
per ray makes NeRF-Casting unsuitable for real-time ren-
dering and necessitates substantial training time In contrast,
our approach delivers real-time rendering capabilities while
significantly reducing training time.



Gaussian Splatting. Recently, 3D Gaussian Splatting
(3DGS) [15] has made significant strides toward real-time
novel view synthesis. Unlike volume-based rendering,
Gaussian Splatting uses efficient rasterization to render spa-
tial Gaussian kernels, achieving real-time performance at
1080P resolution. Mip-Splatting [44] further introduces a
3D smoothing filter and a 2D Mip filter for alias-free ren-
derings. Scaffold-GS [22] introduces structured 3D Gaus-
sians to improve rendering efficiency and quality. [5] intro-
duces triple splitting for efficient relighting. 2D Gaussian
Splatting (2DGS) [11] replaces the 3D Gaussian kernels
with 2D Gaussian that better align with 3D surfaces, lead-
ing to more accurate surface reconstruction. However, these
methods face challenges in accurately modeling reflections
due to their use of spherical harmonics (SH) to parameter-
ize view-dependent effects based solely on viewing direc-
tion, which often results in blurry reflections. More recent
works GaussianShader [12] and 3DGS-DR [16] try to incor-
porate additional environment maps to improve reflection
modeling ability. However, these methods only consider
distant lighting, ignoring near-field lighting, and are unable
to capture high-frequency reflection details. 3iGS [32] ex-
tends 3D Gaussian Splatting by augmenting it with an il-
lumination field using tensorial factorization, rendering fi-
nal reflections through a neural renderer. However, this
method is limited to bounded scenes, which restricts its
applicability in real-world, unbounded environments. Our
method adopts 2DGS as the scene representation and mod-
els environmental illumination using an additional set of en-
vironment Gaussian, which is rendered via our proposed
Gaussian tracer. Our approach inherently supports high-
frequency, near-field, and distant lighting in unbounded
scenes, enabling detailed reflection rendering while main-
taining real-time performance.

3. Preliminary

We begin by introducing 2D Gaussian Splatting
(2DGS) [11], which our approach is built upon. 2DGS is
an explicit scene representation similar to 3D Gaussian
Splatting (3DGS) [15], which uses Gaussian primitives
and rasterization to render screen projections. The key
difference is that 2DGS represents the scene with a set of
scaled 2D Gaussian primitives defined in a local tangent
plane within world space by a transformation matrix H:
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where py, (ty,t,), and (s4, $,) denote the center, the two
principal tangential vectors, and the scaling factors of the
Gaussian, respectively.

To render an image, 2DGS employs the method de-
scribed in [39] to determine the ray-primitive intersections.

These intersection points are subsequently utilized to com-
pute the Gaussian’s contribution to the final image. The
Gaussian properties are then integrated using a volume ren-
dering algorithm to obtain the final pixel color:

N
c= ZTiaiCia (2)
i=1
with
i—1
o = O'igi and Ti = H(l — Oéj), (3)
j=1

where G(-) is the standard 2D Gaussian value evaluation.
Compared to 3D Gaussian, 2D Gaussian offers distinct
advantages as a surface representation. First, the ray-splat
intersection method adopted by 2DGS avoids multi-view
depth inconsistency. Second, 2D Gaussian inherently pro-
vides a well-defined normal, which is essential for high-
quality surface reconstruction and accurate reflection cal-
culations. However, 2DGS relies on the limited represen-
tational capacity of Spherical Harmonics (SH) to model
scene appearance, preventing it from capturing strong view-
dependent effects like specular reflections, which leads to
poor rendering results and “foggy” geometry [33]. To this
end, we use the geometry-aligned 2D Gaussian primitives
as the base scene representation and demonstrate how we
effectively model complex reflections in the next section.

4. Method

Given a set of input images of a reflective scene, our goal
is to reconstruct the 3D scene and synthesize photorealis-
tic novel views in real-time. To achieve this, we propose
utilizing environment Gaussian as an explicit 3D environ-
ment representation, which enables accurate modeling of
complex reflections in real-world scenes. Additionally, we
represent the scene geometry and base colors using another
set of Gaussian primitives, denoted as base Gaussian. In
this section, we first detail how environment Gaussian and
base Gaussian work together to model complex reflections
within the scene (Sec. 4.1). Then, We describe the design of
a ray-tracing renderer that leverages the GPU’s RT cores to
efficiently render and optimize the environment Gaussian
(Sec. 4.2). Finally, we discuss our optimization process.
(Sec. 4.3). An overview of our method is in Fig. 2.

4.1. Reflective Scenes Modeling

Gaussian splatting [11, 15] models appearance using Spher-
ical Harmonics (SH), which has limited representation ca-
pacity for view-dependent effects. These limitations hin-
der its ability to capture complex, high-frequency specu-
lar reflections. Building on this observation, our key in-
sight is that modeling reflections with a Gaussian environ-
ment representation can better model complex reflection ef-
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Figure 2. Overview of EnvGS. The rendering process begins by rasterizing the base Gaussian to obtain per-pixel normals, base colors,
and blending weights. Next, we render the environment Gaussian in the reflection direction using our ray-tracing-based Gaussian renderer
to capture the reflection colors. Finally, we combine the reflection and base colors for the final output. We jointly optimize the environment
Gaussian and base Gaussian using monocular normals [42] and ground truth images for supervision.

fects while significantly reducing the complexity required
for each Gaussian to capture intricate details within its SH.

