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Fig. 1. Improve 3DGS training using parallelized local Newton. We show 3DGS training can be substantially improved by switching from stochastic
gradient descent to stochastic Newton. A Gaussian kernel has multiple attributes, and optimizing all the attributes of all the kernels as a whole leads to a very
high-dimensional nonlinear problem. We leverage the fact that kernel attributes are weakly coupled and design a local Newton scheme to find the optimal value
of each type of kernel parameter. We also exploit the spatial relation among input images to effectively mitigate the overshoot issue in stochastic optimization.
As a result, our method is 5X to 10x faster than gradient-based 3DGS training. In the teaser, we show the reconstruction results using the-state-of-the-art
3DGS training algorithms, including vanilla 3DGS [Kerbl et al. 2023], AdR-Gaussian [Wang et al. 2024], EAGLES [Girish et al. 2025], Taming Gaussian [Mallick
et al. 2024] as well as our method. Our method produces the result of the highest quality (in terms of SSIM, PSNR, and LPIPS) while using only one-tenth of
iterations, making the reconstruction of complex 3D scenes in seconds instead of minutes.

3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) has emerged as a mainstream solution for
novel view synthesis and 3D reconstruction. By explicitly encoding a 3D
scene using a collection of Gaussian kernels, 3DGS achieves high-quality ren-
dering with superior efficiency. As a learning-based approach, 3DGS training
has been dealt with the standard stochastic gradient descent (SGD) method,
which offers at most linear convergence. Consequently, training often re-
quires tens of minutes, even with GPU acceleration. This paper introduces
a (near) second-order convergent training algorithm for 3DGS, leveraging
its unique properties. Our approach is inspired by two key observations.
First, the attributes of a Gaussian kernel contribute independently to the
image-space loss, which endorses isolated and local optimization algorithms.
We exploit this by splitting the optimization at the level of individual kernel
attributes, analytically constructing small-size Newton systems for each
parameter group, and efficiently solving these systems on GPU threads. This
achieves Newton-like convergence per training image without relying on
the global Hessian. Second, kernels exhibit sparse and structured coupling
across input images. This property allows us to effectively utilize spatial
information to mitigate overshoot during stochastic training. Our method
converges an order faster than standard GPU-based 3DGS training, requiring
over 10X fewer iterations while maintaining or surpassing the quality of the
compared with the SGD-based 3DGS reconstructions.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The reconstruction of 3D scenes is a fundamental challenge in com-
puter graphics and vision. Recent advancements in learning-based
techniques, such as Neural Radiance Fields (NeRFs) [Mildenhall et al.
2020], have re-banded this field. NeRF formulates the reconstruction
process as a training task, encoding the color, texture, and geometry
of 3D scenes through an implicit MLP network, achieving state-of-
the-art results. A noteworthy follow-up is 3D Gaussian Splatting
(3DGS) [Kerbl et al. 2023]. 3DGS represents a 3D scene explicitly
with a collection of Gaussian splatting (GS) kernels. In contrast to
NeRF, which relies on ray marching and volume rendering, 3DGS
employs rasterization combined with a tile-splatting technique to
generate novel views from unseen camera poses. This approach
delivers superior runtime efficiency while still maintaining high-
quality rendering results.

Just like other learning tasks, stochastic gradient descent (SGD)
has been the mainstream modality for training 3DGS [Bottou 1998].
The GS kernels are initialized from SfM (structure-from-motion)
[Snavely et al. 2006], and each kernel is assigned a position, a scaling
vector, a rotation, an RGB color, and an opacity. The 3DGS training
takes one input image as well as the corresponding camera pose.
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All the GS kernels are sorted based on the current camera depth,
and an image-space loss value is evaluated between the rasterized
image and the input image. The loss gradient is then used to update
the configurations of all the GS kernels, and the learning rate is
empirically adjusted at different stages of the training.

Such an SGD-based first-order optimization has been a default
option for many deep-learning tasks, and it works well in general.
Nevertheless, we argue that training 3DGS fundamentally differs
from generic deep learning. Simply “copy-and-paste” the standard
learning procedure for 3DGS is neither efficient nor effective. When
a neural network is being trained, it is normally believed that pa-
rameters housed at neurons are strongly two-way coupled, meaning
the perturbation at one parameter non-trivially influences all the
other parameters as they are connected on the computational graph.
This, however, is not the case for 3DGS training, where local greedy
choice often suffices. For instance, in order to obtain a good scaling
of a GS kernel to suppress the loss, one can always retrieve the best
scaling along x direction first, and adjust y- and z-direction scaling
afterwards. In other words, they can be split into multiple sequential
local greedy choices. Similarly, the color of a GS kernel does not
contribute to a lot of pixels, suggesting color parameters are weakly
coupled across GS kernels. Those observations suggest training the
GS parameter with the global gradient may be sub-optimal.

