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Abstract

Splatting-based 3D reconstruction methods have gained
popularity with the advent of 3D Gaussian Splatting, effi-
ciently synthesizing high-quality novel views. These meth-
ods commonly resort to using exponential family functions,
such as the Gaussian function, as reconstruction kernels
due to their anisotropic nature, ease of projection, and dif-
ferentiability in rasterization. However, the field remains re-
stricted to variations within the exponential family, leaving
generalized reconstruction kernels largely underexplored,
partly due to the lack of easy integrability in 3D to 2D
projections. In this light, we show that a class of decay-
ing anisotropic radial basis functions (DARBFs), which are
non-negative functions of the Mahalanobis distance, sup-
ports splatting by approximating the Gaussian function’s
closed-form integration advantage. With this fresh perspec-
tive, we demonstrate up to 34% faster convergence dur-
ing training and a 15% reduction in memory consumption
across various DARB reconstruction kernels, while main-
taining comparable PSNR, SSIM, and LPIPS results. We
will make the code available.

1. Introduction

Splatting plays a pivotal role in modern 3D reconstruc-
tion, enabling the representation and rendering of 3D
points without relying on explicit surface meshes. The re-
cent 3D Gaussian representation, combined with splatting-
based rendering in the 3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) [20]
has gained widespread attention due to its state-of-the-art
(SOTA) visual quality, real-time rendering, and reduction
in training times. Since its inception, 3DGS has seen ex-
panding applications in industry, spanning 3D web viewers,
3D scanning, VR platforms, and more, catering to large user
bases. As demand continues to rise, so does the need to im-
prove efficiency to conserve computational resources.
3DGS represents a 3D scene as a dynamically densified
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Figure 1. This figure compares two different splat functions—
Gaussian and cosine (specifically, half-cosine squared)—
initialized for the same 312 covariance matrix, . Cosine
functions, defined as cos (d%) for d3; < %" where £(> 0),
have finite support and exhibit effective reconstruction perfor-
mance comparable to Gaussians. Notably, the cosine-based
approach enhances training speed by 34% and reduces memory
usage by 15%, providing a more memory-efficient alternative.

radiance field of 3D Gaussian primitives (ellipsoids) that
act as reconstruction kernels. In theory, these ellipsoids are
integrated along the projection direction onto the 2D im-
age plane, resulting in 2D Gaussians or splats, a function
known as the footprint function or splatting function. This
process exploits an interesting property of Gaussians: 2 x 2



covariance matrix of the 2D Gaussian can be obtained by
skipping the third row and column of the 3 x 3 covariance
matrix of the 3D Gaussian [73]. This bypasses costly in-
tegration and efficiently simplifies the rendering in practi-
cal implementation. The footprint function then models the
spread of each splat’s opacity, eventually contributing to the
final pixel color. This Gaussian-based blending effect—a
smooth, continuous interpolation between splats—inspires
the method’s name, “3D Gaussian Splatting.” Numerous
subsequent papers [7, 8, 26, 64, 70] build upon this princi-
ple, thereby restricting to exponential family functions (e.g.,
Gaussian functions) to spread each sample in image space.

In splatting, the Gaussian kernel is commonly used, with
some variations within the exponential family (e.g., super-
Gaussian [15], half-Gaussian [29], Gaussian-Hermite [69]
kernels). However, classical signal processing and sampling
theory establish that while Gaussians are useful, they are
not the most effective interpolators. Especially when de-
termining the pixel color, as in 3DGS, we argue that the
Gaussian function may not be the only possible interpo-
lator. We see other functions outperforming them in vari-
ous contexts, with a notable example being JPEG compres-
sion [49, 56], which leverages Discrete Cosine Transforms
(DCTs) instead of Gaussians functions for image represen-
tation. Additionally, Saratchandran et al. [44] demonstrate
that the sinc activation surpasses Gaussian activation in im-
plicit neural representations [18, 21, 34, 51], while also sug-
gesting several alternative activation functions. This raises
the question: Should we limit ourselves to Gaussians or
the exponential family alone? This remains an underex-
plored area in the computer vision community, partly be-
cause costly integration processes make it computationally
inefficient to use functions outside of Gaussians.

To address this shortcoming, we generalize these ker-
nels by introducing a broader class of functions, namely,
Decaying Anisotropic Radial Basis Functions (DARBFs)
that are non-negative (e.g., modified raised cosine, half-
cosine, sinc functions and erc.) that include but are not lim-
ited to exponential functions. These non-negative DARBFs
achieve comparable reconstruction quality while signifi-
cantly improving training time, along with modest reduc-
tions in memory usage (e.g., half-cosine squares in Ta-
ble 3 and Fig. 1). These DARBFs support anisotropic be-
havior as they rely on the Mahalanobis distance, and are
differentiable, thereby supporting differentiable rendering
(Sec. 3.1). A key innovation in our approach is a novel
correction factor that preserves the computational effi-
ciency of 3DGS even with alternative kernels by approx-
imating the Gaussian’s closed-form integration shortcut.
This allows for effective splatting, yielding novel views,
along with subtle improvements in visual quality for some
functions (e.g., raised cosines in Fig. 5). To the best of
our knowledge, our method represents one of the first mod-

ern generalizations expanding splatting to non-exponential

functions, and offering high-quality rendering as splatting

techniques scale to repetitive industrial applications, where
computational savings are increasingly critical.
The contributions of our paper are as follows:

* We present a unified approach where the Gaussian func-
tion is merely a special case within the broader class of
DARBFs, which can be splatted.

* We leverage the DARBF family, and demonstrate recon-
struction kernels achieving up to 34% faster convergence,
a 15% reduced memory footprint with on-par PSNR, and
enhanced visual quality with finer details in some kernels.

* We introduce a computationally feasible method to ap-
proximate the Gaussian closed-form integration advan-
tage when implementing alternative kernels, facilitated
by our novel correction factor along with CUDA-based
backpropagation codes.

2. Related Work

Radiance Field Representation.  Light fields [14, 28]
were the foundation of early Novel View Synthesis (NVS)
techniques capturing radiance in static scenes. The success-
ful implementation of Structure-from-Motion (SfM) [50]
enabled NVS to use a collection of images to capture real-
world details that were previously impossible to model
manually using meshes. This led to the development of the
efficient COLMAP pipeline [45], which is now widely uti-
lized in 3D reconstruction to generate initial camera poses
and sparse point clouds (e.g., [16, 20, 34, 71]).

Radiance field methods, notably Neural Radiance Fields
(NeRFs) [34], utilize neural networks to model radiance
as a continuous function in space, thereby enabling NVS.
NeRF techniques generate photorealistic novel views [1—
3, 33, 35, 54] through volumetric rendering, integrating
color and density along rays. Recent advancements in
NeRF improve training [6, 36, 61, 67] and inference times
[13, 30, 31, 40, 41]; introduce depth-supervised NeRFs
[10, 43] and deformable NeRFs [37-39, 72]; and enable
scene editing [32, 46, 52, 63], among other capabilities.
While 3DGS follows a similar image formation model to
NeRFs, it diverges by using point-based rendering over vol-
umetric rendering. This approach, leveraging anisotropic
splatting, has rapidly integrated into diverse applications
within a year’s span, with recent work excelling [11] in
physics-based simulations [23, 53, 59, 60], manipulation
[7, 19, 27, 47, 68], generation [9, 42, 55, 66] and percep-
tion [48, 62, 64], among other areas. Similar to 3DGS, our
approach follows point-based rendering but does not restrict
points to being represented as 3D Gaussians, as Saratchan-
dran et al. [44] demonstrate for NeRFs. Instead, we provide
DARBFs, a class of functions to choose from to represent
all points.

Splatting. Splatting, introduced by Westover [57], en-
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ables point-based rendering of 3D data, such as sparse StTM
points [50] obtained from the COLMAP pipeline [45], with-
out requiring mesh-like connectivity. Each particle’s posi-
tion and shape are represented by a volume [57] that serves
as a reconstruction kernel [73], which is projected onto the
image plane through a “footprint function,” or “splat func-
tion,” to spread, or splat each particle’s intensity and color
across a localized region. Early splatting techniques [58]
commonly used spherical kernels for their radial symme-
try to simplify calculations, although they struggled with
perspective projections. To address this, elliptical kernels
[58, 73], projecting elliptical footprints on the image plane
were used to better approximate elongated features through
anisotropic properties, ultimately enhancing rendering qual-
ity. Westover [58], further experimented with different re-
construction kernels, namely sinc, cone, Gaussian, and
bilinear functions without focusing on a specific class of
functions. EWA Splatting [73] further refined this approach
by selecting a Gaussian reconstruction kernel in 3D, which
projects as an elliptical Gaussian footprint on the image
plane.

This laid the groundwork for 3DGS to select the Gaus-
sian function. Although the Gaussian function has been
extensively used to produce results in the past, other
anisotropic radial basis functions exist that can serve as
splats, but they lack exploration.

Reconstruction Kernel Modifications. Although
3DGS claims SOTA performance, recent work has shown
further improvements by refining the reconstruction kernel.
For instance, GES [15] introduces the generalized exponen-
tial function, or super Gaussian, by incorporating a learn-
able shape parameter for each point. However, GES does
not modify the splatting function directly within the CUDA
rasterizer; instead, it only approximates its effects by adjust-
ing the scaling matrix and loss function in PyTorch, failing
to fully demonstrate its superiority [69]. In contrast, we di-
rectly modify the CUDA rasterizer’s splatting function to
support various DARBFs, achieving superior performance
in specific cases compared to 3DGS.

Concurrent work such as 3D-HGS [29], splits the 3D
Gaussian reconstruction kernel into two halves, but this ap-
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Figure 2. Overview of decaying anisotropic radial basis functions (DARBFs) and their respective 1D curves. These functions decay with
distance and vary in their sensitivity to direction, making them effective for capturing anisotropic features in spatial data.

proach introduces additional parameters into the CUDA ras-
terizer, leading to increased computational costs. Similarly,
2DGH [69] extends the Gaussian function by incorporat-
ing Hermite polynomials into a Gaussian-Hermite recon-
struction kernel. Although this kernel more sharply cap-
tures edges, it incurs a high memory overhead due to the
increased number of parameters per primitive. In contrast,
DARBF Splatting achieves efficient performance by avoid-
ing additional parameters while still enabling flexibility in
kernel choice. Furthermore, previous works are mere vari-
ants of the Gaussian kernel, remaining confined to tradi-
tional Gaussian Splatting methods. Our approach breaks
this constraint, generalizing the reconstruction kernel across
the DARBEF class and opening new avenues for high-quality
reconstruction.