Our proposed reflective scene representation includes
two sets of 2D Gaussians: a base Gaussian Py, . for mod-
eling the scene’s geometry and base appearance, and an-
other environment Gaussian P, for capturing scene re-
flections. The basic parameterization of each Gaussian
primitive is consistent with the original 2DGS [11], includ-
ing 3D center position p, opacity «, two principal tangential
vectors (t,,t,), a scaling vector (s, S,), and SH coeffi-
cients. To combine the two appearance components from
the base and environment Gaussian into the final result, we
introduce a blending weight for each base Gaussian.

The rendering process is performed in three steps. First,
the base Gaussian Pp,,. is rendered using standard 2D
Gaussian splatting to obtain the base color cpese. By ap-
plying the volume rendering integration using Eq. (2), we
also derive the surface position x, surface normals n, and
blending weight 3 as:

i—1
v:Z:viaiH(l—aJ—),ve{x,n,ﬁ}. 4)
iEN j=1

Then, we compute the reflection direction d,.. y based on the
camera ray direction d,.. s and the surface normal n:

dref = dcam - 2(dcam . 1’1)1’1. (5)

With the reflection direction d,.s and surface point x, the
environment Gaussian P, is rendered using our differen-
tiable Gaussian tracer to obtain the reflection color ¢y, as
detailed in Sec. 4.2. The final color is obtained through:

C:<1_6)'Cbase+ﬁ'cref- (6)

We blend the base color ¢y, and reflection color ¢,y us-
ing the blending weight 3. A visualization of cyqse and ¢, s
can be found at Fig. 3.

Discussion. Compared to the environment map used by
Gaussianshader [13] and 3DGS-DR [43], our explicit Gaus-
sian environment representation offers several advantages.
First, our method more accurately captures near-field re-
flections caused by occlusions from nearby objects. This
improvement arises from explicitly modeling each Gaus-
sian at its exact spatial location, thus avoiding the ambi-
guities and inaccuracies inherent in environment map rep-
resentations that assume distant lighting. Second, by uti-
lizing Gaussian primitives, EnvGS’s environment represen-
tation achieves greater expressiveness than low-frequency
environment maps, enabling the capture of finer reflection
details and enhancing rendering quality, as demonstrated by
our experiments 5.3.

4.2. Differentiable Ray Tracing

Rendering the environment Gaussian with rasterization is
impractical, as each pixel corresponds to a unique reflec-
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Figure 3. Visualization of reflection and base color. Our method
successfully reconstructs near-field and distant reflections using
the environment Gaussian instead of baking into the base color.

tion ray and functions as a virtual camera. To address this,
we draw on [25] and leverage the advanced optimizations
of modern GPUs to design a novel, fully differentiable ray
tracing framework. Built on OptiX [27], our framework
achieves real-time rendering of 2,000,000 2DGS with a res-
olution of 1292x839 at 30 FPS on an RTX 4090 GPU.

In order to fully utilize the hardware acceleration for
ray-primitive intersections, we need to convert each 2D
Gaussian into a geometric primitive compatible with GPU
processing and insert it into a bounding volume hier-
archy (BVH). In light of this, we propose to represent
each 2D Gaussian with two triangles. Specifically, we
first define the four Gaussian bounding vertices Viycqi =
{(sgn(r),sgn(r))} in the local tangent plane, where sgn(-)
is the sign function and r is set to 3 representing three times
the sigma range. Then, the four local bounding vertices
Vioear are transformed to world space as the vertices of the
two triangles covering the Gaussian V.14 using Eq. 1.
After the transformation, the triangles are organized into a
BVH, which serves as the input for the ray tracing process.

We develop a custom CUDA kernel using the raygen
and anyhit programmable entry points of OptiX. Inspired
by [25], the rendering is done in a chunk-by-chunk manner.
The anyhit kernel traces the input ray to obtain a chunk of
size k, while raygen integrates this chunk and invokes any-
hit to retrieve the next chunk along the ray. Specifically,
consider an input ray with origin o and direction d. The
raygen program first initiates a traversal against the BVH to
identify all possible intersections along the ray. During the
traversal, the anyhit program sorts each intersected Gaus-
sian by the depth and maintains a sorted k-buffer for the
closest k intersections. We empirically found that k with 16
is the best trade-off between traversal counts and the num-
ber of Gaussians sorted per traversal. After traversal, the

raygen program integrates properties of the sorted Gaus-
sians in the buffer following Eq. 2. The Gaussian response
is calculated by applying the inverse of the transformation
matrix H to the ray’s intersection point x; and evaluating
the Gaussian value at the transformed point as:

Gi(w;) = Gi(H 'x;). @)

This process repeats until no further intersections are found
along the ray or the accumulated transmittance drops below
a specified threshold. More details can be found in supple-
mentary materials.