In this paper, we propose a novel training algorithm for 3DGS.
Our method is nearly second-order convergent based on local New-
ton’s method. Concretely, we prioritize per-kernel parameters and
calculate the second-order optimal update for each sub-group of
parameters in series. The local updates are executed at all the per-
taining GS kernels in parallel in a Jacobi-like manner. Because each
local Newton only involves a small number of degrees of freedom
(DOFs), we can analytically derive and assemble the local Hessian
and gradient at a low cost for each GPU thread. The use of Newton’s
method avoids the necessity of line search, and the local optimizer
always uses the default step size (e.g., the learning rate) of 1.0. Due
to the weak coupling among DOFs, we observe strong second-order
convergence during the training. We also deploy a novel sampling
strategy, which effectively mitigates the overshoot issue of local
optimizer for a given input image. We tested our method on multi-
ple 3DGS datasets, and our algorithm is constantly 10X faster than
SGD-based GPU 3DGS training with higher quality, making 3DGS
training from minutes to seconds e.g. see Fig. 1.

2 RELATED WORK

Novel view synthesis from multi-view images/videos has been a
core problem in computer graphics and vision, and a wide range
of techniques have been developed for this purpose e.g., see [Aliev
et al. 2020; Barron et al. 2021; Hedman et al. 2018; Kopanas et al.
2021; Lassner and Zollhofer 2021; Lombardi et al. 2019, 2021; Thies
et al. 2019; Zhang et al. 2022; Zhou et al. 2018]. NeRF [Mildenhall
et al. 2020] implicitly encapsulates the information of the scene
with an MLP net. By casting rays over this implicit representation,
high-quality scene images can be synthesized. 3DGS [Kerbl et al.
2023], on the other hand, utilizes a set of GS kernels, which enable
more efficient scene rendering via rasterization. They deliver state-
of-the-art results and inspire many follow-up research efforts, such

as improving the rendering quality [Barron et al. 2022; Lu et al. 2024;
Yu et al. 2024], increasing the scale of the scene [Kerbl et al. 2024;
Song et al. 2025],

2.1 Accelerating NeRF

Although NeRF achieves high rendering quality, due to the expen-
sive ray marching and the complexity of MLP, the training and
rendering of NeRF are costly. Therefore, many methods have been
proposed to accelerate NeRF’s training and/or rendering. For exam-
ple, Sun et al. [2022] proposed a dense voxel grid storing density and
features, along with a post-activation interpolation on voxel density
and robust optimization under several priors, leading to very fast
convergence of NeRF optimization. Sparse voxel grids with learned
features are also utilized to speed up the NeRF rendering [Hedman
et al. 2021]. KiloNeRF [Reiser et al. 2021] utilizes thousands of small
MLPs instead of a single large MLP to reduce the query cost, effec-
tively accelerating the NeRF rendering. The octree data structure
can be applied to speed up the rendering [Yu et al. 2021]. A GPU-
friendly implementation [Chen et al. 2023] also helps NeRF achieve
a faster rendering speed. Plenoxels [Fridovich-Keil et al. 2022] re-
places MLPs with a sparse 3D grid with spherical harmonics. The
state-of-the-art work is InstantNGP [Miiller et al. 2022], which uses
a hash grid and an occupancy grid to accelerate computation and a
smaller MLP to represent density and appearance, and its training
can be done in a few minutes. While these methods have had great
success, due to the ray marching nature, the rendering performance
of NeRF-based methods is, in general, slower than that of 3DGS.

2.2 Accelerating 3DGS

3DGS is the state-of-the-art radiance field representation that per-
forms high-quality rendering in real time. Follow-up researches find
that its rendering can be further accelerated due to high parameter
counts and the redundant or uneven load in rasterization pipeline.
For instance, EAGLES [Girish et al. 2025] utilized quantized em-
beddings to reduce per-point memory storage requirements and a
coarse-to-fine training strategy to improve the training convergence
speed, which largely reduces storage memory while speeding up
the rendering. Hamdi et al. [2024] introduced Generalized Exponen-
tial Functions as a more memory-efficient alternative to Gaussians,
which requires fewer particles to represent the scene, reducing the
memory storage and increasing the rendering speed. LightGaus-
sian [Fan et al. 2024] prunes Gaussians with minimal impact on
visual quality, condenses spherical harmonic coefficients, and ap-
plies vector quantization, which substantially compresses Gaussians
and largely boosts the rendering speed. C3DGS [Lee et al. 2024]
proposes a learnable mask to remove Gaussians that have minimal
impact on overall quality, also reducing the storage and increasing
the rendering speed. Speedy-Splat [Hanson et al. 2024] precisely
localizes Gaussians by computing a tight bounding box around
their extent and uses soft and hard pruning to effectively reduce
the Gaussian numbers and largely speed up the rendering time as
well as training time. AdR-Gaussian [Wang et al. 2024] early culls
Gaussian-Tile pairs with low splatting opacity, and proposes a bal-
ancing algorithm for pixel thread load, achieving a large increase of
rendering and training speed. Other examples include changing the



densification heuristics to reduce the number of Gaussians [Fang
and Wang 2024; Kheradmand et al. 2024; Rota Bulo et al. 2025] and
improving the underlying differentiable rasterizer [Feng et al. 2024;
Ye et al. 2024]. Their goals are mainly compressing Gaussians and
accelerating the Gaussian rendering, with the increased training
speed as a byproduct. Taming 3DGS [Mallick et al. 2024] utilizes
a new densification strategy to reduce Gaussians, together with
the backpropagation with per-splat parallelization, to speed up the
Gaussian training on limited resources. 3DGS-LM [Hollein et al.
2024] accelerates the training convergence by replacing the stochas-
tic gradient descent (SGD) optimizer like ADAM [Kingma 2014] by
Levenberg-Marquardt optimizer. The training process converges
30% faster. Nevertheless, the Gauss-Newton optimizer is a pseudo-
second-order method. It does not utilize the weak coupling feature
of the training. As a result, our method outperforms 3DGS-LM by a
significant margin.

