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Figure 1. NeuralGS directly compresses original 3DGS with neural fields into a compact and rendering-efficient representation. NeRF-
based methods like Mip-NeRF 360 [3] typically require minimal storage with slow rendering speeds while 3D Gaussian Splatting [16]
(3DGS) methods achieve fast rendering but demand hundreds of megabytes storage. NeuralGS combines the compact neural fields with
3DGS by encoding 3D Gaussian attributes with neural fields, achieving significant reduction in model size and real-time rendering speed.

Abstract

3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) demonstrates superior qual-
ity and rendering speed, but with millions of 3D Gaus-
sians and significant storage and transmission costs. Recent
3DGS compression methods mainly concentrate on com-
pressing Scaffold-GS, achieving impressive performance
but with an additional voxel structure and a complex en-
coding and quantization strategy. In this paper, we aim to
develop a simple yet effective method called NeuralGS that
explores in another way to compress the original 3DGS into
a compact representation without the voxel structure and
complex quantization strategies. Our observation is that
neural fields like NeRF can represent complex 3D scenes

*These authors contributed equally to this work.
†Corresponding author.

with Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP) neural networks using
only a few megabytes. Thus, NeuralGS effectively adopts
the neural field representation to encode the attributes of
3D Gaussians with MLPs, only requiring a small storage
size even for a large-scale scene. To achieve this, we adopt
a clustering strategy and fit the Gaussians with different
tiny MLPs for each cluster, based on importance scores
of Gaussians as fitting weights. We experiment on multi-
ple datasets, achieving a 45× average model size reduction
without harming the visual quality. The compression per-
formance of our method on original 3DGS is comparable
to the dedicated Scaffold-GS-based compression methods,
which demonstrate the huge potential of directly compress-
ing original 3DGS with neural fields. The code and visual
demos will be released soon. 1

1https://pku-yuangroup.github.io/NeuralGS/
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1. Introduction
Novel view synthesis (NVS) is a fundamental task in 3D
vision, with substantial applications across fields such as
virtual reality [5], augmented reality [48], and media gen-
eration [30, 32, 39, 45]. This task aims to generate photo-
realistic images of 3D scenes from novel views, given lim-
ited multi-view data. Neural radiance field (NeRF) [25] has
already gained significant attention as a 3D scene represen-
tation for its compact structure and exceptional capability
to reconstruct large-scale scenes [2, 3, 10, 29, 38]. How-
ever, a persistent challenge hindering the widespread adop-
tion of NeRF lies in the computational bottlenecks imposed
by volumetric rendering [6], which limit the utilization in
real scenes that require fast rendering speeds.

3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) [16] has emerged as an
alternative representation, utilizing a point-based represen-
tation associated with 3D Gaussian attributes. Unlike the
slow volume rendering of NeRFs, 3DGS utilizes a fast dif-
ferentiable splatting technique, achieving exceptionally fast
rendering speeds and promising image quality. However,
employing point-based representations inherently leads to
substantial storage demands, as millions of points and their
attributes are stored independently, which significantly hin-
ders the compactness of 3DGS as a scene representation.

To address the above size issue, some 3DGS compres-
sion methods [9, 28, 42] mainly adopt pruning and quan-
tization on Gaussian. While recent SoTA 3DGS compres-
sion methods, like HAC [4] and ContextGS [40], achieve
impressive compression rate based on Scaffold-GS [24]
which adopts anchors to predict local Gaussians by neu-
ral networks. These methods mainly focus on compressing
these anchors by complex encoding and quantization strate-
gies, which demonstrate much higher compression rate than
the original 3DGS-based compression methods. However,
these methods cannot be applied on the original 3DGS due
to the absence of additional anchor structures, while the
main focus of the current research community is still on
the original 3DGS without additional anchors. This still
remains an open question about how to directly and effec-
tively compress the original 3DGS without any anchors.