Our ray tracing framework is fully differentiable, allow-
ing for end-to-end optimization of both the base and the en-
vironment Gaussian primitives. However, storing all inter-
sections during the forward pass and performing the back-
ward pass in back-to-front order, as done in 3DGS [15], is
impractical due to high memory consumption. To address
this, we implement the backward pass in the same front-to-
back order as the forward pass by re-casting rays and com-
puting gradients for each integration step. A key aspect is
calculating the gradient with respect to the input ray origin
‘g—ﬁ and direction g—ﬁ , which is crucial for the joint optimiza-
tion of our model (see supplementary for more details). Our
ablation in Sec 5.4 demonstrates that this joint optimization
of geometry and appearance is essential for recovering geo-
metrically accurate surfaces.

4.3. Optimization

To enhance training stability, we initiate optimization by
first training the base Gaussian Py, which is initialized
using the sparse point cloud obtained from Structure-from-
Motion (SfM) [10, 30]. After the bootstrapping phase,
we initialize the environment Gaussian P.,, by partition-
ing the scene’s bounding box Bgcene into N3 sub-grids
and randomly sampling K primitives within each grid, and
then optimize the base Gaussian and environment Gaussian
jointly. The scene’s bounding box B.cne is determined by
the 99.5% quantile of the sparse point cloud’s bounding box
B, s obtained from SfM, the sub-grids resolution IV is set
to 32, and K is set to 5 for each grid.

We follow 2DGS [11] to add a normal consistency con-
straint between the rendered normal map n and the gradi-
ents of the depth map N ;:

N,
1 P
Enorm = F Z(l - n;‘rNd)y (8)

P =1

where NN, is the number of pixels in the image and Ny is
calculated as finite differences of neighboring pixels in the
depth map:

Vupal X v'Upol

N = 9
(W) = 15 e < Vopdl )



Ours GaussianShader 3DGS Ref-NeRF

Ground Truth

Figure 4. Qualitative comparison on real scenes. Our method significantly improves rendering quality over previous approaches, partic-

ularly in producing more detailed reflections. Zoom in for more details.

However, the normal consistency constraint alone is in-
sufficient for accurately modeling ambiguous surfaces in-
volving both reflection and refraction. Inspired by recent
advances in monocular normal estimation [1, 9, 42], we pro-
pose to supervise the rendered normal map n using monoc-
ular normal estimates N,

1 P

- — —n/
Lmono = N, i (1 —n; N,,). (10)

Mz

1

In addition to the £, image loss and D-SSIM loss Lssim
employed by 3DGS [15], we also use perceptual loss [45]
to enhance the perceived quality of the rendered image:

Lperc = [|(I) — 2(Lge) |1, (11)
where ® is the pre-trained VGG-16 network [29] and I, 1,

are the rendered and ground truth images, respectively.
The final loss function is defined as:

L= Ergb + >\1£norm + )\2£mono + )\3‘61}67‘6) (12)

where L, is the photometric reconstruction loss combin-
ing the £, loss and a D-SSIM [38] term with a ratio of 0.8
and 0.2 respectively. We set A\; = 0.04 , Ao = 0.01, and
A3 = 0.01 across our experiments.

5. Experiments

5.1. Implementation Details

We implement EnvGS with custom OptiX kernels and opti-
mize our model using the PyTorch framework [28, 40] with
the Adam optimizer [17]. Specifically, we set the learning



Methods Ref-NeRF Real Scenes ~ NeRF-Casting Shiny Scenes  FPS 1

PSNRT SSIM 1 LPIPS| PSNR1 SSIM*1 LPIPS |

23.087 0.625 0261  30.583 0.890  0.124 <0.1
237700 0.635 0.266 30.838 0.889  0.130 <0.1
23.677 0.635 0247 31.740 0904  0.105 <0.1
24.670 0.659 0246 31.023 0.889  0.128 <0.1

Ref-NeRF* [33]
UniSDF [35]
ZipNeRF [4]
NeRF-Casting [34]

Non Real-time

3DGS [15] 23.700  0.641 0262 28.860 0.877  0.159 182.307

. 2DGS [11] 23.804 0.654 0281 28276 0.862  0.193 159.188
Real-time GaussianShader [12] 22.875 0.622 0314 26412  0.835 0216 27.945
3DGS-DR [43] 23522 0.640  0.274 28.487 0.858 0.197  133.593

Ours 24.617 0.671 0241 30444 0886  0.148 26.221

Table 1. Quantitative comparison on Ref-Real [33] and NeRF-Casting Shiny Scenes [34] datasets.. Our method delivers the highest
rendering quality among real-time techniques and outperforms several non-real-time methods, achieving competitive results with the
state-of-the-art non-real-time method NeRF-Casting [34], while being 100 times faster. Note that Ref-NeRF* is an improved version of

Ref-NeRF [33] that uses Zip-NeRF’s geometry model. All metrics are evaluated at 1/4 resolution as prior works [34].

rates for the parameters of each base and environment Gaus-
sian to match those used in 2DGS [11]. The learning rate
for the blending weight is set to 1e~2. During training, we
apply the adaptive Gaussian control strategy of 3DGS [15]
with the normal propagation and color sabotage introduced
in 3DGS-DR [16]. Since our Gaussian tracer integrates the
Gaussian properties directly in 3D space, there is no valid
gradient for the projected 2D center, which is used as the
densification criterion in 3DGS. Following [25], we accu-
mulate the 3D spatial gradients of the Gaussian position to
achieve a similar effect. Note that each accumulated gra-
dient is scaled by half of the intersection depth to prevent
under-densification in distant regions. All experiments are
conducted on a single NVIDIA RTX 4090 GPU.