3 BACKGROUND

3DGS represents a radiance field using a set of Gaussian kernels XK.
A GS kernel k is parameterized with a set of trainable attributes,
including the center position p; € R3, the opacity o € R, and
the covariance matrix A, € R3*3. Ay is a positive semi-definite
definite matrix which only has six independent DOFs. A common
practice is to decompose Ay as Ay = RiSiS; R, with a diagonal
scaling matrix S = diag(s . Sk, y» Sk,z) and a rotation matrix Ry. A
more compact representation is to use a unit quaternion qj € R%,
llgll= 1 as well as a scaling vector s = [sg x. Sk, y» sk.z] " to encode
the orientation and the geometry of the k-th Gaussian ellipsoid. A
kernel also has its own color information, which is expressed with
spherical harmonics (SH) coefficient vector cg. To render an image
of the scene, GS kernels are sorted based on the current camera
depth and projected onto the image plane. The color of an image
pixel at (m, n) is computed as:

k-1
c(m,n) = Z Gr(m, n)opCr(ry, c) I_I (1-Gj(mn)gj). (1)
keX j=1

Here, Gi(m, n) denotes the 2D Gaussian weight of the k-th kernel
at the pixel whose image coordinate is (m, n). ry stands for the view
direction from the camera to the kernel center. ¢(r, ci) is the view-
dependent color information expressed via spherical harmonics (SH).
A loss function L measures the difference between the rasterized
image and the ground truth image, which consists of a per-pixel
color difference and an SSIM loss.

The training procedure of the vanilla 3DGS searches for a better
setup of all the GS kernels by x «— aAx. Here, x is a vector of |X|-14
dimensions, concatenating parameters of all the |X| kernels. At each
iteration, an incremental improvement Ax is chosen as the negative
gradient of the loss Ax = —%, and the step size 0 < a < 11is used
to prevent overshooting. The ground-truth loss is defined over all
the input images. Because calculating the global gradient is costly,
the training uses a sampled gradient based on each input image and
progressively reduces the loss in an image-by-image manner.

The above procedure is well-known as a standard way for non-
linear optimization of a high-dimension and nonlinear problem i.e.,

3DGS?%: Near Second-order Converging 3D Gaussian Splatting + 3

Fig. 2. Hessian visualization. We plot the values of local and global Hes-
sian matrices for one training image. The local Hessian (left) is for all the
parameters of a kernel xz = [PZ’ q-'k—, s;, cz, 0], while the global Hessian
(right) is for all the kernels’ parameters. The variation of the matrices across
different DOFs suggests (very) weak coupling amount parameters.

min, L(x) using stochastic gradient descent (SGD). SGD is com-
monly considered linearly convergent as it leverages the first-order
Taylor expansion of the target loss [Nocedal and Wright 1999].
Therefore, it is not surprising to see that 3DGS training needs tens
of thousands of iterations to adequately reduce the training loss.

The convergence of the training procedure can be substantially
improved using Newton’s method, which quadratically expands
L(x*) at x such that:

1
Lix*)=L*=L+g Ax+ 5AxTHAx +O(||Ax|®). )
. L oL\’
Here, x* is a local minimizer of L around current x. g = (a_x) ,
and H = % are the gradient and Hessian of the loss L. Ignoring
the cubic error term, the corresponding DOF update Ax can be
computed from:

1
Ax =argminL + g"y + EyTHy
y

via solving the linear system of:
H(x)Ax = —g(x). ®)

Newton’s method possesses many desired properties for nonlin-
ear optimization. First, if O(||Ax||3) is reasonably small, Newton’s
method converges quadratically. It normally needs much fewer it-
erations than GD. More importantly, Newton’s method does not
need the line search [Nocedal and Wright 1999], i.e., by default
is one. When the quadratic approximation of L* is valid, and Ax is
second-order optimal.

4 OURMETHOD

Unfortunately, solving the global Newton system at each iteration is
computationally expensive, if not impossible. Even the assembly of
the matrix is costly and requires tedious implementation. As a result,
Newton’s method never appears as a viable candidate for 3DGS
training. Instead of resorting to the global Newton procedure, we
argue that local Newton optimization is also efficient and effective.
This reasoning is drawn based on several important observations.
First of all, 3DGS training never aims for a global optimum. Just
as other deep learning tasks, obsessing over whether a global opti-
mum is achieved holds little practical importance. Second, training
DOFs at a GS kernel are weakly coupled. Numerically, this can
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be confirmed by visualizing the full Hessian of 3DGS training. As
shown in Fig. 2, there exist sparsely localized “spikes” of the val-
ues of %. This implies the influence among kernel parameters is
not global. Solving the full Newton system does not offer a propor-
tional improvement in convergence relative to its computational
cost. Similarly, the Hessian of the attributes of one GS kernel is
also concentrated, and positional DOFs play a more important role
compared with parameters related to color. Departing from generic
learning tasks, the training data for 3DGS is highly structured. It is
possible for us to exploit the spatial relation among input images
to effectively mitigate the oscillation (e.g., overshoot) during the
sampled optimization. In the following subsections, we elaborate
on the details of the proposed training algorithm.