3. Preliminaries

3.1. Radial Basis Functions

Radial basis functions (RBFs) serve as a fundamental class
of mathematical functions where the function value solely
depends on the distance from a center point. However,
isotropic RBFs, which are radially symmetric, often fall
short in capturing the local geometric details, such as sharp
edges, flat regions, or anisotropic features that vary direc-
tionally. This limitation [5] results in isotropic RBFs inac-
curately modeling directionally varying local structures.

To address this issue, Anisotropic Radial Basis Functions
(ARBFs) with a decaying nature, namely Decaying ARBFs
(DARBFs), are used, as we are interested in splatting, where
splats decays spatially. This extends the traditional RBF
framework by allowing each function’s influence to vary
along different axes, achieved by incorporating the Maha-
lanobis distance. For a particular point x € R?, the Maha-
lanobis distance (dj), calculated from the center p € R3
of a 3D RBF, is given by:

dy = [(x= )= x—p)]?, (1)

Nl=

where ¥ denotes the 3 x 3 covariance matrix. This radially
dependent anisotropy naturally supports smooth interpola-
tion and plays a pivotal role in 3D reconstruction.



3.2. Assessing DARBFs in Simulations

We evaluate and compare the performance of our DARB
reconstruction kernels against conventional Gaussian ker-
nels through simulations in lower-dimensional settings. We
generated various synthetic 1D functions across a specified
range, including square, exponential, truncated-sinusoid,
Gaussian, and triangular pulses, as well as some irregular
functions to simulate signal variability. These signals were
reconstructed using Gaussian functions and various RBFs
to evaluate the number of primitives required for accurate
reconstruction and the cost difference between original and
reconstructed signals.

(a) Gaussian (N = 5) (b) Gaussian (N = 10)

(c) Half-Cosine (N = 5)

(d) Half-Cosine (N = 10)

(e) Raised Cosine (N = 5) (f) Raised Cosine (N = 8)

(h) Sinc (N = 10)

(g) Sinc (N =9)

Figure 3. Examples of signal reconstruction through backpropa-
gation using various RBFs. Here the target, reconstructed and in-
dividual components are represented by red, blue and green plots,
respectively. We achieve competitive results in convergence speed
and computational cost. Our raised cosine kernels, for example,
achieve convergence faster with fewer components (N = 8) and
at a lower cost of 0.00004 compared to Gaussian kernels, which
converge slightly slower at N = 10 with a comparable cost of
0.0001 in terms of mean squared error.

This pipeline optimizes the number of primitives needed for
signal approximation across different reconstruction ker-
nels. Our approach focuses on three key parameters: posi-
tion, covariance (for signal spread), and amplitude (for sig-
nal strength). The model configurations comprises a mix-
ture network of Gaussian, half-cosine, raised-cosine, and
modular sinc components, each with a predefined variable
number of components. For an extensive analysis of RBFs
functions, refer our Supplementary Material.

The model was trained for a fixed number of epochs with

respect to a mean squared error loss function, which mini-
mized reconstruction error between the predicted and target
signals. Unlike the original Gaussian Splatting algorithm
[20], which calculates loss in the projected 2D image space
with reconstruction in 3D space, we simplified by calculat-
ing the loss and performing the reconstruction directly in 1D
because, 1D signal projection cannot be represented in OD,
as this would be meaningless. Finally, a parameter sweep
was conducted to identify the optimal configuration with
the lowest recorded loss, indicating the optimal number of
components.
Table 1. Comparison of simulation results with Gaussian com-
ponents vs. other reconstruction kernel components. Note that *
indicates that we achieved better reconstruction with fewer compo-
nents (/N = 8) in terms of mean squared error, using our modified
raised cosine pulses compared to Gaussians.

Function Loss (N = 5) Loss (N = 10)
Gaussian 0.0002 0.0001
Modified half cosine 0.0014 0.0003
Modified raised cosine 0.0002 0.00004*
Modified sinc (modulus) 0.0030 0.0002

The simulation results indicate that, like Gaussian func-
tions, certain RBFs, can perform comparably or even out-
perform Gaussians in specific cases. Notably, raised cosines
achieved lower reconstruction loss than Gaussians while re-
quiring fewer primitives. These preliminary findings sug-
gest promising alternatives to Gaussian functions and moti-
vate further exploration of these RBFs. Building on this in-
sight, we aim to incorporate these alternative functions into
the Gaussian Splatting algorithm, introducing minor adjust-
ments in domain constraints and backpropagation.

4. Method

Next, we will elaborate on the use of DARBFs for 3D re-
construction tasks. We present DARBFs as a plug-and-
play replacement for existing Gaussian kernels, offering im-
provements in aspects such as training time and memory
efficiency. The pipeline for DARB splatting is presented
in Fig. 4. Splatting-based reconstruction methods such as
3DGS [20] obtain the 3D representation of a scene by plac-
ing anisotropic Gaussian kernels at 3D points proposed by
a SfM pipeline such as COLMAP [45]. The 3DGS Gaus-
sian kernel gets transformed onto the camera frame and pro-
jected to the corresponding 2D plane of existing views, re-
sulting in splats. The error between the pixels of these views
and blended (rasterized) splats generates the backpropaga-
tion signal to optimize the parameters of the 3D Gaussians.
The four properties that drive this pipeline are 1. the differ-
entiability of this rasterization, 2. the anisotropic nature of
the 3D kernel function (hence the anisotropic nature of the
splats), 3. easy projectability, and 4. rapid decay. As seen
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() to obtain the projected 2D covariance matrix (3%5) compatible with splatting for DARBFs within the existing framework. Our

changes within the pipeline are highlighted in red text.

in [25], the reconstruction kernel function being a function
of the Mahalanobis distance d; (Eq. 1), yields the first
two properties. A class of functions that display the four
properties is non-negative decaying anisotropic radial basis
functions (DARBFs) that are functions of Mahalanobis dis-
tance [4] das (Eq. 1). In Sec. 4.1 we propose a method to
approximate the projection of DARBFs, thereby satisfying
the third property.

4.1. DARB-Splatting

DARB Representation. Similar to 3DGS, we use the same
parameterization to represent 3D DARBFs, as the Gaussian
function is an instance of the DARBF class. In Table 2,
we show the generic mathematical expressions of these re-
construction kernel functions, and Fig. 2 shows their 1D
plots. Only some members of the class are shown here,
while a broader view is provided in the Supplementary Ma-
terial. Similar to the Gaussian, most of the chosen DARBFs
are strictly decaying, meaning their envelopes decay, which
makes them suitable as energy functions. The envelope of
the sinc function, for instance, decays (square-integrable,
hence an energy function). To optimize performance, we re-
stricted the spread of most functions to a single pulse (cen-
tral lobe), ensuring finite support along the reconstruction
axes. However, we also observed that comparable results
can be achieved with two or more pulses, albeit with a slight
trade-off in visual quality (refer Supplementary Material).

DARB Projection. To project 3D DARBs to DARB-splats,
we use the method proposed by EWA Splatting [65, 73]. To
project 3D mean (x) in world coordinate system onto the
2D image plane, we use the conventional perspective pro-
jection. However, the same projection cannot be used to
project the 3D covariance (X) in world coordinates to the
2D covariance (X}, ,) in image space. Hence, first, the 3D

Table 2. Overview of decaying anisotropic radial basis functions
(DARBFs) in 3D, with essential limits to consider for bounded
function applications in 3D reconstruction. Incorporating these
limits on Mahalanobis distance das (defined in Eq. 1) ensures pre-
cise control over the main lobe of each function and influence, sim-
ilar to the 3D Gaussian, for capturing localized features in complex
3D surfaces. Here, the scaling factor £(> 0) controls the spread
of the covariance while 3 decides the roll-off of the main lobe of
each DARBF.

Function Expression Domain

exp (—% (d}u)ﬁ)
cos (% (dM)ﬁ)
0.5+ 0.5 - cos (% (dM)f*)
|Sin (% (dIVI)B)‘
1

Modified Gaussian dy >0

Modified half cosine % (dar)? < 5

Modified raised cosine % (dm)? <

Modified sinc (modulus) % (dns )ﬁ < w

Inv. multi-quadratic dy >0

[% (dar)? + 1] 3

covariance (X)) is projected onto camera coordinate frame
which results in a projected 3 x 3 covariance matrix (3').
Given a viewing transformation W, the projected covari-
ance matrix X’ in camera coordinate frame can be obtained

as follows: s — JwswTJT )

where J denotes the Jacobian of the affine approximation
of the projective transformation. Importantly, integrating a
normalized 3D Gaussian along one coordinate axis results
in a normalized 2D Gaussian itself. From that, the EWA
Splatting [73] shows that the 2D covariance matrix (25, 5)
of the 2D Gaussian can be easily obtained by taking the
sub-matrix of the 3D covariance matrix (X'), specifically



by skipping the third row and third column (Eq. 4).

However, this sub-matrix shortcut applies only to Gaus-
sian reconstruction kernels due to their inherent properties.
Our core argument questions whether the integration de-
scribed above is essential for the splatting process. While
the Gaussian’s closed form integration is convenient, we
propose interpreting the 3D covariance as a parameter that
represents the 2D covariances from all viewing directions.
When viewing a 3D Gaussian from a particular direction,
we may think that the opacity would be distributed across
the volume defined by each 3D Gaussian, and that alpha
blending composites these overlapping volumes. In prac-
tice, however, the opacity distribution takes place after pro-
jecting 3D Gaussians to 2D splats. Thus, when a ray ap-
proaches, it only considers the Gaussian value derived from
the 2D covariance of the splat.