5.2. Datasets and Evaluation Metrics

We train and evaluate EnvGS on a range of datasets with
a focus on real-world scenes characterized by complex
view-dependent effects. We evaluate the Ref-Real [33]
and NeRF-Casting Shiny Scenes [34] to demonstrate our
method’s ability for complex specular reflections in real-
world scenes. We additionally captured two more real-
world scenes for a more comprehensive evaluation. We
demonstrate that our methods can reconstruct detailed re-
flections on complex real-world scenes with real-time ren-
dering speed. Additionally, we evaluate our method on
the synthetic Shiny Blender dataset [33], which is rendered
using environment maps. More evaluation results can be
found in the supplementary materials.

We maintain consistent training and testing splits and im-
age resolution across all datasets, following prior works [3,
15, 33]. We use three commonly used metrics for evalua-
tion: PSNR, SSIM [38], and LPIPS [45].

5.3. Baseline Comparisons

We compare our method with both implicit and ex-
plicit prior works, including Zip-NeRF [11], 3DGS [15],
2DGS [11], which are designed for general scenes with pri-
marily diffuse appearances, as well as with methods specif-

Audi Dog
PSNRT SSIM 1 LPIPS | PSNR 1 SSIM? LPIPS|

Ref-NeRF [33] 27.078 0.761  0.341 23.620 0.673 0.389
3DGS [15] 26406 0.835 0.168 25300 0.882 0.165
2DGS [11] 26.057 0831 0.190 24933 0.876 0.184
GaussianShader [12] 25.113  0.809  0.216 23.061 0.840 0.226
3DGS-DR [43] 26368 0.831 0.191 23943 0.850 0.210
Ours 27.604 0847 0.151 25599 0.885 0.151

Table 2. Quantitative results on our self-captured scenes.

ically tailored for scenes with strong specular reflections,
including Ref-NeRF [33], GaussianShader [12] and 3DGS-
DR [16]. We also compare our approach with the more re-
cent implicit method NeRF-Casting [34].

In this section, we present quantitative and qualitative
results to illustrate the advantages of our methods. Since
accurate reflection reconstruction and rendering are the es-
sential advantages of our method, we encourage readers to
refer to the various rendered continuous video results in the
supplementary material for a more comprehensive evalua-
tion of our method.

We first evaluate our method on nine real-world scenes
from the Ref-Real dataset [33], NeRF-Casting Shiny
Scenes [34] and our self-captured real-world scenes, which
feature complex geometry and specular reflections. The
quantitative results, shown in Tab. 1 and Tab. 2, demon-
strate that our method outperforms all explicit methods by
a large margin and achieves comparable results to the cur-
rent state-of-the-art implicit method, NeRF-Casting, while
being significantly faster. The qualitative results in Fig.4
further highlight the superior performance of our method in
capturing complex view-dependent effects, especially near-
field reflections and high-frequency details.

We provide additional comparisons on the Mip-NeRF
360 dataset [3] and the Shiny Blender dataset [33] in the
supplementary material, which also includes per-scene met-
ric breakdowns from Tab. 1. Our method achieves compet-
itive results on both datasets, demonstrating its versatility
and effectiveness in handling diverse real-world scenes with
complex view-dependent effects.
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(c) w/ environment map (d) w/o normal propagation

(e) Ours Ground Truth

Figure 5. Ablation study of proposed components on the Ref-Real dataset [33]. Removing either the monocular normal constraint
or the joint optimization of base and environment Gaussians results in noisy geometry and inaccurate reflection reconstruction. The “w/

environment map”’ variant fails to capture near-field reflections.

5.4. Ablation Studies

PSNR 1 SSIM 1 LPIPS |

w/o joint optimization 24.034 0.644  0.287
w/o mono normal loss 24.107 0.648  0.270
w/ environment map 24.145 0.646  0.285
w/o color sabotage 24268 0.650  0.269
w/o normal propagation 24.192 0.652  0.271
Ours 24546  0.662  0.251

Table 3. Ablation studies.

In this section, we conduct ablation studies of our key
components on the Ref-Real dataset. Quantitative and qual-
itative results are shown in Tab. 3 and Fig. 5, respectively.
Joint optimization. The “w/o joint optimization” variant
detaches the joint optimization of the base Gaussian and
environment Gaussian from the reflection rendering step.
As shown in Tab. 3 and Fig. 5, This variant fails to recover
accurate geometry, leading to inferior reflection reconstruc-
tion and rendering quality.