In this paper, we explore an orthogonal direction to
ScaffoldGS-based methods by directly compressing the
original 3DGS. Our method is based on the observation
that neural fields like NeRF are able to represent complex
scenes with small sizes. Thus, rather than proposing a com-
plex quantization like previous original 3DGS compression
methods, our target is to adopt the neural fields in the com-
pression of the original 3DGS.

Adopting neural fields in compression is not trivial. A
straightforward solution is to directly employ a multi-layer
perceptron (MLP) to map the positions of Gaussians to
their attributes, which could represent these attributes with
a compact neural field. However, only fitting a single MLP

to represent Gaussian attributes leads to large fitting er-
rors, severely degenerating the rendering quality, because
the Gaussians show strong spatial variations. Even nearby
3D Gaussians have totally different attributes, resulting in a
significant difficulty in fitting with a single MLP.

To address the aforementioned issues, we propose Neu-
ralGS, a novel framework designed for the post-training
compression of original 3DGS, which bridges 3D Gaussian
splatting and neural radiance field for a compact and effi-
cient 3D scene representation. We adopt three strategies to
facilitate the effective encoding of 3D Gaussian attributes
with neural fields as follows:

First, instead of fitting all attributes of all Gaussians
equally, we compute the importance of each Gaussian ac-
cording to their contributions to the renderings. Gaussians
with low importance are first pruned to reduce the Gaussian
numbers. Furthermore, the importance of Gaussians acts as
weights in the fitting process, which ensures that important
Gaussians are fitted with high accuracy.

Second, an important observation from us is that the at-
tributes of Gaussians do not change smoothly with their po-
sitions. For example, a Gaussian with a small scale fac-
tor could have a neighboring Gaussian with an extremely
large scale factor, which prevents the neural fields from ac-
curately fitting them due to the smoothness nature of neu-
ral fields. To reduce attribute variability among Gaussians,
we cluster 3D Gaussians based on their attributes to pre-
serve similarity among Gaussians within the same cluster.
For different clusters, we use different tiny neural fields
(MLPs) to map the positions of Gaussians to the remain-
ing attributes, which significantly reduces the fitting errors
and improves the compactness of 3D representation.

Third, we further fine-tune the learned NeuralGS rep-
resentation with training images and propose a frequency
loss to improve the reconstruction quality. We find that the
MLPs often have difficulty in learning the high-frequency
signals of Gaussian attributes. Thus, we incorporate a fre-
quency loss, that puts emphasis on the high-frequency de-
tails of renderings, along with the original rendering loss in
the fine-tuning process to recover fine details.

In the end, our NeuralGS only needs to store the posi-
tions of important Gaussians and the weights of the cor-
responding tiny MLPs for all clusters, substantially reduc-
ing storage requirements compared to the original 3DGS.
NeuralGS achieves about 45× and 52× model size reduc-
tion on the Mip-NeRF360 dataset [3] and DeepBlending
dataset [14], respectively, which outperforms all existing
original 3DGS-based methods [9, 12, 26, 28, 42]. Mean-
while, as an original 3DGS-based method, NeuralGS for the
first time achieves a comparable compression rate to those
Scaffold-GS [24]-based compression methods [4, 40].
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Figure 2. The detailed architecture of our proposed NeuralGS. (A) In Sec. 3.2, for each Gaussian GSj in the scene, we first calculate
its global importance score Sj (Eq.1) and prune unimportant Gaussians. (B) In Sec. 3.3, we cluster the pruned Gaussians and use different
tiny MLPs to map the positions to Gaussian attributes of different clusters with the loss (Eq.3) using the importance score as weights. (C)
In Sec. 3.4, we fine-tune the tiny MLPs of all clusters with photorealistic loss (Eq.4) and frequency loss (Eq.5) to restore quality.

2. Related Works

2.1. Novel View Synthesis

Neural radiance field (NeRF) [25] proposes to use MLPs
to represent a scene, and this compact representation has
brought view synthesis quality to a new stage. However,
NeRF-based methods [3, 13, 15, 19, 27, 29, 33] struggle
to achieve real-time rendering speed in large-scale scenes,
limiting their practical use. The idea of utilizing multiple
MLPs is also explored by KiloNeRF [33] for efficient ren-
dering. Recently, 3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) [16] and
its variants [20, 22, 24, 31, 34, 35, 37, 43, 44, 46], offer
state-of-the-art scene reconstruction by utilizing a set of op-
timized 3D Gaussians that can be rendered efficiently.