4.1 Training data preparation

Given a set of input training im-
ages T = {II,IZ,-~-,I|7|}, we
kick off the training following
the vanilla 3DGS by computing
a set of initial GS kernels via

Primary target
, Secondary
D 7 targets

. . > N
SfM points. We then estimate ./ 27- " e
Rao = Y d
a scene center and an encapsu- | - ~e<y R R G |
- ———— e L
lating bounding sphere, which li" e S }‘; Sy A e
contains all the GS kernels. We TRl
. N IS AL
project camera poses to the sur- N =Y ™™ /"
. . \ /
face of this bounding sphere. ‘ -\
The distance between a pair of gt

input images is then defined as
the spherical distance between
their corresponding camera pro-

Fig. 3. Data preparation. We con-
struct a bounding sphere of the scene

. . . taining all the GS kernels. C
jections. With the distance de- containing at the s kerne's. -amera
poses corresponding to input training

fined, we can then obtain the K images are projected to the sphere
nearest neighbors (KNNs) of a g face, and the spherical distance
given input image I*, which in- between them is used as the metric
tuitively are images that share to identify KNNs for training images.
similar camera perspectives of I*. The current training image is the pri-
We call I i.e., the current train- mary target while its KNNs are the
ing image, the primary target, secondary targets.

and the set of its KNNs secondary

targets, denoted as N;. Training images that are distant from I* i.e.,
T — ({I'} + Ny), are considered less relevant as only a small fraction
of local kernels are visible from them. On the other hand, secondary
targets are more tightly coupled with I?. In our implementation,
we set K = 3 and noticed this value offers a good balance between
convergence and efficiency. As to be discussed later, Hessians and
gradients of secondary targets are sparsely evaluated, which accu-
mulate to the primary Hessian/gradient to prevent overshoot (i.e.,
see Sec. 4.3).

4.2 Stochastic Local Newton

As mentioned, each GS kernel k houses the position py., opacity oy,
orientation g, scaling sg, as well as a SH color vector cg. Rather
than ‘Iearning‘ the full parameter 9f X = [ p];r, Ok» qz, s;, CZ]T as
one single variable, we split the optimization into multiple sub-steps,
following the order of position, orientation, scaling, opacity, and

color. We note that position is of the most importance and should
always be optimized first. Shape parameters (orientation, scaling)
are prioritized over the color information. This intuition is straight-
forward to follow: without the right placement of a kernel, the
correlated pixels are blank, leaving no opportunities for color-wise
adjustment. However, we do not have a strong preference regarding
the order of orientation and scaling or color and opacity. Numeri-
cally speaking, they become nearly decoupled after the position has
been determined.

Each parameter of kernel k is optimized via a local Newton solve
given a certain training input I*:

-1
Lt aLt\ "
Ay = — | — =1, 4
Yk (ayi) (6yk) ©

where yy. refers to a specific set of variables to be optimized. The
loss function depends on the RGB values at a pixel (m, n) from 3DGS
rasterization ¢(m, n) and from the training input I* i.e., ¢! (m, n). This
allows us to use the chain rule to compute the Hessian and gradient
of the loss:

oL L' ac

Lt
dy  dc ay’ oyt

e \T &Lt ac aL! ¢
+ -—. (5

a 802@ ¢ ayi.

In our implementation, the loss function is the superposition of
the L2 loss and SSIM loss such that L* = L} + AL{,. To assemble Eq. (4)
for all the kernel attributes, we first compute the first and second
derivatives of L2 loss and SSIM loss w.r.t. the rasterized color:

oL} o*Lt
W?n) = ﬁ (c(m,n) — c'(m,n)), m = % (6)

aLg 1 i%ﬁfs(m+i—%,n+j—%) o
ac(m,n) 3| e ac(m, n) ’

ang 1 iﬁaZfS(m+i—%,n+j—%) .
ac2(m,n) 3| pe i ac2(m, n)

Here, |I'| denotes the total number of pixels in the input training
I'. I is a 3 x 3 identity matrix. Fs(a, b) measures the SSIM error
between c(a, b) and c’(a, b) at pixel (a, b) [Wang et al. 2004] as the
sum of errors of RGB components i.e., Fs(a,b) = Fs g + Fs,g + Fs p.
The error of each color component e.g., the red component Fg g is:

@up* + C1)(2p" + C)
(') + C1) ((pp")? + C2)”

Fsr(a,b) = )

where p, pf and p, p’ are respectively the weighted means and
variances of the red values within a W x H Gaussian filter centered
at pixel (g, b) in the rasterized image and training image I*. p? is the
weighted covariance. C = 0.012 and C = 0.03% are two constants.
SSIM uses a filter of W = H = 11. F5 g and Fg g are calculated
similarly.