As a simple example, consider two 3D Gaussians that
are nearly identical in all properties except for the variance
along the z-axis ((07.)?). When these two Gaussians are
projected into 2D, we expect the 3D Gaussian with a higher
o’ to have greater opacity values. In contrast, 3DGS yields
a similar matrix (X5, ,) for both covariances, while exerting
the same influence on opacity distribution along the splats.
This further strengthens our argument for treating ¥’ as a
parameter to represent 35, .

Generally, for DARBFs, integrating a 3D DARB along
a certain axis does not yield the same DARBF in 2D, nor
does it result in a closed-form solution. Therefore, we estab-
lished the relationship between ¥’ and X, , for DARBFs
through simulations. For clarity, we briefly provide the
derivations for the half-cosine squared splat here, whereas
detailed derivations and corresponding CUDA script modi-
fications for all DARBFs are provided in the Supplementary
Material. The 3D half-cosine squared kernels is as follows:

B L L S T
0, otherwise.

where dp; (Eq. 1) is the Mahalanobis distance. We
then calculate the projected X}, , by summing values along
a certain axis, similar to integrating along the same axis.
Through experimentation with various values, we deter-
mined that the estimated X5, , 2D covariance matrix is also
symmetric, due to the strict decomposition of the 3D covari-
ance matrix to maintain a positive definite matrix, indepen-
dent of the third row and column of ¥’. Additionally, we
obtain X4, by multiplying %’ with a correction factor 1)
(Eq. 4), which we estimate separately for each reconstruc-
tion kernel using Monte Carlo experiments. For half-cosine
squares we esti ateg 1 = 1.36.

a c

Y=1|b d e —>¢<Z Z):zim. (4)
e d f

Similarly, based on such empirical results, we modified
the existing CUDA scripts of 3DGS [20] to implement each

DARBF separately with its respective ¢ value to ensure
comparable results. Additionally, we introduce a scaling
factor £ to match the extent of our function closely with
the Gaussian, allowing a fair comparison of DARBF perfor-
mance. Although Gaussian functions are spatially infinite,
3DGS [20] uses a bounded Gaussian to limit the opacity
distribution in 2D, thereby reducing unnecessary process-
ing time. For projected 2D splats, they calculate the maxi-
mum radius as R = 3 - y/max{A;, A2} , where A\; and Ao
denote the eigenvalues of the 2D covariance matrix %5, .
Using this radius R, we obtain a similar extent for DARBFs
as Gaussians with the help of £. Taking that into considera-
tion, the 2D half-cosine squared splat is defined as follows:

. ((x — 1) (Sha) " (2 - u’)) s

3

where € R? is the position vector, u’ € R? is the
projected mean, and 5,, € R?*? represents the covari-

. . A/ 2m& max(A,A .
ance matrix. Here, Reosine Will be w in-

b

dicating 100% extent, as we consider the entire central
lobe. However, for a 2D Gaussian with an extent of 99.7%
(up to three standard deviations), the radius Rgaussian 1S
given by 3 /max(A;, A2). To match the extent of both

. V. .,
functions, we select £(> 0) such that w =

max (A1, Az), which implies £ = %.

Within this bounded region, we use our footprint func-
tion (Eq. 21) to model the opacity, similar to the approach
in 3DGS. Following this, we apply alpha blending to deter-
mine the composite opacity [20, 65] for each pixel, eventu-

ally contributing to the final color of the 2D rendered image.

4.2. Backpropagation and Error Calculation

To support backpropagation, we must account for the dif-
ferentiability of DARBFs. As usual, the backpropagation
process begins with a loss function that combines the same
losses discussed in the original work [20]: an £; loss and
an SSIM (Structural Similarity Index Measure) loss, which
guide the 3D DARBSs to optimize its parameters.

L= (1-XLy+ Apssim (6)

where A denotes each loss term’s contribution to the final
image loss. After computing the loss, we perform back-
propagation, where we explicitly modify the differentiable
Gaussian rasterizer from 3DGS [20] to support respective
gradient terms for each DARBF. The following example
demonstrates these modifications for the 3D half-cosine
squared function (Eq. 21) with £ = 1778 .
w2 (o sin (L))

dz—p') ¢ .



Figure 5. Visual comparison on NVS. We present comparisons between our proposed methods (Raised cosine and half-cosine squares)
and established baseline (3DGS) alongside their respective ground truth images. The displayed scenes are ordered as follows: TRUCK and
TRAIN from Tanks&Temples [22] dataset; COUNTER from Mip-NeRF360 [2] dataset. We highlight subtle improvements in our approach,
such as the appearance of a light bulb in the rendered image of the first row, which is absent in the splitting algorithm. Additionally, the
edges of the train and the shadows of the rack in the images on the second and third rows, respectively, are noticeably sharper, whereas these
details appear blurred in the original splitting algorithm. Note that in addition to improved reconstruction, we also achieve significantly
better training and memory efficiency with these alternative primitives (see Table 3).
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5. Experiments

Experimental Settings. We anchor our contributions on
the recently updated codebase of 3DGS [20], adjusting the
CUDA scripts to support a range of DARBFs. For a fair
comparison, we use the same testing scenes as the 3DGS
paper, including both bounded indoor and large outdoor en-
vironment scenes from various datasets [2, 17, 22]. We
utilized the same COLMAP [45] initialization provided by
the official dataset for all tests conducted to ensure fairness.
Furthermore, we retained the original hyperparameters, ad-
justing only the opacity learning rate to 0.02 for improved
results. All experiments and evaluations were conducted,
and further verified on a single NVIDIA GeForce RTX 4090
GPU.

We compare our work with SOTA splatting-based meth-
ods that use exponential family reconstruction kernels, such
as the original 3DGS, updated codebase of 3DGS, and GES
[15] as benchmarks. We also evaluated the DARBFs using
the standard and frequently used PSNR, LPIPS and SSIM
metrics similar to these benchmarks (Table 3).

—(z — ) (x—p)T sin ((””’“')T(Eégﬁ_l(”*“')) 5.1. Results

Table 3 summarizes the comparative analysis across various
datasets alongside our benchmarks. It shows that different
functions perform better quantitatively in various aspects,
such as training time, memory efficiency, and visual qual-
ity. Results show that the modified raised cosine function
with £ = % achieves on-par results in terms of PSNR,
LPIPS and SSIM metrics with the SOTA original and up-
dated codebase of 3DGS [20], further validating our 1D
simulation results discussed in Sec. 3.2. Additionally, it
demonstrates that certain DARBFs, despite not belonging
to the exponential family, are able to compete effectively
with our previous related work benchmark [15].

Half-cosine squares with & = 1—5, achieve approximately

a 15% reduction in training time compared to Gaussians
(updated codebase) on average across all scenes, with a no-
tably modest trade-off in visual quality of less than 0.5 dB
on average. This is because a half-cosine square spans a
larger region compared to a Gaussian. With precomputed
scaling factors for each DARBF, there is no additional com-
putational overhead in the rendering pipeline, resulting in
comparable rendering times to Gaussians. Fig. 5 shows
that raised cosine captures fine details better than Gaussians,
and Table 4 presents a comparative analysis of our method
across various 3D reconstruction methods.



. Mip-NeRF360 Tanks & Temples Deep Blending

Function

SSIMT PSNRT LPIPS| Train Memory SSIMtT PSNR?T LPIPS| Train Memory SSIMT PSNRT LPIPS| Train Memory
3DGS (7k) [20] 0.770  25.60 0279 4m43s* 523MB 0.767  21.20 0.28 5m05s* 270MB 0.875 27.78 0317 3m22s* 368 MB
3DGS (30K) [20] 0815 27.21 0214 30m33s* 734MB 0841 23.14  0.183 19m46s* 411 MB 0.903 29.41 0.243  26m29s* 676 MB
GES [15] 0.794 2691 0.250 23m31s* 377MB 0.836 23.35 0.198 15m26s* 222MB 0.901 29.68 0.252 22m44s™ 399 MB
3DGS-updated (7K) ~ 0.769 2595  0.281 3m24s 504 MB 0.781 21.78  0.261 2m02s 293MB 0.879 2842  0.305 3m 14s 462 MB
3DGS-updated (30K) 0.813 2745 0218 19mO06s 633MB 0.847 2377 0.173 11lm24s 371 MB 0901 29.66 0.242 20m 12s 742 MB
Raised cosine (7K) 0.773  26.01 0.273 3m13s  S513MB 0.788 21.88  0.251 Im59s 304MB 0.882 2847  0.300 2m57s 401 MB
Raised cosine (30K) ~ 0.813 2745 0.214 19m36s 645MB 0.851 23.64 0.166 12m06s 364MB 0.901 29.63 0.240 20mOls 767 MB
Half cosine (7K) 0.737 2546 0316 2m52s 400 MB 0.749 21.071 0.295 Im42s 244MB 0.872 27.938 0.320 2m42s  355MB
Half cosine (30K) 0.790 27.04 0.247 16m15s 524MB 0.824 23.108 0.201 9m 11s 338MB 0.900 2938 0.253 17m35s 634 MB
Modular Sinc (7K) 0.751 2574  0.302 3m20s 439MB 0.767 2159 0.276 2m04s 255MB 0.878 2839  0.308 3m17s 399 MB
Modular Sinc (30K)  0.801 27.30 0.234 18m50s 622MB 0.836  23.51 0.189 16mO08s 333MB 0.901 29.66 0.247 20m47s 682 MB

Table 3. Splatting results: The best values are highlighted in red and second-best values in orange, the third-best values in light orange,
and the fourth-best in yellow. Note that, * denotes the difference in computation power that is used to implement our model and previous
models (3DGS [20], GES [15]), hence we used a speed-up factor (see Supplementary Materials), to get fair results regarding training time
which is available in the original publication. Our DARBFs were implemented based on the updated 3DGS codebase. Our DARB splatting
with raised cosine function was able to achieve on-par performance regarding PSNR, SSIM, LPIPS and training duration. Also, half cosine
square shows a significant reduction in training time. We evaluate the performance of each model by considering the results at 7K and 30K

iteration checkpoints.

Table 4. Comparison of various 3D reconstruction methods, show-
ing that our approach outperforms prior methods in PSNR, LPIPS,
and training efficiency metrics. Note that the benchmark values for
3DGS and GES are sourced directly from their respective papers,
and therefore may not represent an entirely fair comparison.