2.2. Compression of 3D Gaussian Splatting

Although 3DGS achieves superior performance and high
rendering speed compared to NeRF-based methods, it typi-
cally requires hundreds of megabytes to store 3D Gaussian
attributes, posing challenges for its practical application in
large-scale scenes. Several existing works [1, 8, 9, 18, 28,
42] have made initial attempts to compress 3DGS models,
primarily using pruning to reduce the number of 3D Gaus-
sians, vector quantization to discretize Gaussian attributes
into shared codebooks, and context-aware entropy encod-
ing. Specifically, Lee et al. [18] introduced a novel volume-
based masking strategy that effectively reduces the num-
ber of Gaussians without impacting performance. Com-
pressGS [28] employs the sensitivity to compress both color

and Gaussian parameters into compact codebooks while uti-
lizing entropy coding to minimize statistical redundancies
in the codebooks. LightGS [9] reduces the number of Gaus-
sians through pruning and effectively minimizes the size
of color attributes using a distillation mechanism. Com-
pactGS [26] proposed a 2D grid-based representation to
compress the attributes. The compression works [4, 23, 40]
are based on more advanced method ScaffoldGS [24] with
smaller model size and superior rendering quality than the
original 3DGS. In spite of the strong performances, Scaf-
foldGS and these compresssion works introduce a complex
anchor-based structure with less scalability. In contrast, we
choose to compress original 3DGS which is simpler and
more scalable and employ compact neural fields to encode
Gaussian attributes with tiny MLPs.

3. Method

3.1. Overview

General idea. The general idea of NeuralGS is to adopt
compact neural fields to compress original 3DGS. Specif-
ically, given 3D Gaussians reconstructed from multi-view
images, we learn MLP networks to map the 3D positions
of Gaussians to their attributes including opacities, spheri-
cal harmonic coefficients, scales, and rotations. These MLP
networks can be regarded as a set of neural attribute fields.
In this case, we only need to store the positions of all 3D
Gaussians and the MLP parameters, which are highly com-
pact thanks to the compactness of neural field representa-
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Figure 3. Details of Cluster-based Neural Field Fitting. The positions of the 3D Gaussians within each cluster are fed into the corre-
sponding tiny MLP to fit the attributes with the importance weighted loss. During rendering, the predicted outputs are then split into the
respective attributes of the Gaussians, i.e., rotation, scale, opacity, color, and SH coefficients.

tions. When we need to render from NeuralGS, we only
need to decode these attributes from these MLPs.
Challenges and solutions. However, fitting the neural field
is not a trivial task because naively fitting a compact MLP
network on all Gaussian attributes leads to severe fitting er-
rors and inferior rendering quality. To improve the fitting
process, we propose three essential strategies, as shown in
Fig. 2. First, not all Gaussians contribute equally to the final
renderings and some of them are entirely redundant without
any effects on the rendering quality. Thus, this motivates us
to compute the importance of all 3D Gaussians in Sec. 3.2,
which is used in pruning out useless Gaussians and in an
importance-aware fitting process. Second, we find that the
Gaussian attributes do not distribute evenly or smoothly in
the 3D space, where a small-scale Gaussian could have a
large-scale neighbor. This uneven distribution severely hin-
ders the fitting process because the MLP networks naturally
fit into smooth fields but have difficulty handling abrupt
changes. Thus, in Sec. 3.3, we propose to first cluster the
attributes of Gaussians and then fit a neural field for each
cluster instead of solely using a single neural field for each
Gaussian. Third, in Sec. 3.4, we further improve the render-
ing quality of NeuralGS by fine-tuning on input multi-view
images with rendering loss and frequency loss.