It is clear that Fs g only depends on the red color value, and it is
irrelevant to the green or blue components. Therefore, we have:

OFs(a,b) 9Fs dFsp 9oFsG OFsp (10)
dc(m,n)  dcr.caeglT | R cg ’
&*Fs(a, b) #Fsg #Fsg Fsp

m = IR 2 2 . (11)
c2(m, n ch cZ, g

The first and second derivatives of the red SSIM error w.r.t. the
red component (and other color components) can be computed as:
OFsg _ fi . o fofi fof1
N T ST TS (12)

ar  fofs " hhs 2 ff

PFsr _ [ g1 _ fags S92 0| o (90 figs+ gz ) o
cg fifs f22f32 "\ if Jazfgz 1
—(fogy + 2ff392 + ff
+ ( (ﬁ)gleZfSﬁgO) + ’ SZZZfS)Zz % ﬁ)fl)g%
— + 2 + f2
+ ( (ﬁ)gflzfézflg()) + ﬁféfi}?)f % ﬁ’fl) gg’ (13)

where

fo=2ut +C1, fi=2p"+Co fi= (pp')? + Ca,
go =2wiju', g1 =2wij(c(mn) - p),
g2 = 2wijl, g3 = 2Wi,j(c(ma n) — ).

Here, w;j = w(im —a + — -b+ E) is the filter’s weight.

The per-attribute He551an and gradient can then be computed
with Eq. (5), where the first and second derivatives of ¢(m, n) i.e.,
how the pixel colors change w.r.t. kernel attributes are evaluated at
each individual attribute.

Position solve. The position of the kernel k is not full-rank. During
the optimization, we only permit planner position adjustment of k
that is perpendicular to the camera’s look at r. To extra the actual
DOFs of the kernel position, we build a basis matrix U = [uy, uy] €
R3%2 such that:

1 1

(re @ rp[0.1,0]7,  uy = ——

Tk Tk VIk Tk

The update of the kernel position is then re-parameterized with
2

v € R%:

uy = re Xuy.  (14)

Apy = UpAvg. (15)

We first compute the partial derivatives w.r.t. the full positional
DOFs via:

ac _ dc ¢y . dc [ 9Gy oy . IGy. 9%y (16)
opx 9 Opr Gy \9Im dp  O%y Ipy
dPc o P& ac (G, Fm. G, 3y
—_——— Yt — - — - ——  — | —
opy 9k apt  IGk \om Fp Mk Ipy
. (_aﬂk)T PGy omy (az_k) PG %
opr) om} opr \9pk oxZ  opy
T
+2 )N ) asz ) o7} (17)
Pk ’ O 0% ' Pk '
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The Hessian and the gradient of the generalized kernel position v
can then be computed as:

a a & &
a—c = kTa—c —g = UkT—ZUk. (18)
(4 (4 v} Ip;

Here, ;. = 7;.(py) € R? is the image space projection of the kernel
center py ak.a. the normalized device coordinate. 3 € R?%? is 2D
covariance matrix. ¢ = ¢k (rg) is view-dependent SH color. The first
and second derivatives of those intermediate variables are given in
the supplementary document.

Scaling solve. A potential risk in optimizing scaling and orien-
tation is redundancy. It is the projected 2D Gaussian ellipse that
directly influences the pixel color on the rasterized image. Different
combinations of scaling and orientation can result in the same pro-
jection. This brings the nullspace to the Hessian and undermines
the convergence. To avoid this issue, we follow the strategy used
for position solve, and perform the local optimization in a reduced
space.

Specifically, to optimize s, we only concern how it would affect
the eigenvalue of the 2D covariance matrix Xy i.e., the lengths of
two axes of the projected ellipse. By eigenvalue decomposition
Xk = VI;'—Aka, we have:

A = (Vi JxWiRy) diag (Sﬁ,x,slf,y,slf,z) JWiRiVi) T, (19)

where A, € R?*2 = diag(Amin, Amax) is the diagonal matrix of
eigenvalues. Vi, € R?*3 includes the corresponding eigenvectors.
W and Ji represent the view matrix and the Jacobian matrix of or-
thographic projection P. Since the updates of sg ., S, . and sg , only
alter Ay, Vi remains unchanged. Ji., Wy and Ry are also constant.
Hence, we have:

(ViJWiR) diag (s S 2) = diag(omim Amax). (20)

leading to

/'l .
E) : (ViJkWiRy) : Ezsp = A = [ i ] (21)

Amax

Tk

where Ez and E3 are 3-order tensors padding a vector to a diagonal
matrix such that Ay = E3 - A and Sg = E3 - s¢.
The gradient and Hessian of the full scaling factor s; are:

ac dc 9Gy  IXy 3/1k

OSg h 3Gk Xy A dsy’

Fe _ ac [(oz oM aZGk g oMy 3G Iy Ay

aslzc - Gy aAk oSy azlzc a).k ask )3 ' aﬂ,k aslzc
(22)

They are then projected into the least-square subspace of Ty, as:

ac dc
—— =T (T k)_T — = Ti(T/ Ty.)~ T—(TTTk) T
™ R (23)
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Rotation solve. We optimize the rotation q; by constraining its
axis to align with r so the rotation is orthogonal to the scaling.
This constraint allows us to re-write the rotation update as Aqy =
[cos O, cos Ori ] T, where 0y is the rotation angle to be optimized:

ac _ ac aGk aZk
0 - aGk X 39k
dPe _ ac (95T PG I , %k . N

— 24
89]% IGy a@k 022 a@k azk a@i (24)

Instead of the linear update q « q + Aq, the rotation update is
done with:

q<Aq-q. (25)

Opacity solve. The opacity oy, is a scalar variable. However, its

value is not arbitrary as op € [0,1), suggesting inequality con-

straints need to be imposed to avoid out-out-boundary values. We

use the interior-point method [Potra and Wright 2000] by adding
two logarithmic barrier terms into the local loss such that:

L' — L' — a5 Inoy +In(1 - o). (26)

The gradient of the opacity is:

_ i-1
1_[ 1-Gjoj) (ck— 2. Gigici [ | (1-Gjoy)
j=1

i=k+1 j=k+1

80'k
(27)

and it has a vanished second derivative e.g., = 0. The Hessian
%

and gradient w.r.t. L? should also incorporate barr1er loss i.e., — = —

Ok
and —— - L.