Method SSIMt PSNR1T LPIPS| Train]
Plenoxels [12] 0.626 23.08 0.463 19m™
INGP [36] 0.699 25.59 0.331 5.5m*
Mip-NeRF360 [2] 0.792 27.69 0.237 48h

3DGS [20] 0.815 27.21 0.214 30m™
GES [15] 0.794 26.91 0.250 23m™
DARBS (RC) 0.813 27.45 0.214 19min
DARBS (HC) 0.790 27.04 0.247 16min

5.2. Ablation Study

Decaying ARBFs. We validated various reconstruction
kernels through low-dimensional simulations (Sec. 3.2),
showing that normalized, decaying functions focus energy
near the origin (Sec. 4.1), ensuring each sample’s influence
on the reconstruction is strongest its point, aiding accurate
signal reconstruction. In contrast, the instability caused by
unbounded growing functions led to their omission in favor
of DARBFs.

Correction factor. The existing pipeline was built upon the
prominent property of Gaussians, where integrating along
a specific axis results in the same function, in a lower
dimension. However, DARBFs generally do not exhibit
this property. To incorporate DARBFs into the original
pipeline, we introduced a correction factor v to approxi-
mate the projected covariance (Sec. 4.1). As shown in Ta-
ble 5, this modification significantly enhanced the perfor-
mance of DARBFs, achieving comparable results across all
scenes in the Mip-NeRF 360 dataset on average for raised

cosines, relative to the updated 3DGS codebase, implying
outperformance of the same in the original 3DGS results.

Table 5. Comparison of PSNR, SSIM, and LPIPS metrics for Mip-
NeRF 360 scenes under the influence of 1. We claim that incorpo-
rating v not only enhances the performance of our kernels but also
serves as the pivotal factor in surpassing the 3DGS results.

with without 1)
Scenes PSNR SSIM LPIPS PSNR SSIM LPIPS
3DGS-updated — — — 27.45 0.81 0.22
Raised Cosine 27.45 0.81 0.21 26.69 0.78 0.25
Half Cosine 27.04 0.79 0.25 25.89 0.76 0.28

6. Conclusion and Discussion

To the best of our knowledge, we are the first to general-
ize splatting techniques with DARB-Splatting, extending
beyond the conventional exponential family. In introduc-
ing this new class of functions, DARBFs, we highlight the
distinct performances of each function. We establish the
relationships between 3D covariance and 2D projected co-
variance through Monte Carlo experiments, providing an ef-
fective approach for understanding covariance transforma-
tions under projection. Our modified CUDA codes for each
DARBEF are available to facilitate further research and ex-
ploration in this area.

Limitation. While we push the boundaries of splatting
functions with DARBFs, the useful properties and capabili-
ties of each function for 3D reconstruction, within a classi-
fied mathematical framework, remain to be fully explored.
Future research could explore utility applications and the
incorporation of existing signal reconstruction algorithms,
such as the Gram-Schmidt process, with DARBFs.
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DARB-Splatting: Generalizing Splatting with Decaying Anisotropic Radial Basis
Functions

Supplementary Material

7. DARB-Splatting

We generalize the reconstruction kernel to include non-
exponential functions by introducing a broader class of Decaying
Anisotropic Radial Basis Functions (DARBFs). One of the main
reasons why non-exponential functions have not been widely ex-
plored is the advantageous integration property of the Gaussian
function, which simplifies the computation of the 2D covariance of
a splat. However, through Monte Carlo experiments, we demon-
strate that DARBFs can also exhibit this desirable property, even
though most of them lack a closed-form solution for integration.
Additionally, the integration of DARBFs does not generally relate
to other DARBFs.

We also explained (Sec. 4.1), using an example, that in 3DGS
[20], the opacity contribution for each pixel from a reconstruction
kernel (3D) is derived from its splats (2D), rather than from their
3D volume. Based on this, we consider the covariance in 3D as a
variable representing the 2D covariances in all directions. In the
next section, we describe the Monte Carlo experiments we con-
ducted, supported by mathematical equations.

In surface reconstruction tasks [5], DARBFs leverage princi-
pal component analysis (PCA) of the local covariance matrix to
identify directionally dependent features and orient the 3D ellip-
soids accordingly. This approach enables DARBFs to model local
anisotropies in the data and reconstruct surfaces, preserving fine
details more effectively than isotropic models. Furthermore, the
decaying nature of these functions, as presented in Table 2, results
in a more localized influence, effectively focusing the function
within a certain radius. This localization is advantageous in 3D
reconstruction, where only neighboring points contribute signifi-
cantly to a given point in space, ensuring smooth blending. There-
fore, we can conclude that all DARBFs are suitable for splatting.
Although there are many DARBFs, we focus on a selected few
here due to limited space. In the following sections, we elabo-
rate on the mathematical formulation of these selected DARBFs,
outline their computational implementation, and demonstrate their
utility in accurately modeling complex opacity distributions in the
context of 3D scene reconstruction.

7.1. Mathematical Expressions of Monte Carlo Ex-
periments

When it comes to 3DGS [20], we initially start with a 3 X 3 co-
variance matrix in the 3D world coordinate system. By using,

Y =JgwswTjT )

we obtain a 3 x 3 covariance matrix (X') in the camera coordi-
nate space. According to the integration property mentioned in the
EWA Spatting paper [73], this ¥’ can be projected into a 2 x 2
covariance matrix in the image space (35 ) by simply removing
the third row and column of ¥’. However, the same process does
not apply to other DARBFs. For instance, there is no closed-form

solution for the marginal integration of the half-cosine and raised-
cosine functions used in this paper. To simplify the understanding
of this integration process and address this issue, we conducted the
following experiment.

Experimental Setup. First, we introduce our 3D point space
with x, y, z coordinates in equally spaced intervals for N number
of points, a random mean vector (©) and a random 3 X 3 covari-
ance matrix (3). Based on a predetermined limit specific for each
DARBF (we will discuss about this in Sec. 7.2), we calculate the
density/power assigned by the DARB kernel at a particular point
2 in 3D space as follows:

P = cos (2” (@~ “)T?fg)*l (@ “’) . a0

where@ = [; yi 2. As for the integration, we take the sum
of these P (P € RN*NXNy) matrices along one dimension (for
instance, along z axis) and name it total_density, which can be

obtained as follows:

total_density (x,y) = Z P(z,y,z) (11)

where total_density € RNV*N  This will, for example, inte-
grate the cosine kernel in Eq. 10 along z-direction, collapsing into
a 2D density in XY plane. Following this integration, these total
densities will be normalized as follows:

total_density

_———— 12
max (total_density) (12)

total_density, . izeq =
This normalization step does not change the typical covariance re-
lationship. To compare with other functions’ projection better, we
use this normalization, so that the maximum of total density will
be equal one.

For the visualization of these 2D densities, we create a 2D
mesh grid by using only x, y coordinate matrices called coords €
RY*X2 At the same time, we flatten the 2D density matrix and
get a density grid as density € RV X1,

If the dimensions of z, y coordinates are different, we need to
repeat the coords and denstty arrays separately to perfectly align
each 2D coordinate for its corresponding density value. Since we
use the same dimension for x, y coordinates, we can skip this step.
By using these coords and density matrices, we then calculate
the weighted covariance matrix as follows:

’ ’
7= SN wiw §= S wiys
- 7 - 7
S ws S wi
where N’ = N? and w; denote the corresponding parameters

from the density matrix. Finally, the vector m is given by:

m = ‘f} (13)
|:y 2x1



By using the above results, we can determine the projected 2 x 2
covariance matrix (35, 5) as follows:

/ Ozz Ozy
Yoxo = |:0_ :|

zy  Oyy

where 04, 0yy and o4, terms can be determined as:

Zz]'vzl wi(z: — 5)2 Zi\le wi(ys — ?7)2

Oxx = N Oyy = N
Dy Wi D Wi
_ YL wilei —2)(yi — §)
Ony = ~
D i Wi

We can express this entire operation in matrix form as follows:

N/

1 _ _

Yo = S > wi (zi —m) (@ —m)" (14)
i=1 "t =1

where x; = {xl}
Yi

Based on this simulation, we received the projected 2 x 2 covari-
ance matrix (X5, ) for different DARBFs and identified that they
are not integrable for volume rendering [73]. Simply saying, we
cannot directly obtain the first two rows and columns of X5,
from the first two rows and first tow columns of the 3D covariance
matrix ¥4, 3 as they are. But we noticed that there is a common
ratio between the values of these two matrices. To resolve this is-
sue, we introduce a correction factor ¢ as a scalar to multiply with
the ¥5,» matrix. This scalar holds different values for different
DARBFs since their density kernels act differently.

7.2. Determining the Boundaries of DARBFs

From the 1D signal reconstruction simulations (Sec. 3.2 and Sec.
10) and the splatting results (Sec. 10), we demonstrate that strictly
decaying functions can represent the scenes better. Therefore, we
use the limits for each function to ensure the strictly decaying na-
ture, while also considering the size of each splat. By restricting
to a single pulse, we achieve a more localized representation, re-
sulting in better quality. Incorporating more pulses allows them to
cover a larger region compared to one pulse (with the same & and
B), leading to memory reduction, albeit with a tradeoff in quality.

In 3DGS [20], opacity modeling happens after the projection
of the 3D covariance (X) in world coordinate space onto 2D co-
variance (X5y) in image space. By using the inverse covariance
(2'2;12) and the difference between the center of the splat (;') and
the coordinates of the selected pixel, they introduce the Mahal-
nobis component (Eq. 1) within the Gaussian kernel to model the
opacity distribution across each splat. When determining the fi-
nal color of a particular pixel, they have incorporated a bounding
box mechanism to identify the area which a splat can have the ef-
fect when modeling the opacity, so that they can do the tile-based
rasterization using the computational resources efficiently.

Since the Gaussian only has a main lobe, we can simply model
the opacity distribution across a splat using the bounding box men-
tioned in Sec. 4.1. This bounding box, determined by the radius

R = 3 y/max{A1, A2}, where A1 and A2 denote the eigenval-
ues of the 2D covariance matrix 5,5 (Sec. 4.1), will cover most

of the function (main lobe), affecting the opacity modeling signif-
icantly. However, in our DARBFs, we have multiple side lobes
which can have an undesirable effect on this bounding box unless
the range is specified correctly. If these side lobes are included
within the bounding box, each splat will have a ring effect in their
opacity distributions.