Monocular normal constraint The “w/o monocular nor-
mal” variant removes the monocular normal constraint as
described in Sec. 4.3. Training may become trapped in
largely incorrect geometry, resulting in inaccurate reflection
reconstruction, as demonstrated in Tab.3 and Fig.5.

Environment map representation The “w/ environment
map” variant replaces our core Gaussian environment rep-
resentation with an environment map representation while
keeping all other components unchanged. Figure 5 illus-
trates that while it effectively captures smooth distant re-
flections, it has difficulty modeling near-field and high-
frequency reflections, and produces more bumpy geometry.
Color sabotage and normal propagation. The “w/o
color sabotage” and “w/o normal propagation” variants omit

the color sabotage and normal propagation steps from our
method, respectively. As demonstrated in Tab. 3, both vari-
ants result in reduced rendering quality.

The Necessity of using a separate environment Gaussian
primitives. To evaluate the decision to use separate Gaus-
sian primitives for reflection modeling, we perform an ex-
periment using a single set of Gaussian primitives for both
reflection and base scene modeling. We first trace a camera
ray to obtain the base color, normal and rendering weight,
then trace a secondary ray to render the reflection color, ul-
timately combining these results using Eq. (6) to get the
final color. However, we found that the experiment con-
sistently failed to converge due to unavoidable interference
between suboptimal geometry during optimization and in-
correctly hitting Gaussian primitives from erroneous reflec-
tion directions, leading to an unstable training process.

6. Conclusion and Discussion

This paper introduced EnvGS, a novel reflective scene rep-
resentation for high-quality complex reflection capturing
and real-time rendering. Our method explicitly models re-
flections with a set of environment Gaussian primitives. The
environment Gaussian primitives are used together with a
set of base Gaussian primitives that model basic scene prop-
erties (geometry, base color, and blending weight) to model
the appearance of the whole scene. Furthermore, we de-
velop a differentiable Gaussian ray tracer utilizing GPU’s
RT core to effectively optimize and render the environment
Gaussian. The proposed method demonstrates superior per-
formance in capturing complex reflections across various
datasets.

A limitation of EnvGS is its difficulty with transparent
and refractive materials, as it only addresses reflection di-



rection. Future work could explore extending our method
to accommodate these materials.
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EnvGS: Modeling View-Dependent Appearance with Environment Gaussian

Supplementary Material

In the supplementary material, we provide more quali-
tative and quantitative results and per-scene breakdowns to
demonstrate the effectiveness and robustness of our method
(Sec. A). We also provide additional ablation studies to fur-
ther analyze the key components of our method (Sec. B).
Furthermore, we provide details on the gradient computa-
tion of our Gaussian tracer (Sec. C).

Accurate and smooth reflection reconstruction and ren-
dering are key advantages of our method. We strongly en-
courage readers to view the rendered continuous videos in
the supplementary material for a more comprehensive un-
derstanding of its performance.

A. Additional Results

A.1. Comparisons on Real-World Reflective Scenes

We present additional qualitative comparisons on the NeRF-
Casting Shiny Scenes [34], which include both indoor and
outdoor real-world scenes featuring complex reflections. As
shown in Fig. 7, our method significantly outperforms pre-
vious approaches in reflection fidelity and overall rendering
quality, particularly excelling in near-field reflections and
high-frequency reflection details.

We also provide per-scene breakdowns of Ref-Real [33]
and NeRF-Casting Shiny Scenes [34] in Tab. 5. These re-
sults are consistent with the averaged results in the paper.
All metrics are evaluated at the original resolution down-
sampled by a factor of 4, following prior works [34]. No-
tably, our method is more general and does not rely on
manually estimated bounding boxes for foreground objects,
which are essential for 3DGS-DR [43] to prevent optimiza-
tion failure.

A.2. Comparisons on Shiny Blender [33]

In Tab. 6, Fig. 8 and Fig. 9, we present additional quan-
titative and qualitative comparisons on the Shiny Blender
dataset [34], which is rendered with environment maps un-
der distant lighting assumption. The results show that al-
though being designed for robustness on real-world data,
our method effectively reconstructs accurate distant specu-
lar reflections, performing on par with or surpassing prior
methods GaussianShader [13] and 3DGS-DR [16] specifi-
cally designed for environment map lighting scenarios. En-
vGS considerably outperforms these methods in captur-
ing near-field reflections caused by self-occlusions, as il-
lustrated in the zoomed-in regions of the “toaster” scene.
Moreover, our method reconstructs more accurate geome-
try, as shown in Fig. 9.

A.3. Comparisons on Mip-NeRF 360 [3]

We perform additional comparisons on the Mip-NeRF 360
dataset [3], which consists of large-scale real-world scenes
with primarily diffuse appearance and complex geometry.
As shown in Tab. 7, our method is not limited to reflective
scenes and can achieve comparable or superior performance
to both state-of-the-art implcit [4] and explicit [15] meth-
ods.