T-ox (1- o‘;c)2 oL

Color solve. The color of the kernel is encoded with SH bases
By, which also depends on the current position of the kernel, i.e.,
By (ri(pr))- Because py is always the first to be optimized, we de-
couple this relation during the color solve so that ry is now constant,
and ¢ = By.cy is a linear function of the SH vector cy.

Similar to Fg, the optimization of ¢; can be simplified by de-
coupling each color component e.g., between cg and ¢ g as:

G]O'j BkR’ (28)

where By, g is a row vector corresponding to the red component in

2
By. It is easy to see that the second derivative 2-¢& = 0 is vanished.

k.R

4.3 Overshoot

A common challenge for stochastic optimization is overshoot. Due
to the large amount of training images, it is impractical to evaluate
the ground-truth Hessian H* and gradient g* because the loss is
accumulated over the entire training set L = L' + L2 + - .- + LI7|,
When we optimize the attributes of GS kernels under the view of
the current training image I, the optimization is not aware of how
the result could influence the loss values in other images. If the
per-image optimization is over-aggressive, the reduction of L! can
get outweighed by increases at other images, and the global loss L
becomes actually worsened. We refer to this numerical phenomenon
as overshoot, which severely undermines the global convergence.

Preventing overshoot is expensive in general, as the global informa-
tion of the loss function is needed. As a result, damped batch-based
optimization is often employed [Kingma 2014; Qian 1999] together
with the hyper-parameter tuning of the learning rate. Because of
the second-order convergence, overshoot is more likely to occur
without the constraint of the learning rate. However, if a learning
rate is still necessary, why should we use Newton’s method at all?
We give an efficient solution to this dilemma of stochastic training
of 3DGS. Given a training image I’ and the current GS kernel k
being trained, we define its complementary loss L such that:

_ i oL/
L'= > L, for — #0. (29)
JET it %

In other words, L! includes all the losses that are relevant to the
kernel’s attribute. Ideally, if the local training is in the form of
miny, (L? + L"), overshoot can be fully avoided. Unfortunately, doing
so needs to traverse all the training data, which is clearly prohibitive.
Given the spatial arrangement of training images, we note that L?
is not evenly distributed over TJ. Rather, L! concentrates on images
sharing similar camera perspectives of I, i.e., the secondary targets
(as mentioned in Sec. 4.1). Therefore, we approximate L! as the total
image losses of the secondary targets N; and re-form the per-kernel
training to the following format:

min (Lt + it), where Lf = Z L. (30)
Yk JjEN,

The addition of Lf is intended to prevent overshoot so that Ay
does not accidentally increase the loss in N;. We do not expect
Ay to play a primary role in reducing L as this is handled by the
respective local Newton solve. The actual gradient and Hessian of
g—iﬂi and ‘9 L
pre-condltloner of Ayg. Therefore, we downsample images in N;
for improved training efficiency. The gradient and Hessian of L’ are
computed in a similar way as discussed in the previous subsection.

The experiment is consistent with our analysis (see Sec. 5.2). The
loss from the secondary targets offers an effective way to mitigate
overshoot at a marginal computational cost. Solving Eq. (30), the
global loss converges stably and hardly shows any oscillations at
different training batches without the learning-rate-based step size
trimming.

5 EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

We implemented our pipeline on a desktop computer with an intel
i7-12700 CPU and an Nvidia 3090 RTX GPU. Our algorithm was
implemented using C++ and CUDA. We used standard datasets and
metrics as in 3DGS [Kerbl et al. 2023]. Specifically, the datasets com-
prise all scenes from Mip-NeRF360 [Barron et al. 2022], two scenes
from Tanks & Temples [Knapitsch et al. 2017], and two scenes from
DeepBlending [Hedman et al. 2018]. Our experiments primarily
measure the training convergence, time performance, and the qual-
ity of the resulting reconstruction. In general, our training method
is 5X to 10X faster than the vanilla GS training using one order
fewer iterations. The executable is also available in the supplemen-
tal material.



A representative example is reported in Fig. 4. In the figure, we
plot the convergence curves of 3DGS training of six different scenes
given the input image. Being gradient-based, vanilla 3DGS training
converges much slower than our method. It is often the case that
one iteration using the proposed per-attribute Newton lowers the
loss more effectively than 100 gradient descent iterations. Because
local Hessian and gradient are small-size, the computational time for
each iteration is only 20% - 25% slower compared with one gradient
descent.

5.1 Optimization order

An important strategy allowing local optimization is the decoupling
of the kernel attribute. To further validate this, we plot convergence
curves of three representative 3DGS reconstruction cases under
different orders for per-attribute training. The result is reported
in Fig. 5. It can be seen that optimizing the positions and geome-
tries of GS kernels should be carried out before color information.
Once kernel positions have been determined, orders of scaling and
orientation do not matter since they become decoupled. The order
between opacity and color is also of less importance. If we choose
to optimize the color information first, on the other hand, training
also converges but often to a lower-quality local minimum.