To avoid this ring effect, we identified the range of the hori-
zontal spread of the main lobe of each DARBEF in terms of their
Mahalanobis distance component and introduced a limit in opacity
distribution to carefully remove the effects from their side lobes.
In our Monte Carlo experiments (Sec. 7.1), we used this limit in
the 3D DARB kernel, as we directly perform the density calcula-
tion in 3D and the projection onto 2D image space afterwards. For
example, let us consider the 3D raised cosine as follows:

2

w = 0.5+ 0.5 cos (@) (15)
where £ = % and § = 2 according to the standard expression
mentioned in Table 2. To avoid the side lobes and only use the
main lobe, we assess the necessary range that we should consider
with the Gaussian curves in 1D and chose the following limit (ac-
cording to Table 2):

2
di; < 6.25 = <7r X 3) (16)
2

If the above limit is not satisfied by the Mahalanobis compo-
nent, the density value will be taken as zero for those cases. As
in the Table 2, this limit will be different for different DARBFs
since each DARBF shows different characteristics regarding their
spread, main lobe and side lobes. Applying these limits will help
to consider the 100% support of the main lobe of each DARBF
into the bounding box.

Even though we apply these limits on the 3D representation
of each kernel and calculate the densities, in our reconstruction
pipeline, we use these limits on DARB splats (2D) similar to
3DGS [20]. In our experiments, our main target was to identify
the relationship between the 2D covariance ¥4, and the 3D sub-
matrix 35,5 (Sec. 7.1), and implement these limits on 3D DARB
kernels.

8. DARB-Splatting Implementation

Here, we present the reconstruction kernel (3D) and splat (2D)
functions (footprint functions) for selected DARBFs, along with
their respective derivative term modifications related to back-
propagation, in both mathematical expressions and CUDA codes.
These modifications have been incorporated into the splatting
pipeline and CUDA code changes. In the code, d denotes x — '

, and con = denotes the inverse of the 2D covariance

a
b
matrix (X%,5) " in the mathematical form. For each DARBF,
we clearly show & and djs in the code. We use a unique correc-
tion factor ¢ for each DARBF, determined through Monte Carlo
experiments, to compute 5,5 from X',

8.1. Raised Cosine Splatting

Here, a single pulse of the raised cosine signal is selected for en-
hanced performance. The 3D raised cosine function is as follows:
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The raised cosine splat function is as follows:
NT sv7—1 ’
z—p') X T— WU
w = 0.5+ 0.5 cos Ve # B34 (18)
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\/(CU — 1) X (z—p)
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Modifications in derivative terms related to the raised cosine
splat during backpropagation are provided next.

19| //
20| const float dL dC051ne
22| const float factorl =

3| const
24| const

25| const

27| atomicAdd (&dL_dmean2D [global_id]

28| atomicAdd (&dL_dmean2D[global_id]

)| const float Cosine = .5f +

ne

.5fx cos(ellipseFactor); //

= min(0.99f, con_o.w = Cosine); // w =

Helpful re

con_o.w x dL dalpha,
const float sindL_dCosine = sin(ellipseFactor)
dL_dCosine;
- M_PI % sindL_dCosine /5.f /
ellipse_root;
float factor2 = factorl % 0.5 ;
float dl_ddelx = ( con_o.x x d.x + con_o.y x d.y)x*
factorl;
float dL_ddely = (
factorl;

con_o.z x d.y + con_o.y x d.x)x*

dL_ddelx x ddelx_dx)

L%,

.y, dL_ddely x ddely_dy)
T —1 — i
ow 5 \/(m - “I) =% (J” - “',) 2,2;2(]" -nr’) 29| // Upc gradients w.r.t. 2D covariance (2x2 matrix,
= —— sin . frie
a(x — ') € \/(m—u) == ( lu‘m,e,lLJ ] .
Qi?) b atomicAdd (&dL_dconic2D[global_id].x, d.x * d.x x factor2
)i
T T 31| atomicAdd (&dL_dconic2D[global_id].y, d.x * d.y x factor2
w . \/(z - LL') El2><2 ( I—'»’) (ar - [.L/) (z - [.L/> )i !
= — — sin . 4
32/;;2 £ 3 J(IA,M ) 21512( ;7] atomicAdd (&dL_dconic2D[global_id].w, d.y x d.y *= factor2
x
);
(20) ’

The following CUDA code modifications were implemented to
support raised cosine splatting.

float correction

The

correctionFactor =
or we int iu
cov x= correctionFactor ;
natr ~orrection

0.655f; //

ce

x by the cc

float ellipse = con_o.x » d.x * d.x + con_o.z * d.y * d.

y + 2.f » con_o.y x d.x x d.y; // dMx=*2

if (elllpse < 0 || ellipse > 6.25f) // Limit n 2D
e o restrict to one pulse
contlnue,

float ellipse_root = sqgrt(ellipse); // dM

float elllpseFactor = M_PI x ellipse_root / 2.5f; //
5/(2 % math_pi)

O.Sf + .5f x cos(ellipseFactor);
min(0.99f, con_o.w % Cosine); // w =

s ing f:
const float Cosine
const float alpha =

raised cosine

Listing 1. Modifications in forward propagation in CUDA
rasterizer for raised cosine splatting.

float correctionFactor = 0.655f;
cov2D == correctionFactor;

f lo

~iance

adients of conic matr

1x

(inve

a matrix) .

e.g., dL / da = dL / d_conic_a * d_conic_a / d_a

dlL_da = correctionFactor * denom2inv % (-C * C *
dL_dconic.x + 2 b * ¢ » dL_dconic.y + (denom - a
* c) % dL_dconic.z);

dL_dc = correctionFactor *denom2inv = (—a * a =*
dL_dconic.z + 2 x a » b » dL_dconic.y + (denom - a
* c) * dL_dconic.x);

dlL_db = correctionFactor *denom2inv x 2 =*
dL_dconic.x - (denom + 2 * b * b)

* b % dL_dconic.z);

(b » ¢ *
« dL_dconic.y + a

float ellipse = (con_o0.x % d.x * d.x + con_o.z x d.y * d

.y + 2.f x con_o.y * d.x x d.y);

if (ellipse < 0 || ellipse > 6.25f) // limit set on 2D
ellipse to trict to one pul
continue;

float ellipse_root = sqrt(ellipse); // dM

float ellipseFactor = M_PI xellipse_root / 2.5f;

34| atomicAdd (&

// Update gradie s w . c
(dL_ dopa01ty[global 1d]),

Cosine » dL_dalpha)

7

Listing 2. Modifications in backward propagation in CUDA
rasterizer for raised cosine splatting.

8.2. Half-cosine Squared Splatting

The 3D half-cosine square function we selected is as follows:

cos (1
3

The corresponding half-cosine squared splat function is as fol-
lows:

w\a

wmﬁ,gwm2

nNT / — ’
w = cos (@ = #) (2252) L= p) ; @2n
Vi w) Sihe i) o

13 2
Adjustments to the derivative terms associated with the half-
cosine squared splat during backpropagation are given below.

N (Shyo) " (a—n’)

~2(,5) " (& — ') sin ((””"‘ s

)

dw _
dlx—p') 3
T —1(22) 7
o o) o s ()
d((Shy o)) 3

(23)
The following CUDA code changes were made to support half-
cosine squared splatting.

‘float correctionFactor =
tor we introduce
cov x= correctionFactor ;

‘ matr Co

1.36f; //

~ix by




; 8.3. Sinc Splatting

4| float ellipse = con_o0.x » d.x * d.x + con_o.z x d.y * d.

y + 2.f « con_o.y * d.x % d.y; // dm_squared Here, the sinc function refers to a single pulse of the modulus sinc
S|if (ellipse < lo'f I elllpsle£> 5.f) //1 limit set on 2D function. This configuration was selected due to improved perfor-

& O restrict na C ne p‘,« se . . . . .

. continue; mance. The corresponding 3D sinc function is provided below:
7| £loat ellipseFactor = 0.175f xellipse; // 2 » M_PI =

ellipse 36; . 1
3| const float Cosine = cos(ellipseFactor); sin (E (dM)> 1
9| const float alpha = min(0.99f, con_o.w * Cosine); // w =« 1,7 N d y (dM) <m

sine E ( M) §
Listing 3. Modifications in forward propagation in CUDA The related sinc splat function is as follows:

rasterizer for half-cosine squared splatting.

o) ) (o)

sin

1| float correctionFactor = 1.36f; €
2| cov2D %= correctionFactor; w = , (24)
3 ALY, 1y
4| // Gradie s of loss w.r.t. entries of 2D covariance \/(ac I"') (22><2) (x I'L)
matrix, 13
s|// g adients of loss w.r.t. conic matrix (inverse
matrix) .
6| // e.g., dL / da = dL / d_conic_a * d_conic_a / d_a T 1
dL_da = correctionFactor * denom2inv * (-c * c =* \/(;5 _ ,J,’) E’2><2 (:C _IJ,')
dL_dconic.x + 2 * b * ¢ » dL_dconic.y + (denom - a g S s
* c) * dL_dconic.z);
8| dL_dc = correctionFactor xdenom2inv *= (—-a * a =* . . . . .
4L dconic.z + 2 % a * b = dL_dconic.y + (denom - a Tk}e mOdlﬁCﬁthIlS. to the der}vatlve terms related to the sinc
* c) * dL_dconic.x); splat in backpropagation are outlined below.
9] dL_db = correctionFactor xdenom2inv % 2 % (b * c *
dL_dconic.x - (denom + 2 % b % b) % dL_dconic.y + a
« b * dL_dconic.z); ow sin(A)\ Acos(A) —sin(A4) 2(Th,o) "z — ')
10 87/ = sgn A . A2 . s
11| float ellipse = con_o.x * d.x * d.x + con_o.z * d.y * d. (IE—;L) 5
y + 2.f x con_o.y » d.x x d.y; (25)
2| if (ellipse < 0 || ellipse > 9.f) // limit 2D
ellipse
13 continue; ow — sgn (Sin(A)) Acos(A) —sin(A) (x — p/)(z — #/)T
14| float ellipseFactor = 0.174f xellipse ; // 2+ M_PIT =« 7 1 — ) : )
(";lLD?'i / 36.f; ° 6(22X2) ! A A2 5
5| const float Cosine = cos(ellipseFactor); // half ( /)T( , ) 1( " (26)
e T b)) T (z—p
square , , where A= 2x2 .
16| const float alpha = min(0.99f, con_o.w * Cosine); 3
17
18 // Helpful reusable temporary variables The following CUDA code changes were made to support the
19| const float dL_dCosine = con_o.w % dL_dalpha; in latting d ribed her
20| const float sindL_dCosine = -0.349x sin(ellipseFactor) = sinc spla g desc © cre.
dL_dCosine; - ’ -~ - ]
21| const float halfsindL_dCosine = 0.5f % sindL_dCosine; ! float;corrécrtlo!nFarcto? = 1.18f; // The correction
2| const float dCosine_ddelx = ( con_o.x * d.x + con_o.y * actor we 1ntro luce . o
d.y)+ sindL_dCosine ; 2| cov *x= co.rrekcthnFactor i/ Y 1 5D
matrix :7} cCorrectic