3.2. Global Importance
Importance Computation. Each Gaussian contributes dif-
ferently to the final renderings in 3DGS [16]. To quantify
this, we define a global importance score for each Gaus-
sian, representing its contribution to the rendering result.
Inspired by [9, 42], the importance can be calculated based
on each Gaussian’s contribution to every pixel pi across all
training views. We use the criterion 1(GSj , pi) to deter-
mine whether a Gaussian GSj overlaps with pixel pi after

projection onto the 2D plane. At last, we can iterate over all
training pixels and sum up the accumulated opacity of GSj ,
denoted as αk

∏k−1
l=1 (1 − αl), to compute each Gaussian’s

contribution to the rendering result. Here, k is the index of
the Gaussian GSj in the depth ordering for pixel pi and α is
the opacity. This importance score can be further refined by
incorporating the 3D Gaussian’s normalized volume Vnorm.
Finally, the global importance score can be expressed as:

Sj =

MHW∑
i=1

1(GSj , pi) · (Vnorm)
β · αk

k−1∏
l=1

(1− αl), (1)

Vnorm = min
(

max
(

V

Vmax90
, 0

)
, 1

)
. (2)

Here, S, M , H , and W represent the importance score, the
number of training views, the image height, and the image
width, respectively. Vmax90 denotes the 90% largest volume
of all sorted Gaussians, and β is the hyperparameter to en-
hance the score’s flexibility.
Importance-based Pruning and Weighting. Thus, we
rank each Gaussian based on its importance score, allow-
ing us to prune Gaussians with lower contributions to the
renderings, thereby reducing the total number of Gaussians.
Additionally, the importance scores of the 3D Gaussians can
be used as weights in the subsequent fitting process, ensur-
ing that important Gaussians are fitted with higher accuracy.

3.3. Cluster-based Neural Field Fitting
The original 3DGS does not ensure any attribute similarities
between neighboring Gaussians. Two neighboring Gaus-
sians could have totally different colors or scales, which
poses challenges in the neural field fitting. To address this,
we propose an attribute-based clustering strategy to ensure



attribute similarity within the same cluster and fit separate
neural fields for different clusters as shown in Fig. 3.
Attribute-based Clustering. Specifically, we employ K-
means [21] to cluster the 3D Gaussians into K clusters,
denoted as C1, C2, . . . , CK . In this case, the attributes of
Gaussians in the same cluster will be similar and easy for
neural field fitting. Given the significant distributional dif-
ferences across attributes, we first normalize each attribute
to the range [−1, 1] by computing its maximum and min-
imum values to unify the scales of different attributes and
avoid over-reliance on certain attributes during clustering.
Neural Fields. After assigning each 3D Gaussian to a clus-
ter, we use different tiny MLPs for different clusters to map
Gaussian positions within each cluster to the normalized at-
tributes of these Gaussians. Each tiny MLP consists of five
layers with positional encoding, followed by a tanh activa-
tion function [7]. The fitting processes for different clusters
are conducted in parallel for efficiency.
Importance-Weighted Fitting Loss. We apply mean
squared error (MSE) loss when fitting Gaussian attributes.
Recognizing that each Gaussian contributes differently to
the renderings, we use importance scores as fitting weights,
which ensures that Gaussians with higher importance are
fitted more accurately. Our loss function is defined as:

Loss =
1∑

j∈P Sj

∑
j∈P

Sj · ∥F(xj)− ŷj∥2 . (3)

Here, P represents the Gaussian index set of a cluster, S
denotes the importance score, F(·) is the tiny MLP corre-
sponding to the cluster, x is the spatial position of the Gaus-
sian, and ŷ is the normalized Gaussian attributes.