B. Additional Ablation Studies

B.1. Environment Representation Comparison

Ours w/ env.map 256 w/ env. map 128

Ground Truth

Figure 6. Qualitative comparison between the environment
map representation and our environment Gaussian repre-
sentation. Replacing the environment map with our environ-
ment Gaussian representation significantly improves the render-
ing quality, especially in capturing near-field reflections and high-
frequency reflection details.

As described in Sec. 5.4, the environment representa-
tion plays a crucial role in capturing complex reflections.
In Fig. 6, we provide additional qualitative comparisons
between our environment Gaussian representation and the
environment map representation. The “w/ env. map 128~
and “w/ env. map 256” variants replace our core environ-
ment Gaussian representation with environment maps using
six cubemaps at resolutions of 128 and 256, respectively.
The results demonstrate that both environment map vari-
ants fail to capture the near-field reflections and tend to blur



GaussianShader

3DGS-DR Ours

Ground Truth

Figure 7. Qualitative comparison on real scenes. Our method significantly improves rendering quality over previous approaches, partic-

ularly in producing more detailed reflections. Zoom in for more details.

high-frequency reflection details, whereas our environment
Gaussian representation excels at capturing complex reflec-
tions with high fidelity.

B.2. Speed Analysis

We conduct additional speed ablations on the “hatchback”
from the NeRF-Casting Shiny Scenes [34] with resolution
3504 x 2336 (which we downsample by a factor of 4, as
done in all baselines and experiments). The results are listed
in Tab. 4.

Differentiable Gaussian tracing. As discussed in Sec. 4.2,
rendering the environment Gaussian primitives with rasteri-
zation is impractical due to the uniqueness of each reflected
ray. To validate this, we compare two alternative rendering
strategies: (1) manually computing the ray-primitive inter-
sections using PyTorch in a chunk-based manner (“w/ Py-

Torch”), and (2) rasterizing the environment Gaussian prim-
itives with a modified 3DGS [15] rasterizer using 1x1 tiles
(“w/ 1x1-tile rasterizer”). All three methods, including our
Gaussian tracer, apply the same volume rendering equation
as in Eq. 2. Quantitative results in Tab. 4 reveal that both
alternative strategies take over an hour to render a single
frame, whereas our Gaussian tracer achieves real-time ren-
dering speeds, leveraging hardware-accelerated ray tracing.

Rendering speed analysis. As mentioned in Sec. 4.1, the
rendering of our method consists of two main rounds: ras-
terization of the base Gaussian and ray tracing of the en-
vironment Gaussian, the final color is the blending of the
two. Based on the fact that only a small portion of the
scene surface contains strong specular reflections, we can
further accelerate the rendering process by only tracing rays
with high blending weights, which are only made possible
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helmet
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GaussianShader

3DGS-DR

Ground Truth

Figure 8. Qualitative comparison on synthetic scenes. Despite being designed for robustness on real-world data, our method effectively
reconstructs accurate distant specular reflections and effectively captures near-field reflections caused by self-occlusions.

PSNR 1 SSIM T LPIPS | FPS 1

w/ PyTorch - - - 1/6157.613
w/ 1x1-tile rasterizer - - - 1/11902.431

w/ 50% weight filting 27.137  0.824  0.192 36.216
w/ 75% weight filting  27.104  0.823  0.192 41.824
w/ 80% weight filting  27.033  0.822  0.193 44.215
w/ 90% weight filting  26.695 0.816  0.197 47.149

Ours 27.139 0.824  0.191 32.259

Table 4. Runtime analysis of the proposed method on the
hatchback of NeRF-Casting Shiny Scenes [34]. Rasterization
or PyTorch-based ray tracing is impractical for rendering the envi-
ronment Gaussian primitives. The acceleration techniques lead to
minimal quality changes as shown by the cell.

by our tracing-based renderer. We ablate the effectiveness
and quality impact of this acceleration technique, results are
shown in Tab. 4.

C. Details of Gradient Computation

To enable the joint optimization of base Gaussian and en-
vironment Gaussian primitives, which is essential for ac-
curate geometry recovery and reflection reconstruction (as
demonstrated in Sec. 5.4), our Gaussian tracer must be fully
differentiable. This requires computing gradients with re-
spect to the input reflected ray origin, %, and direction,
%. These gradients are backpropagated through the sur-
face position x and normal n, obtained during the first ras-
terization stage, to the base Gaussian parameters for joint

optimization.

Consider an input ray with origin o and direction d, and
a intersected triangle primitive ¢ with vertices vy, va, V3.
During ray traversal, the OptiX kernel utilizes the GPU’s
RT core to determine the intersection depth ¢;, which is then
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Figure 9. Qualitative comparisons of normal produced by different methods.

used to compute the interaction position as x; = o + ¢,;d.
This position is subsequently transformed into the local tan-
gent plane of the corresponding 2D Gaussian, yielding u;
via Eq. 7 for Gaussian value evaluation. Note that the ray-
triangle intersection depth can be manually computed as:

T

n, (vi —o)

t; = ‘ n;r d ) (13)
where n; = (vo—vy) X (v3—vy) is the normal direction of
the triangle. Then, we can apply the chain rule to calculate
the derivatives w.r.t. the ray origin and direction:

% _dLdx;  dLdt
do  dx; do dt do
_dC L -, (14)

3DGS-DR Ours Ground Truth
and
A _dcar  dedt
dd = dx; dd dt dd
. (15)
_dc . d -n, (vi—o)
Cdx; At m-(nfd)?