23| const float dCosine_ddely = ( con_o.z x d.y + con_o.y x*

d.x)* sindL_dCosine;
4| £loat constA = 3.0f/ M_PI;

25| // 2D mean position of the half 5| float ellipse = con_o.x * d.x * d.x + con_o.z » d.y * d.
sine squared y + 2.f x con_o.y *x d.x x d.y; // dMxx2
2| atomicAdd (€dL_dmean2D[global_id].x, dCosine_ddelx = 6| if (ellipse <= 0 || ellipse > 9.f) // limit 2D
ddelx_dx) ; ellipse to restrict to one pulse
271 atomicAdd (&dL_dmean2D[global_id] .y, dCosine_ddely = ! cont:.:.:ue; X
ddely_dy) ; 3| float ellipse_root = sqrt(ellipse); // dM
sl /) 14 Gradier D (2x2 matrix 9| float ellipse_rootdivA = ellipse_root / constd;

1C

float alpha = min(0.99f, con_o.w * fabs(sin(
ellipse_rootdivA) / ellipse_rootdivA)); //

ymm c)
29| atomicAdd (&dL_dconic2D[global_id].x, d.x x d.x =

halfsindL_dCosine); modulus sinc
30| atomicAdd (&dL_dconic2D[global_id].y, d.x * d.y =* . - - - - -
halfsindL_dCosine ); Listing 5. Modifications in forward propagation in CUDA
31| atomicAdd (&dL_dconic2D[global_id].w, d.y » d.y = rasterizer for sinc splatting.

halfsindL_dCosine);
e gradients w.r.t

ty of the half cosine

ed

33| atomicAdd (& (dL_dopacity[global_id]), Cosine * dL_dalpha)

float correctionFactor = 1.18f;
cov2D %= correctionFactor;

o

7

Listing 4. Modifications in backward propagation in CUDA
rasterizer for half-cosine squared splatting. 5




b}

dlL_da = correctionFactor * denom2inv * (-c * c *
dL_dconic.x + 2 » b » ¢ x» dL_dconic.y + (denom - a
* c) * dL_dconic.z);

dL_dc = correctionFactor xdenom2inv x (-a * a =
dL_dconic.z + 2 * a * b » dL_dconic.y + (denom - a
* c) % dL_dconic.x);

dL_db = correctionFactor *denom2inv = 2 x (b » c *
dL_dconic.x - (denom + 2 % b * b) % dL_dconic.y + a

* b * dL_dconic.z);

float constA =3.0f/ M_PI;

float ellipse = con_o.x » d.x x d.x + con_o.z * d.y * d.
vy + 2.f x con_o.y » d.x x d.y;

(ellipse <= 0 || ellipse > 9.f ) // limit set on 2D
elli e to restrict to one pulse

continue;

float ellipse_root = sqrt(ellipse); // dM

float ellipse_rootdivA = ellipse_root / constA;

const float sinellipse_rootdivA = sin(ellipse_rootdivAa);

const float G = fabs(sinellipse_rootdivA /

if

modulus s

con_o.w * G); // w =*

ellipse_rootdivA); //
const float alpha =
modulus

min (0.99f,
sinc

o e te Ary
const float dIL_dG = con_o.w x dL_dalpha;

//

// Simplif oysignf clarity:

const float cospart = cos(ellipse_rootdivA ) % copysignf
(1.0f, sinellipse_rootdivA) / ellipse ;

const float sinpart = constA xfabs(sinellipse_rootdivA)
/ ellipse / ellipse_root ;

const float commonpart = (cospart - sinpart)x dL_dG;

const float commonpartdiv2 = commonpart = 0.5f;

const float dG_ddelx = commonpart * (d.x % con_o.x + d.y
* CON_0.Y);

const float dG_ddely =
* con_o.z);

commonpart x (d.x % con_o.y + d.y

.t. 2D mean position of the

si
atomicAdd (&dL_dmean2D[global_id].x, dG_ddelx x ddelx_dx)

i
atomicAdd (&dL_dmean2D[global_id] .y, dG_ddely * ddely_dy

2D (2x2

matrix,
symmet c)

atomicAdd (&dL_dconic2D[global_id].x, commonpartdiv2 x d.
x * d.x );

atomicAdd (&dL_dconic2D[global_id] .y, commonpartdiv2 x d.

x x d.y );
atomicAdd (&dL_dconic2D[global_id].w, commonpartdiv2 = d.
y * d.y );

// Ut

of the modulus sinc
G * dL_dalpha);

ate gradients w opacity
atomicAdd (& (dL_dopacity[global_id]),

Listing 6. Modifications in backward propagation in CUDA
rasterizer for sinc splatting.

8.4. Inverse Quadratic Splatting

Here, we define the inverse quadratic formulation based on the
following 3D inverse quadratic function:

1

Ié:gé;;;;‘;j{]y dv >0

The corresponding inverse quadratic splat function is as fol-
lows:

1

(L@ = )" (Sho)t (o= ') + 1] 7

w =

o

The changes done to the derivative terms related to the inverse
quadratic splat during backpropagation are detailed below.

o 2
ai} [ 5 (Zax2) 1z (28)
Z 5(%ZT(22X2)712+1)
ow 1 1 7
- _ - 29
O(B2x2)~ 1! = @9

(%ZT(E2x2)’1Z + 1>2 €

where 2z = (z — ).

The CUDA code modifications provided below were imple-
mented to enable the inverse quadratic splatting described in this
section.

float correctionFactor = 1.38f; // The correction

or we ntroc

cov x= correctionFactor ; //
matrix by the

correction

float ellipse = con_o.x » d.x x d.x + con_o.z * d.y * d.
y + 2.f x con_o.y » d.x » d.y ; //

dm* %2

if (ellipse <= 0)
continue;

if (ellipse >= 9.f) // limit set on 2D ellipse
continue;

float alpha = min(0.99f, con_o.w * (1.f / (ellipse + 1.f

)))i /) w s inve

se quadric

Listing 7. Modifications in forward propagation in CUDA
rasterizer for inverse quadratic splatting.

float correctionFactor = 1.38f;
cov2D x= correctionFactor;

// e.qg., = dL / d_conic_a * d_conic_a / d_a

dlL_da = correctionFactor * denom2inv * (-Cc * C =*
dL_dconic.x + 2 * b * ¢ x dL_dconic.y + (denom - a
* c) % dL_dconic.z);

dL_dc = correctionFactor xdenom2inv =
dL_dconic.z + 2 x a » b » dL_dconic.y +
* c) * dL_dconic.x);

dL_db = correctionFactor *denom2inv * 2 x (b * c =*
dL_dconic.x - (denom + 2 % b * b) % dL_dconic.y + a

* b % dL_dconic.z);

(—a * a *
(denom - a

float ellipse = con_o.x » d.x x d.x + con_o.z * d.y * d.
y + 2.f x con_o.y * d.x » d.y ;

if (ellipse <= 0)
continue;

if (ellipse >= 9.f) // limit set on 2D ellipse
continue;

const float G = (1.f / (ellipse + 1.f)); // inve
quadric

const float alpha = min(0.99f, con_o.w * G);

// Helpful reus temporary variables

const float dL_dG =
const float ellipsepow =
1.£, 2.f);
const float halfellipsepow =
const float dG_ddelx = ellipsepow =*
* CON_0.VY);
const float dG_ddely =
* con_o.z);
// Update gradients w.r.t.
atomicAdd (&dL_dmean2D [global_id].x,
)i
atomicAdd (&dL_dmean2D[global_id] .y,
)i
// Update gradients w

ic)

con_o.w x dL_dalpha;
- dL_dG % 2.f / pow(ellipse +

0.5f x ellipsepow;
(d.x * con_o.x + d.y
ellipsepow * (d.x * con_o.y + d.y

2D mean position of the IQF
dG_ddelx * ddelx_dx

dG_ddely  ddely_dy

rariance (2x2 matrix,

symmetr




29| atomicAdd (&dL_dconic2D[global_id].x, halfellipsepow * d.

x x d.x );
30| atomicAdd (&dL_dconic2D[global_id].y, halfellipsepow = d.
x x d.y );
31| atomicAdd (&dL_dconic2D[global_id] .w, halfellipsepow x d.
y » d.y );
Update gradients w.r.t. opacity of the IQF
3| atomicAdd (& (dL_dopacity[global_id]), G % dL_dalpha);

Listing 8. Modifications in backward propagation in CUDA
rasterizer for inverse quadratic splatting.

9. Utility Applications of DARB-Splatting

9.1. Enhanced Quality

In terms of splatting, despite Gaussians providing SOTA quality,
we demonstrate that the raised cosine function can deliver mod-
estly improved visual quality compared to Gaussians. Our 1D
simulations, presented in Sec. 3.2 and Sec. 10, and the quali-
tative visual comparisons demonstrated in Fig. 6, illustrate this
effectively.

Across the selected DARBFs, only the raised cosine outper-
forms the Gaussian in terms of quality, albeit by a small margin.
The others fail to surpass the Gaussian in terms of quality. The pri-
mary reason is that exponentially decaying functions ensure faster
blending compared to relatively flatter functions. However, these
functions have other utilities, which we will discuss next.