3.4. Fine-tuning
After fitting, there still remain some residuals which de-
grade rendering quality. To address this, we incorporate a
fine-tuning stage to restore the image quality. In this pro-
cess, we fix spatial positions of the 3D Gaussians and only
fine-tune the tiny MLPs corresponding to each cluster. The
photorealistic loss Lrender, is then computed by combining
the mean absolute error (MAE) loss L1 and the SSIM loss
LSSIM with the weight λ as follows:

Lrender = (1− λ)L1 + λLSSIM. (4)

Frequency Loss. We observe that the fitted attributes of-
ten lose high-frequency details, such as dense grass. Thus,
we introduce a frequency loss to emphasize these high-
frequency details for faster convergence. Specifically, we
use a fourier transform to convert the rendered image I
and the ground truth Igt into frequency representations F
and Fgt. F (u, v) consists of amplitude

∣∣F (u, v)
∣∣ and phase

∠F (u, v), where (u, v) denotes the coordinates in the fre-
quency spectrum. We then introduce a high-pass filter with

fixed bandwidth to extract high-frequency information, de-
noted as F̂ (u, v) and F̂gt(u, v). We define ∆

∣∣F̂ (u, v)
∣∣ =∣∣F̂ (u, v)

∣∣ − ∣∣F̂gt(u, v)
∣∣ and ∆∠F̂ (u, v) = ∠F̂ (u, v) −

∠F̂gt(u, v). Thus, the frequency loss Lfreq and the total loss
LTotal can be formulated as follows:

Lfreq =

H−1∑
u=0

W−1∑
v=0

∣∣∣∣∆∣∣F̂ (u, v)
∣∣∣∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∣∆∠F̂ (u, v)

∣∣∣∣, (5)

LTotal = Lrender + λfreqLfreq. (6)

Here, H , W and λfreq denote the image height, width, and
the hyperparameter to balance the loss.
Model Parameters. In the end, we only need to store the
positions of the pruned 3D Gaussians and the fine-tuned
MLP weights for each cluster, significantly reducing the
model size. Min-max values are shared across all clusters
with only negligible 59 floating numbers (2e−4MB) needed.

4. Experiments

4.1. Experimental Settings
Evaluation Datasets and Metrics. We adopt four datasets
for comparison. (1) Mip-NeRF360 [3] offers scene-scale
data for view synthesis, containing nine real-world large-
scale scenes: five unbounded outdoor scenes and four in-
door scenes with complex backgrounds. (2) Tank and Tem-
ple [17] is a unbounded dataset that includes two scenes:
train and truck. (3) Deep Blending [14] contains two indoor
scenes: drjohnson and playroom. (4) NeRF Synthetic [25]
contains eight small-scale objects. For all datasets, we
maintain the same train-test splits as the official setting of
3DGS [16] and utilize PSNR, SSIM [41], LPIPS [47], and
model size to evaluate image quality and compression ratio.
Baselines. We use 3DGS [16] as our baseline method and
compare with compression techniques [9, 12, 18, 26, 28, 42]
based on original 3DGS. For qualitative and quantitative
comparisons, we use the official code of each method with
the default configurations for training and rendering. Addi-
tional comparison with Scaffold-GS-based methods is also
included in Sec. 4.2.4 and the supplementary material.
Implementation Details. We implement our NeuralGS
based on the official codes of 3DGS [16] and conduct train-
ing on various scenes using NVIDIA A100 GPUs. During
pruning, we remove 40% of the less important 3D Gaus-
sians. For indoor scenes, we typically set the number of
clusters K between 40 and 80, while for outdoor scenes, K
is generally set between 100 and 140. Each cluster is as-
signed a tiny MLP to fit the Gaussian attributes for 60k iter-
ations. All MLPs used in our method are 5-layer MLPs with
Tanh activation function and positional encoding. To restore
rendering quality, we further fine-tuned the fitted MLPs for
25k iterations, with λ and λfreq set to 0.2 and 0.01, respec-
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Figure 4. Qualitative results of the proposed method compared to 3DGS and existing compression methods.

tively. Please refer to supplementary materials for more
video results and specific implementation details.