5.2 Trade off of secondary target

Another major contributor to our excellent convergence is mitigat-
ing overshoot by estimate L at secondary target N;. A trade-off we
have to decide is the size of N; and the convergence rate. Incorporat-
ing more training into N; improves the convergence but at the cost
of more expensive local optimization since the Hessian and gradient
of training data in the secondary target are also needed. To this end,
we select three classic training scenarios and compare the training
time and iteration counts with different |N¢| i.e., [N¢|= 0, |[N¢|= 3,
|N¢|= 8.1t can be clearly seen from Fig. 6 that increasing |N;| from
0 to a small quantity effectively improves the convergence. Further
enlarging N; to 8 is able to better resolve this issue at the cost of
more expensive computation. This is consistent with our previous
analysis and endorses the design of our training algorithm.

5.3 Comparison with existing methods

While many efforts have been investigated to improve the render-
ing of a reconstructed 3DGS scene, there are relatively fewer works
focusing on 3DGS training. We compared our method with vanilla
3DGS [Kerbl et al. 2023], AdR-Gaussian [Wang et al. 2024], EA-
GLES [Girish et al. 2025], 3DGS-LM [Hollein et al. 2024], and Tam-
ing 3DGS [Mallick et al. 2024]. The detailed benchmark is reported
in Tab. 1. AdR-Gaussian [Wang et al. 2024] and EAGLES [Girish
et al. 2025] focus on improving the efficiency of the rasterization
of GS kernels and the memory footprint. Therefore, the total 3DGS
training time may also be shortened. Our method is orthogonal
to AdR-Gaussian or EAGLES, as we focus on the underlying nu-
merical method for 3DGS training. Combining our method with
faster rasterization techniques leads to even faster training. Nev-
ertheless, we report our training performance using the standard
3DGS rasterization pipeline to avoid confusion. 3DGS-LM [Héllein
et al. 2024] replaces SGD with global LM (Levenberg-Marquardt)
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optimization [Ranganathan 2004] aiming for improved training
convergence. Unfortunately, global LM optimization is not able to
effectively extract localized nonlinearity (i.e., as shown in Fig. 2).
Our method outperforms 3DGS-LM by a significant margin. Taming
3DGS [Mallick et al. 2024] aims to improve the training efficiency
by using fewer GS kernels. It is more effective on hardware plat-
forms with limited computing resources. With our experiment setup,
Taming 3DGS performs similarly as AdR-Gaussian. It remains a first-
order training modality and is slower than our method.

6 CONCLUSION & LIMITATION

This paper introduces a second-order convergent training method
for 3DGS. We are inspired by the numerical properties of the loss
Hessian and switch SGD-based linear optimization to local-Newton-
based raining. The decoupled DOFs allow us to analytically derive
the local Hessian for each type of kernel attribute and solve the
resulting system efficiently in parallel. We also exploit the spatial
correlation among input images to approximate the down-sampled
global loss so that per-batch 3DGS training does not overshoot. This
method outperforms existing method by a significant margin. It
demonstrates a strong second-order convergent behavior and only
needs one-tenth iterations. As a result, it reduced the total training
time by one order without accuracy compromise.

We prove the feasibility of the second-order training for 3DGS
reconstruction. While our results are encouraging, there are still
many limitations that could be improved in the future. As the vanilla
3DGS, our algorithm is only tested for static scenes. While recon-
structing dynamic scenes may be possible, moving GS kernels gen-
erates dynamically varying coupling, which may negatively impact
the training effectiveness. Evaluating the Hessian of the kernel
position is expensive and stands as one major bottleneck of our
current pipeline. It may be possible to replace local Newton with
Gauss-Newton (e.g. as in [Hollein et al. 2024] but at local DOFs)
or quasi-Newton methods for different kernel attributes to further
improve the efficiency. It is also of interest for us to explore auxiliary
spatial data structures such as AABB or spatial hashing to speed up
the kernel sorting [Lefebvre and Hoppe 2006].
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Fig. 4. Convergence curves of our method and 3DGS. We report a group of representative convergence plots using the proposed training method (local
Newton) and vanilla 3DGS training (GD). The corresponding input training images are also attached next to the curves. We observe a strong second-order
convergence using our method compared with gradient-based training in almost all the scenes.
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Fig. 5. Training order of kernel attributes. We always train the kernel position before the color information (RGB and opacity). Without a good positioning
of the kernel, there is limited space for color-wise optimization. If one chooses to train the kernel color first, the training converges quadratically as well, but to
a different local minimum. Meanwhile, the training order of rotation and scaling or opacity and RBG information is not important. The convergence curves are
nearly identical as those attributes are de-coupled.
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Table 1. Benchmark statistics. This table reports standard benchmarks using different 3DGS training algorithm, including vanilla 3DGS [Kerbl et al. 2023],
AdR-Gaussian [Wang et al. 2024], EAGLES [Girish et al. 2025], 3DGS-LM [Héllein et al. 2024], and Taming 3DGS [Mallick et al. 2024]. The performance of
our method can be further improved with fast rasterization techniques. The table only reports the performance of our method using the standard 3DGS

rasterization pipeline.