9.2. Reduced Training Time

Functions in 1D

_ Gaussian

—— Half-cosine square
/5
x {

4 2 | 2 4

2ra?
36

Figure 7. Comparison of Gaussian and cos( ) functions

within the range |x| < 3 (same variance for both).

According to Fig. 7, which shows the half-cosine square with
B = 2 and £ = 36, along with the Gaussian 1D plot, we can ob-
serve that for a single primitive with the same variance, the cosine
function can provide higher opacity values. Instead of requiring
multiple splats to composite to determine the final pixel color, the
cosine function can achieve the same accumulated value required
with fewer primitives. Although the cosine function’s computation
is more time-intensive compared to the Gaussian calculations, the
overall training time is reduced due to the lower number of primi-
tives required.

This is further illustrated in Figures 8 and 9, which provide
a detailed analysis of the training loss and speed curves across
various dataset scenes. Overall, despite having similar training
loss curves with 3DGS, half-cosine splatting demonstrates supe-
rior performance compared to Gaussians.

9.3. Reduced Memory Usage

As previously mentioned, half cosine squared splatting specifically
requires fewer primitives compared to Gaussians. This results in

lower memory usage, as they provide higher opacity values across
most of the regions they cover. In contrast, Gaussians require more
primitives to achieve a similar accumulated opacity coverage. By
using fewer half cosine squared primitives, we can achieve the
desired color representation in the image space more efficiently.
Similarly, sinc splatting and inverse quadratic splatting also con-
sume lesser memory compared to Gaussians. The results in Table
6 and Table 7 further showcase this.

10. Extended Results and Simulations

Extended results. As mentioned in our paper, we trained
our models on a single NVIDIA GeForce RTX 4090 GPU and
recorded the training time. Since the benchmark models from
other papers [15, 20] were trained on different GPUs, we applied
a scaling factor to ensure a fair comparison of training times with
the original papers’ results. According to [24], the relative training
throughput of the RTX 4090 GPU and other GPU models (specif-
ically, the RTX 3090 and RTX A6000 GPUs) can be determined
with respect to a 1xLambdaCloud V100 16GB GPU. By divid-
ing the training time data by these values, we have presented our
training time results in a fair and comparable manner in Table 3.

A detailed breakdown of our results across every scene in the
Mip-NeRF 360 [2], Tanks&Temples [22], and Deep Blending [17]
datasets, along with their average values per dataset, is provided in
Table 6 and Table 7. These results pertain to the selected DARB-
Splatting algorithms, namely raised cosine splatting (3DRCS),
half-cosine squared splatting (3DHCS), sinc splatting (3DSS), and
inverse quadratic splatting (3DIQS). Key evaluation metrics, in-
cluding PSNR, SSIM, LPIPS, memory usage, and training time for
both 7k and 30k iterations, are analyzed in detail. These are pre-
sented alongside the results from implementing the updated code-
base of 3DGS on our single NVIDIA GeForce RTX 4090 GPU to
ensure a fair comparison. Our pipeline is anchored on this updated
codebase, which produces improved results compared to those re-
ported in the original 3DGS paper [20]. As shown in the tables,
each DARB-Splatting algorithm demonstrates unique advantages
in different utilities.

1D Simulations. In Figures 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, we
show an extended version of the initial 1D simulation described
in Sec. 3.2 in our paper. Here, we conduct experiments with var-
ious reconstruction kernels in 1D as a toy experiment to under-
stand their signal reconstruction properties. These kernels include
Gaussians, cosines, squared cosines, raised cosines, squared raised
cosines, and modulus sincs. The reconstruction process is opti-
mized using backpropagation, with different means and variances
applied to each kernel. This approach is used to reconstruct var-
ious complex signal types, including a square pulse, a triangular
pulse, a Gaussian pulse, a half-sinusoid single pulse, a sharp ex-
ponential pulse, a parabolic pulse, and a trapezoidal pulse.

We are grateful to the authors of GES [15] for open-sourcing
their 1D simulation codes, which we have improved upon for this
purpose. Expanding beyond GES, here, we also demonstrate the
reconstruction of non-symmetric 1D signals to better represent
real-world 3D reconstructions and further explore the capabilities
of various DARBFs. As shown in the simulations, Gaussians are
not the only effective interpolators; other DARBFs can provide
improved 1D signal reconstructions in specific cases.



Ground Truth Gaussians Raised cosines (ours)

Figure 6. Qualitative Visualization Across 3DGS and raised cosine splatting. Displayed are side-by-side comparisons across the
Counter, Truck, DrJohnson, Bonsai scenes (top to bottom) repsectively from Mip-NeRF 360, Tanks&Temples and Deep Blending datasets.
In the Counter scene, raised cosines outperform Gaussians by better reconstructing the buttons, rendering them more prominently, whereas
Gaussians struggle to achieve this even after full training. Similarly, in the Truck scene, raised cosines successfully reconstruct the orange
mark on the floor, a detail that Gaussians fail to capture. In the Dr. Johnson scene, our method renders the string of the picture frame with
greater clarity, closely resembling the ground truth imagery, while Gaussians fail to achieve the same level of detail. Lastly, in the Bonsai
scene, the edges of the pot are more accurately represented by raised cosines as we can see its shadows, producing results that are closer to
the ground truth image compared to those achieved with Gaussians. These examples highlight the advantages of raised cosine splatting in
capturing finer details in 3D reconstruction compared to Gaussians.
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Figure 8. Training loss and speed curves across different scenes reveal significant performance differences. Specifically, the superior
convergence speed of half-cosine squared splatting stands out compared to other selected DARBFs, particularly the Gaussian function.
Although all the selected functions exhibit similar loss curves, notable variations are observed in their respective training speed curves
across various scenes. These differences can be attributed to the inherent characteristics of each scene, which influence the training
dynamics of the functions.
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Figure 9. Training loss and speed curves across different scenes reveal significant performance differences. As an exception, in the Truck
scene, we observe that the speed curves of Gaussians and raised cosines overlap and outperform half-cosine squares. However, when
considering the overall performance across all scenes, half-cosine squares demonstrates superior efficiency in training time.



Table 6. Performance metrics across various scenes. Red color denotes best performance, while yellow denotes third-best. Higher values
are better for PSNR, SSIM, and lower values are better for LPIPS, Memory, and Training Time. Here we present a detailed breakdown of
results for all scenes from Mip-NeRF360 [2] dataset for 7k and 30k iterations. The performance of each model is heavily affected by the
nature of the scene. Some values may differ from the main table due to stochastic processes, as these results are from a single instance of
a full evaluation experiment series. In contrast, Table 3 presents the mean results averaged across multiple experiments.

Metric Model Step ‘ Bicycle Flowers Garden  Stump  Treehill Room Counter  Kitchen  Bonsai ‘ Mean
31DGS 7k | 23759 204657 2621 25712 2209 29439 27179 29213  29.863 | 25.9525
30k | 25248 21519 27352 26562 22554 31597  29.055  31.378 32316 | 27.4509
spres K | 2381 2052 26274 25825 2200 293625 27261 29312 29.635 | 26.0058
30k | 25222 21492 27374 26542 22456 31342 29.032 31431  31.842 | 27.4547
PSNR (dB) spHcs K | 23037 19920 25351 24821 22078 29127 26837 28756  29.481 | 254607
30k | 24369  21.046 26585 25937 22564  31.003 28782 | 3195  31.89 | 27.0451
3DSS 7k | 23371 20.177 25685 252 | 22.134 29373  27.078  28.88  29.805 | 25.7447
30k | 24813 212706 26985 26262 22.619 31467 28982  31.094 32213 | 27.3006
spigs Tk | 23309 19782 256690 24893 21591 28986 2671 28211 28132 | 252536
30k | 24.885  20.838  26.838 26.169 22389 31185  28.547 3034  30.173 | 26.8182
1DGS 7k | 0328 0422 0.16 0294 0418 0.26 02455  0.157 0236 | 02801
30k | 0211 0342 0108 0217 033 0.22 0202  0.126 0205 | 02178
spres Tk | 03197 041 0.156 0283 0406 0257 0241 0.155 0231 | 02732
30k | 02079 0334 0108 0212 0324 0219 0.2 0.126 0203 | 0.2148
LPIPS spHCs 7K | 0403 0458 0233 035 046 02787 0256  0.68 0238 | 03161
30k | 0281 0368 0156 026 0375 0234 0208 0132 0206 | 0.2466
3DSS 7k | 0374 0444 0206 0328 0444 0271 0.25 0.164 0237 | 0302
30k | 0249 0359 0135 0241 0356 0229 0205 0129 0206 | 0.2343
spigs Tk | 0355 o046 0.8 0335 0443 0268 0253 0.7 0242 | 0.3008
30k | 0238 | 0281 0126 0248 0358 0228 0.21 0134 021 | 02258
IDGS 7k | 0669 0523 0826 0722 0586  0.894 0875 0903 092 | 0.7686
30k | 0.763 0.6 0.863 0769 0633 0917 903 09256 0939 | 0.8125
spres 7K | 06735 05302 08297 07283 05913 08953 08786 0.905 09214 | 07726
30k | 07641  0.6039 0864 07703 0.6325 09176 0906 09256 094 | 0.8137
SSIM spHes K | 0602 0478 0771 0668 0557 0.883 0866  0.89% 0915 | 07371
30k | 0706 0566 0827 07337 0.6l 091 0.898 092 09355 | 0.7895
DS 7k | 0631 0498 0795  0.693 0571 0889 0873 0899 0918 | 0.7508
30k | 0736 0583 0845 0752  0.623 0914 0903 0923 0938 | 0.8008
spios Tk | 0637 0474 08 0678 0564 0884 0862 0889 0911 | 0.7443
30k | 0739 0555 0843 0742 0615 0909 0894 0914 0928 | 0.7932
IDGS 7k 753 503 840 844 502 259 229 358 252 504
30k | 1135 658 950 1024 727 313 250 384 258 633
apres K 789 516 842 879 528 255 238 370 275 521
30k | 1120 668 953 1010 749 343 276 412 279 645
Memory (MB) spncs X 570 412 630 699 413 211 228 322 211 410
30k | 858 578 739 867 632 256 242 372 245 532
DS 7k 592 424 672 706 396 240 223 364 266 431
30k | 948 586 800 901 602 281 250 393 272 559
pios 394 263 484 478 245 153 140 223 149 281
30k | 608 373 518 611 375 182 151 238 153 356
3DGS 7k 181 160 212 173 163 225 240 265 217 204
30k | 1378 920 1302 1149 1020 1178 1107 1313 949 1146
spres 7K 193 155 218 182 159 194 205 239 192 193
30k | 1581 995 1400 1292 1098 1087 1010 1247 876 1176
Training time (s) soHcs K 164 145 199 158 145 217 223 252 210 172
30k | 1103 806 1035 996 848 1002 934 1181 870 975
DS 7k 182 153 202 169 157 233 243 281 185 201
30k | 1324 879 1215 1093 944 1200 1106 1413 1001 1130
sios X 161 146 186 152 155 238 263 269 223 199
30k | 1004 704 993 842 799 1105 1049 1261 880 960