4.2. Experimental Results

4.2.1. Quantitative Results.

The quantitative evaluation results across different datasets
are presented in Tables 1 and Table 2. Specifically, com-
pared to the original 3DGS [16], NeuralGS achieves signif-
icant compression ratios while preserving rendering quality.
Our method reduces the model size by approximately 45×,
36× and 52× on the Mip-NeRF 360 dataset, Deep Blend-

ing dataset and Tanks&Templates dataset, respectively. Fur-
thermore, our approach achieves the highest PSNR render-
ing metrics across all three datasets, outperforming existing
compression methods [9, 12, 18, 26, 28, 42] based on the
original 3DGS and even surpassing the original 3DGS by
0.49 dB on the Deep Blending dataset. These improvements
are primarily attributed to the cluster-based neural fields, ef-
fectively facilitating the compactness of 3D representations.

Table 2 presents the quantitative results on the NeRF-
Synthetic dataset. Consistent with our previous observa-
tions, our method significantly reduces model storage from



Table 1. Quantitative results evaluated on Mip-NeRF 360 [3], Tanks&Temples [17], and Deep Blending [14] datasets. We highlight the
best-performing results in red and the second-best results in yellow for all compression methods.

Dataset Mip-NeRF 360 [3] Tanks&Temples [17] Deep Blending [14]

Method PSNR SSIM LPIPS Storage PSNR SSIM LPIPS Storage PSNR SSIM LPIPS Storage

Mip-NeRF 360 [3] CVPR 2022 27.69 0.795 0.238 9.0 MB 22.16 0.757 0.261 9.0 MB 29.01 0.895 0.255 8.6 MB
3DGS [16] TOG 2023 27.48 0.812 0.222 755.5 MB 23.75 0.844 0.178 438.9 MB 29.42 0.900 0.247 672.8 MB

CompressGS [28] CVPR 2024 26.98 0.801 0.242 28.72 MB 23.32 0.830 0.194 17.73 MB 29.40 0.899 0.252 25.96 MB
Lee et al. [18] CVPR 2024 27.01 0.797 0.248 48.80 MB 23.29 0.829 0.202 39.43 MB 29.71 0.900 0.257 43.21 MB
CompactGS [26] ECCV 2024 25.95 0.780 0.267 30.43 MB 22.68 0.813 0.221 18.70 MB 28.90 0.891 0.282 14.28 MB
MesonGS [42] ECCV 2024 27.08 0.800 0.245 27.51 MB 23.31 0.836 0.195 17.47 MB 29.40 0.903 0.257 25.64 MB
EAGLES [12] ECCV 2024 27.18 0.809 0.241 60.82 MB 23.27 0.839 0.211 31.05 MB 29.78 0.907 0.249 58.55 MB
LightGS [9] NeurIPS 2024 26.93 0.798 0.250 48.71 MB 22.92 0.817 0.242 24.74 MB 27.11 0.872 0.309 33.45 MB

NeuralGS (Ours) 27.35 0.806 0.240 16.90 MB 23.63 0.841 0.192 12.06 MB 29.91 0.906 0.254 12.98 MB

Table 2. Quantitative results of the proposed method evaluated on
the NeRF-Synthetic [25] dataset. We highlight the best results in
red and second-best results in yellow for compression methods.

Dataset NeRF Synthetic Dataset [25]

Method PSNR SSIM LPIPS Storage

Mip-NeRF 360 [3] 32.44 0.961 0.048 4.62 MB
3DGS [16] 33.75 0.970 0.031 69.89 MB

CompressGS [28] 32.94 0.967 0.033 3.82 MB
Lee et al. [18] 33.10 0.962 0.038 5.54 MB
CompactGS [26] 31.04 0.954 0.050 2.20 MB
MesonGS [42] 32.92 0.966 0.037 3.67 MB
EAGLES [12] 32.54 0.963 0.039 5.78 MB
LightGS [9] 32.70 0.963 0.040 7.84 MB

NeuralGS (Ours) 33.35 0.967 0.036 1.62 MB

69.9 MB to 1.6 MB, achieving an impressive 43× compres-
sion ratio while maintaining rendering quality comparable
to original 3DGS [16]. Moreover, compared to compression
methods based on original 3DGS, our approach demon-
strates substantial improvements in bitrate consumption.