Training algorithm Mip NeRE-360 Tanks & Temples Deep Blender
SSIM | PSNR | LPIPS | Training(s) | SSIM | PSNR | LPIPS | Training (s) | SSIM | PSNR | LPIPS | Training (s)
Vanilla 3DGS [Kerbl et al. 2023] 0.871 | 29.18 | 0.183 1307 0.853 | 23.71 | 0.169 695 0.907 | 29.90 | 0.238 1210
AdR-Gaussian [Wang et al. 2024] 0.850 | 28.50 0.220 783 0.835 | 23.52 0.201 476 0.905 | 29.75 0.250 709
EAGLES [Girish et al. 2025] 0.810 | 28.64 | 0.192 2163 0.834 | 23.13 | 0.204 913 0.909 | 29.79 | 0.242 1560
Taming 3DGS [Mallick et al. 2024] || 0.878 | 29.48 0.171 781 0.859 | 24.15 0.161 482 0911 | 30.27 0.232 627
3DGS-LM [Hollein et al. 2024] 0.813 | 27.39 | 0221 972 0.845 | 23.72 | 0.182 663 0.903 | 29.72 | 0.247 951
Our method 0876 | 2942 | 0.168 | 256 (5.1x) | 0871 | 2443 | 0.154 | 131(5.3x) | 0927 | 3043 | 0.228 | 189 (6.4x)
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Fig. 6. Overshoot vs. |N;|. The Hessian and gradient from secondary target N; effectively avoids overshoot, making our training converge smoothly across
different batches. The plots show that SGD-based 3DGS training overshoots — we can see loss spikes after the training switches to a new I. Without the
secondary target i.e., [N¢|= 0,, our method overshoots too, and sometimes even more severely than the vanilla 3DGS, due to its secondary-order nature.
Fortunately, sampling at the secondary target of KNNs mitigates this issue. When K = 8, we barely see oscillations of the training loss. In our implementation,

we use K = 3, which balances the training efficiency and convergence.
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A DERIVATIVES OF INTERMEDIATE VARIABLES

We give the detailed formulation of the first and second derivatives
of intermediate variables w.r.t. the kernel center py.

A.1  Projection function

71.(pr) is the projection function, which converts the kernel center
from 3D space to its 2D normalized device coordinate. Its first and
second derivative w.r.t. the kernel center is:

Wt

2 (L PW), — h_x(pw) )T
aﬂ _ 2[ hw( )o T 3 (31)
opr | ML (L(pw) _ My pyy )T .

2 \hy 17w, 3
P |V (Z_Zz(pW)J(PW)g - W] (PW)O) -
.2 h
opy | HE (1(PW)] (PW)s - 2 (PW)] (PW),)

Here, WIt and H It are the width and height of the input training I*.
P and W are 4 X 4 (homogeneous) projection matrix and viewing
matrix.

h = [hy, hy bz hy,]T = PW[p] . 1]T € R*. (33)
The notion (PW); is a 3 dimensional row vector corresponding to
the first three entries of i-th row of PW.

A.2  SH color

¢ € R is the view-dependent color based on the SH coefficients.
We give the derivatives for the red color component (¢ ), and the
formulation for the other two components is the same.

9CkR T 0®(ry) 90(ry)
= (BxrOCkRr) —— : ——,
Pk ory Pk
Pir  (900r)\ " T P0(r)  90(ry)
— =5 BrrO&r) —H%
ap; Pk ’ ’ oy Pk

od(ry) ] 62<I>(rk)

34
ark aplzc ( )

+ (Bk,R o} Ck’R)T

By is the SH bases. © represents the Hadamard product. ry. is the
unit vector from the camera to pr. ®(ry) is a set of vectors:

<I)d=0 = 1,

Dy_1 = [Pazo> Tk y Tk ~Thox | i

2 2 2
9= [<I>d=0, Pyt Tkexk,y T, yTh 2o 2 " Tex ™~ ey

o
i
I

T
2 2
ThxThkz Thx — rk,y] :
2 2
Q43 = [‘Pd:o, D=1 Pa=2: T,y 3T = T ) TkxThy k2>
2 2 2 2 2 2
rk’y(4rk,z ~Tex rk,y), rk,z(Zrk’Z - 3rk,x - 3rk’y),

2 2 2 2 2 2 2
rk,x(4rk,z ~Tex rk,y), rk,z(rk,x - rk’y), rk’x(rk,x - Brk,y)]


https://arxiv.org/abs/2409.06765

A.3  Projected covariance matrix
Let x = [m,n]T be the image space coordinate of the pixel. G; =

1 A\ Ty-1 _ . . 2 .
exp_Z(”k x)' 27Nt =X) the derivatives 9k I Gk an be written

RIS
as follows:
-1
Gy 1 Ta &
— = —=G¢ |(m — x (e —x) |,
R 2k(k )azk(k )
2 -1 2
*G _ Gk 9%
= — . — X Ty —x
x4 (7 — x) o5 (7 — x)
-1
G >
_Tk (m — %) azkk :(nk—x)). (35)
;! ’y, !

. 9
25, isa fourth-order tensor, and

is a sixth-order tensor. The

2
B

element-wise expressions can be written as:

P [z—l]
k i,j

9 [Zlpa

P [2—1]
k i,j

9 [Zkl 10 [Zklgn

= - [z

= [z

Lip B0
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