Table 7. Performance metrics across various scenes. Red color denotes best performance, while yellow denotes third-best. Higher values
are better for PSNR, SSIM, and lower values are better for LPIPS, Memory, and Training Time. Here we present a detailed breakdown of
results for all scenes from Tanks& Temples [22] and Deep Blending [17] datasets for 7k and 30k iterations. The performance of each model
is heavily affected by the nature of the scene. Some values may differ from the main table due to stochastic processes, as these results
are from a single instance of a full evaluation experiment series. In contrast, Table 3 presents the mean results averaged across multiple
experiments.

Metric Model Step ‘ Tanks&Temples ‘ Deep Blending
‘ Truck Train ‘ Mean ‘ Drlohnson  Playroom ‘ Mean
ADGS 7k 23933  19.795 | 21.784 27.609 29.354 28.4215
30k | 25481 22201 | 23.771 29.493 29.976 29.6645
3DRCS 7k 24.026  19.758 | 21.882 27.437 29.417 28.477
30k | 25.314 22.077 | 23.6355 29.35 29.981 29.6355
PSNR (dB) ADHCS 7k 22.851 19.391 | 21.071 26.844 28.965 27.9345
30k | 24.561 21.721 | 23.108 29.003 29.772 29.3875
3DSS 7k 2344  19.658 | 21.589 27.371 29.417 28.394
30k | 25.03 21973 | 23.5065 29.414 29.955 29.6645
3DIOS 7k 23.3 19.43 21.365 27.279 28.904 28.0915
30k 24.83  21.856 | 23.343 29.239 29.769 29.504
ADGS 7k 0.197 0.318 0.2515 0.318 0.284 0.301
30k 0.144 0.199 0.1725 0.237 0.243 0.24
ADRCS 7k 0.19 0.312 0.251 0.3178 0.282 0.2999
30k | 0.1423  0.196 0.1661 0.238 0.2435 0.2407
LPIPS ADHCS 7k 0.235 0.354 0.2945 0.341 0.298 0.3195
30k 0.169 0.231 0.2 0.25 0.256 0.253
3DSS 7k 0.218 0.334 0.276 0.325 0.292 0.3085
30k 0.159 0.218 0.1885 0.243 0.25 0.2465
3DIOS 7k 0.213 0.34 0.2765 0.327 0.292 0.3095
30k | 0.154 0.221 0.1875 0.24 0.247 0.2435
ADGS 7k 0.848 0.719 0.7815 0.87 0.894 0.882
30k 0.88 0.818 0.851 0.903 0.903 0.903
ADRCS 7k | 0.8527 0.7242 | 0.7884 0.8696 0.8942 0.8819
30k | 0.8818 0.8197 | 0.8507 0.9015 0.9013 0.9014
SSIM 3DHCS 7k 0.813 0.684 0.7485 0.856 0.887 0.8715
30k 0.858 0.791 0.8245 0.899 0.9 0.8995
ADSS 7k 0.831 0.704 0.7675 0.866 0.891 0.8785
30k 0.869 0.803 0.836 0.902 0.902 0.902
3DIOS 7k 0.827 0.693 0.76 0.862 0.886 0.874
30k 0.866 0.795 0.8305 0.902 0.899 0.9005
3DGS 7k 406 180 293 462 336 399
30k 485 257 371 742 412 577
7k 476 132 304 491 352 421.5
3DRCS 30k 548 181 364.5 767 446 606.5
Memory (MB) sphcs K | 344 145 244.5 355 331 343
30k 446 230 338 634 417 482.5
ADSS 7k 355 156 255.5 399 316 357.5
30k 434 232 333 682 400 541
7k 236 114 175 299 197 248
3DIQS 30k 291 156 223.5 489 239 364
ADGS 7k 132 112 122 212 176 194
i 30k 738 631 684.5 1385 1039 1212
7k 134 105 119.5 193 162 177.5
3DRCS 30k 793 660 726.5 1378 1023 1200.5
Training time (s) spHes K | 114 103 108.5 213 169 191
30k 604 498 551 1163 947 1055
3DSS 7k 131 118 124.5 219 176 197.5
30k 745 659 702 1407 1087 1247
7k 129 123 126 216 164 190
3DIQS 30k 624 602 613 1262 918 1090
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Figure 10. Visualization of 1D simulations for different splatting methods with varying primitives (N=1, N=5, N=10) for a square pulse.
Each row corresponds to a specific splatting method: Gaussian, Cosine, Squared Cosine, Raised Cosine, Squared Raised Cosine, and
Modulated Sinc. The columns represent the number of primitives used.
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Figure 11. Visualization of 1D simulations for different splatting methods with varying primitives (N=1, N=5, N=10) for a triangle pulse.
Each row corresponds to a specific splatting method: Gaussian, Cosine, Squared Cosine, Raised Cosine, Squared Raised Cosine, and
Modulated Sinc. The columns represent the number of primitives used.
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Figure 12. Visualization of 1D simulations for different splatting methods with varying primitives (N=1, N=5, N=10) for a Gaussian. Each
row corresponds to a specific splatting method: Gaussian, Cosine, Squared Cosine, Raised Cosine, Squared Raised Cosine, and Modulated
Sinc. The columns represent the number of primitives used.



Half_sinusoid reconstruction with N=1 Gaussians, Loss=0.0016

—— True Signal
- Reconstructed Signal

Half_sinusoid reconstruction with N=5 Gaussians, Loss=0.0000

—— True Signal
--- Reconstructed Signal

Half_sinusoid reconstruction with N=10 Gaussians, Loss=nan

10 —— True Signal
--- Reconstructed Signal

oo ER

Half_sinusoid reconstruction with N=1 Cosines, Loss=0.0000

oo ER

Half_sinusoid reconstruction with N=5 Cosines, Loss=0.0003

=Ty ER

Half_sinusoid reconstruction with N=10 Cosines, Loss=0.0003

—— True Signal
--- Reconstructed Signal

—— True Signal
--- Reconstructed Signal

—— True Signal
--- Reconstructed Signal

10

with N=1 Squared_cosines, Loss=0.0017

—— True Signal
- Reconstructed Signal

10

Half sinusoid reconstruction with N=5 Squared_cosines, Loss=0.0003

—— True Signal
--- Reconstructed Signal

100

Half sinusoid reconstruction with N=10 Squared_cosines, Loss=0.0003

n —— True Signal
--- Reconstructed Signal

oo ER

Half_sinusoid reconstruction with N=1 Raised_cosines, Loss=0.0005

oo ER

Half_sinusoid reconstruction with N=5 Raised_cosines, Loss=0.0000

oo ER

Half_sinusoid reconstruction with N=10 Raised_cosines, Loss=0.0000

—— True Signal
--- Reconstructed Signal

—— True Signal
--- Reconstructed Signal

—— True Signal
--- Reconstructed Signal

100 s 150

Half sinusoid reconstruction with N=1 Squared_raised_cosines, Loss=0.000¢

107 — True signal

- Reconstructed Signal

Hal

101

The s 6o
If sinusoid reconstruction with N=5 Squared raised_cosines, Loss=0.000(

—— True Signal
--- Reconstructed Signal

100 ER 180

Half sinusoid reconstruction with N=10 Squared_raised_cosines, Loss=0.00

10 — True signal

--- Reconstructed Signal

0

oo ER

Half_sinusoid reconstruction with N=1 Mod_sincs, Loss=0.0100

oo ER

Half_sinusoid reconstruction with N=5 Mod_sincs, Loss=0.0014

ETy ER

Half_sinusoid reconstruction with N=10 Mod_sincs, Loss=0.0006

—— True Signal
--- Reconstructed Signal

—— True Signal
--- Reconstructed Signal

10 I —— True Signal
--- Reconstructed Signal

ioo ES 150

ioo ER 180

100 T}

Figure 13. Visualization of 1D simulations for different splatting methods with varying primitives (N=1, N=5, N=10) for a half-sinusoid
single pulse. Each row corresponds to a specific splatting method: Gaussian, Cosine, Squared Cosine, Raised Cosine, Squared Raised
Cosine, and Modulated Sinc. The columns represent the number of primitives used.
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Figure 14. Visualization of 1D simulations for different splatting methods with varying primitives (N=1, N=5, N=10) for a sharp exponen-
tial pulse. Each row corresponds to a specific splatting method: Gaussian, Cosine, Squared Cosine, Raised Cosine, Squared Raised Cosine,
and Modulated Sinc. The columns represent the number of primitives used.
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Figure 15. Visualization of 1D simulations for different splatting methods with varying primitives (N=1, N=5, N=10) for a parabolic pulse.
Each row corresponds to a specific splatting method: Gaussian, Cosine, Squared Cosine, Raised Cosine, Squared Raised Cosine, and
Modulated Sinc. The columns represent the number of primitives used.
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Figure 16. Visualization of 1D simulations for different splatting methods with varying primitives (N=1, N=5, N=10) for a trapezoid pulse.

Each row corresponds to a specific splatting method: Gaussian, Cosine, Squared Cosine, Raised Cosine, Squared Raised Cosine, and
Modulated Sinc. The columns represent the number of primitives used.
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