4.2.2. Qualitative Results.
Figure 4 presents a qualitative comparison between our pro-
posed NeuralGS and other compression methods [9, 12,
18, 26, 28] based on the original 3DGS, providing the spe-
cific details with zoomed-in views. By leveraging compact
cluster-based neural fields to encode the Gaussian attributes,
our method greatly retains rendering quality with clearer
textures and sharper edges even using reduced model size.

4.2.3. Rendering Time
As shown in Table 4, we compare the average storage size
and rendering speed with the original 3DGS [16]. For ren-
dering speed, we measure the frame rate or Frames Per Sec-
ond (FPS) based on the total time taken to render all camera
views in the dataset. Since we use multiple neural fields to
encode Gaussian attributes, MLPs are used to decode the at-
tributes of all 3D Gaussians before testing FPS, which con-
stitutes a one-time amortized cost for loading the attributes.
From Table 4, it is observed that, due to the reduced number

Table 3. Comparisons with ScaffoldGS-based Methods evaluated
on the Mip-NeRF 360 dataset [3]. The best is in bold, while the
second-best is underlined.

Method PSNR SSIM LPIPS Storage

CompGS [23] ACM MM 2024 27.21 0.802 0.241 17.13MB
HAC [4] ECCV 2024 27.41 0.805 0.239 16.02MB
ContextGS [40] NeurIPS 2024 27.52 0.807 0.238 14.31MB
NeuralGS (Ours) 27.35 0.806 0.240 16.90MB

Table 4. Performance comparison with 3DGS [16]. Rendering
FPS and model size (MB) are reported. The rendering speed of
both methods is measured on our machine.

Dataset Mip-NeRF 360 Tanks&Temples Deep Blending

Method FPS Size FPS Size FPS Size

3DGS [16] 112 756 162 439 118 673
NeuralGS 135 16.9(45× ↓) 211 12.1(36× ↓) 137 13.0(52× ↓)

of 3D Gaussians by pruning, our method achieves higher
rendering speed compared to 3DGS while requiring signif-
icantly less model size with compact neural fields.

4.2.4. Comparison with Scaffold-GS-based Methods
We further provide additional comparison with Scaffold-
GS-based compression methods [4, 23, 40]. Though these
methods rely on the additional voxel structure to produce
a very high compression rate, our approach directly com-
presses the original 3DGS by using neural fields, achieving
comparable compression rates and performance with these
ScaffoldGS-based methods as shown in Table 3.

4.3. Ablation Studies
In this subsection, we conduct ablation studies on the Deep
Blending dataset to demonstrate the effectiveness of each
improvement. Specifically, our core idea is to use global
neural fields to encode Gaussian attributes, enhancing the
compactness of 3D representation. Hence, our vanilla Neu-
ralGS employs a single tiny MLP to fit the Gaussian at-
tributes of the entire scene, followed by basic fine-tuning
to restore quality. As shown in Table 5, we incrementally
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Figure 5. NeuralGS allows progressive loading new clusters in the playroom scene to obtain more details and sharper texture.

w/  IWw/o  IW

w/  FLw/o  FL

Figure 6. Ablation study about the impact of importance weight
(IW) and frequency loss (FL) in the bicycle and stump scenes.

incorporate each improvement to validate the effectiveness
of our approach. More ablations with different adding se-
quences and the study on the effect of different cluster num-
ber are shown in the appendix of supplementary materials.
Effectiveness of Cluster-based Fitting. As shown in Ta-
ble 5, the Vanilla NeuralGS results in significant degrada-
tion of rendering quality for 3D scene compared to the orig-
inal 3DGS [16]. This is primarily due to the large varia-
tions of 3D Gaussians, where a single tiny MLP tends to
produce substantial fitting errors. To address this issue, we
designed a clustering approach based on Gaussian attributes
to maintain similarity within each cluster and assigned dif-
ferent tiny MLPs to fit the Gaussians of each cluster. As
shown in Table 5, utilizing different tiny neural fields for
different clusters significantly reduces fitting errors, leading
to 5.3 dB improvement in PSNR and 10% increase in SSIM,
thereby substantially enhancing rendering quality.
Effectiveness of Importance Weight. Notably, it is unnec-
essary to equally fit every Gaussian in the scene. Instead,
we use the importance score of each Gaussian to represent
its contribution to the renderings. This importance score is
applied as a weight for the tiny MLP of each cluster during
the fitting process, ensuring that important Gaussians are