This gradient flow enables the joint optimization of the
reflection appearance of environment Gaussian alongside
the geometry and base appearance of base Gaussian, en-
hancing both geometry accuracy and reflection fidelity.



PSNR 1 Ref-Real [33] NeRF-Casting Shiny Scenes [34]
sedan  toycar  spheres compact grinder  hatchback  toaster

Ref-NeRF* [33] 25.390 22750 21.120 30.550 33910 25.210 32.660
Non Real-time UniSDF [35] 24.680 24.150 22.270 29.720 33.720 27.010 32.900
ZipNeRF [4] 25.850 23410 21.770 31.100 34.670 27.780 33.410
NeRF-Casting [34] 26.770 24200 23.040 29.730 34.000 27.490 32.870
3DGS [15] 25240 23910 21.950 28.945 30.885 26.201 29.410
2DGS [11] 25.065 24282 22.064 28.415 30.164 25.893 28.630
Real-time GaussianShader [12]  24.081 23.137  21.408 27.474 26.572 24.959 26.641
3DGS-DR [43] 25.445 23.582  21.539 28.692 30.129 25.985 29.141
Ours 26.156 24.746  22.949 29.608 33.331 27.220 31.618
SSIM 1 Ref-Real [33] NeRF-Casting Shiny Scenes [34]
sedan  toycar  spheres compact  grinder  hatchback  toaster
Ref-NeRF* [33] 0.721 0.612 0.542 0.907 0.880 0.842 0.932
Non Real-time UniSDF [35] 0.700 0.639 0.567 0.895 0.879 0.845 0.937
ZipNeRF [4] 0.733 0.626 0.545 0.913 0.887 0.870 0.944
NeRF-Casting [34] 0.739 0.641 0.597 0.884 0.882 0.853 0.938
3DGS [15] 0.713 0.636 0.573 0.877 0.864 0.838 0.928
2DGS [11] 0.704 0.662 0.595 0.857 0.854 0.819 0.917
Real-time GaussianShader [12]  0.668 0.625 0.573 0.851 0.799 0.805 0.884
3DGS-DR [43] 0.714 0.635 0.571 0.857 0.849 0.813 0.914
Ours 0.727 0.667 0.619 0.871 0.895 0.838 0.938
LPIPS | Ref-Real [33] NeRF-Casting Shiny Scenes [34]
sedan  toycar  spheres compact grinder  hatchback  toaster
Ref-NeRF* [33] 0.270 0.257 0.257 0.105 0.123 0.156 0.111
Non Real-time UniSDF [35] 0.309 0.245 0.243 0.122 0.132 0.160 0.107
ZipNeRF [4] 0.260 0.243 0.238 0.096 0.111 0.130 0.082
NeRF-Casting [34] 0.254 0.246 0.238 0.148 0.114 0.155 0.096
3DGS [15] 0.301 0.237 0.248 0.154 0.181 0.179 0.123
2DGS [11] 0.344 0.246 0.254 0.193 0.217 0.215 0.147
Real-time GaussianShader [12] 0.371 0.293 0.278 0.189 0.289 0.217 0.169
3DGS-DR [43] 0.322 0.249 0.251 0.196 0.219 0.228 0.146
Ours 0.287 0.208 0.229 0.159 0.151 0.177 0.110

Table 5. Ref-Real [33] and NeRF-Casting [34] per-scene breakdowns. All metrics are evaluated at the original resolution downsample
by a factor of 4 as prior works [34].



PSNR

Shiny Blender Scenes [33]

ball car coffee  helmet  teapot  toaster
Ref-NeRF [33] 47.460 30.820 34.210 29.680 47.900 25.700
Non Real-time  UniSDF [35] 44100 29.860 33.170 38.840 48.760 26.180
NeRF-Casting [34] 45460 30.450 33.180 39.100 49.980 26.190
3DGS [15] 27.650 27.260 32300 28.220 45.710 20.990
2DGS [11] 25990 26.730 32360 27.300 44.940 20.272
Real-time GaussianShader [12]  29.081 26.940 31.147 28.883 43.379 23.584
3DGS-DR [43] 33.533 30.236 34.580 31.518 47.038 26.823
3iGS [32] 27.640 27.510 32.580 28.210 46.040 22.690
Ours 32.567 30.598 34312 31470 46.582 27.427
SSIM 1 Shiny Blender Scenes [33]
ball car coffee  helmet  teapot  toaster
Ref-NeRF [33] 0.995 0.955 0.974 0.958 0.998 0.922
Non Real-time  UniSDF [35] 0.993 0.954 0.973 0.990 0.998 0.945
NeRF-Casting [34] 0.994 0.964 0.973 0.988 0.999 0.950
3DGS [15] 0.937 0.931 0.972 0.951 0.996 0.894
2DGS [11] 0.935 0.932 0.973 0.952 0.997 0.892
Real-time GaussianShader [12]  0.955 0.930 0.969 0.955 0.996 0.907
3DGS-DR [43] 0.979 0.957 0.976 0.971 0.997 0.943
3iGS [32] 0.938 0.930 0.973 0.951 0.997 0.908
Ours 0.971 0.958 0.974 0.968 0.997 0.945
LPIPS | Shiny Blender Scenes [33]
ball car coffee  helmet  teapot  toaster
Ref-NeRF [33] 0.059 0.041 0.078 0.075 0.004 0.095
Non Real-time  UniSDF [35] 0.039 0.047 0.078 0.021 0.004 0.072
NeRF-Casting [34] 0.044 0.033 0.074 0.018 0.002 0.073
3DGS [15] 0.162 0.047 0.079 0.081 0.008 0.125
2DGS [11] 0.155 0.051 0.080 0.080 0.008 0.126
Real-time GaussianShader [12]  0.145 0.066 0.085 0.086 0.011 0.105
! 3DGS-DR [43] 0.104 0.038 0.076 0.050 0.006 0.082
3iGS [32] 0.156 0.045 0.076 0.073 0.006 0.099
Ours 0.138 0.037 0.085 0.052 0.006 0.077

Table 6. Quantitative results on Shiny Blender Scenes [33].



PSNR t Mip-NeRF 360 [3]
bicycle  bonsai  counter flowers garden  kitchen  room stump  treehill

Ref-NeRF* [33] 24910 32290 26.020 21.630 27.450 31.610 31.680 25910 21.790
Non Real-time UniSDF [35] 24.670 32.860 29.260 21.830 27.460 31.730 31.250 26.390 23.510
ZipNeRF [4] 25.800 34.460 29.380 22400 28.200 32.500 32.650 27.550 23.890
NeRF-Casting [34] 24920 33.810 28.840 21.750 27.310 32260 31.660 25.640 23.220
3DGS [15] 25250 31.980 28.700 21.520 27.410 30.320 30.630 @ 26.550 22.490
2DGS [11] 24741 31.246 28.107 21.131 26.723 30.372 30.679 26.123 22.427
Real-time GaussianShader [12]  23.103  29.278  26.639  20.267 26.290 27.125 24.098 24.668 20.552
3DGS-DR [43] 24869 31.232 27.730 21.116 27.142 28.999 30.068 25473 21.344
Ours 25209 31.946 29.017 21.551 27.709 31.660 31.020 25423 22.686
SSIM 1 Mip-NeRF 360 [3]
bicycle  bonsai  counter  flowers garden  kitchen room stump  treehill
Ref-NeRF* [33] 0.723 0.935 0.875 0.592 0.845 0.922 0.914 0.731 0.634
Non Real-time UniSDF [35] 0.737 0.939 0.888 0.606 0.844 0.919 0.914 0.759 0.670
ZipNeRF [4] 0.769 0.949 0.902 0.642 0.860 0.928 0.925 0.800 0.681
NeRF-Casting [34] 0.747 0.945 0.887 0.605 0.836 0.924 0911 0.749 0.653
3DGS [15] 0.771 0.938 0.905 0.605 0.868 0.922 0.914 0.775 0.638
2DGS [11] 0.734 0.931 0.893 0.575 0.844 0917 0.907 0.756 0.618
Real-time GaussianShader [12]  0.700 0.917 0.875 0.541 0.842 0.888 0.839 0.701 0.579
3DGS-DR [43] 0.740 0.933 0.889 0.578 0.852 0.908 0.904 0.750 0.607
Ours 0.734 0.933 0.899 0.589 0.854 0.923 0.910 0.726 0.621
LPIPS | Mip-NeRF 360 [3]
bicycle  bonsai  counter  flowers garden  kitchen  room stump  treehill
Ref-NeRF* [33] 0.256 0.182 0.213 0.317 0.132 0.121 0.206 0.261 0.294
Non Real-time UniSDF [35] 0.243 0.184 0.206 0.320 0.136 0.124 0.206 0.242 0.265
ZipNeRF [4] 0.208 0.173 0.185 0.273 0.118 0.116 0.196 0.193 0.242
NeRF-Casting [34] 0.231 0.176 0.203 0.312 0.142 0.118 0.216 0.244 0.273
3DGS [15] 0.205 0.205 0.204 0.336 0.103 0.129 0.220 0.210 0.317
2DGS [11] 0.267 0.227 0.229 0.374 0.145 0.146 0.243 0.258 0.374
Real-time GaussianShader [12]  0.275 0.242 0.243 0.380 0.131 0.170 0.307 0.277 0.394
3DGS-DR [43] 0.254 0.230 0.231 0.368 0.135 0.151 0.247 0.248 0.375
Ours 0.233 0.180 0.194 0.339 0.112 0.120 0.207 0.262 0.347

Table 7. Quantitative results on Mip-NeRF 360 [3]. The results in “Non Real-time” are borrowed from NeRF-Casting [34], and Ref-
NeRF* is an improved version of Ref-NeRF [33] that uses Zip-NeRF’s [4] geometry model.
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