Table 5. Quantitative ablation study on the Deep Blending [14]
dataset by progressively adding our proposed improvement.

Dataset Deep Blending Dataset [14]

Method PSNR SSIM LPIPS Storage

3DGS [16] 29.42 0.900 0.247 672.8 MB

Vanilla NeuralGS 23.54 0.795 0.523 7.32 MB
+ Cluster-based fitting 28.82 0.891 0.294 12.92 MB
+ Importance weight 29.56 0.903 0.269 12.96 MB
+ Frequency loss (Ours) 29.91 0.906 0.254 12.98 MB

fitted by the neural fields with higher accuracy. As shown
in Table 5 and Figure 6, adding importance scores as fitting
weights, without introducing additional parameters, can fur-
ther enhance quality and provide better textures.

Effectiveness of Frequency Loss. During the fine-tuning
stage, we observed that within a limited number of training
iterations, MLPs tend to be less sensitive to high-frequency
details. As shown in the second row of Figure 6, incorpo-
rating the frequency loss helps transform the blurry edges
of leaves to be sharper. The quantitative results in Table 5
further demonstrate the improvement in rendering quality
by lastly introducing the frequency loss. We also provide
results for only adding the frequency loss in the appendix.

4.4. JPEG-like Progressive Loading

Benefiting from our usage of different neural fields to fit
the Gaussians within different cluster, we can transmit and
decode Gaussian attributes cluster by cluster in a stream-
able manner like JPEG [36]. Specifically, we can sort clus-
ters from the largest to the smallest based on the number
of Gaussians and progressively transmit the positions along
with the corresponding tiny MLP weights. During transmis-
sion, Gaussian attributes can be decoded simultaneously, as
shown in Figure. 5, enabling a progressive loading for the
entire scene and making it suitable for streamable applica-
tions. From the magnified images, it is evident that newly
loaded clusters contribute additional details and shaper tex-
ture, allowing the scene to gradually become clearer.



5. Future Work
Our current work primarily focuses on 3D scene reconstruc-
tion. Considering the rapid advancements in 4D scene re-
construction, future work could extend to 4D scenes, fo-
cusing on leveraging neural fields to further compress time-
dependent 4D scenes and reduce the memory requirements.

6. Conclusion
In this paper, we introduce NeuralGS, a novel and effec-
tive post-training compression for original 3DGS. The core
of our approach lies in leveraging compact neural fields to
encode the Gaussian attributes with MLPs. We design mul-
tiple neural fields based on clusters and incorporate impor-
tance scores as fitting weights to enhance the fittting qual-
ity of Gaussian attributes. Additionally, we introduce fre-
quency loss during the fine-tuning stage to further preserve
high-frequency details. Extensive experiments demonstrate
that our method achieves comparable or even superior per-
formance to existing compression methods while utilizing
less model size. Overall, NeuralGS paves the way for di-
rectly compressing original 3DGS with neural fields.
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7. Implementation Details

Pipeline Designs. We remove 40% of the redundant Gaus-
sians based on the evaluated importance scores to reduce the
total number of Gaussians. After pruning, the Gaussian at-
tributes are converted to half-precision to further minimize
model size. For small-scale objects, we typically set the
number of clusters K between 6 and 10, while for indoor
scenes, K is set between 40 and 80, and for outdoor scenes,
K is set between 100 and 140. Each cluster is assigned
a half-precision tiny MLP to fit the Gaussian attributes for
60k iterations. All MLPs are 5-layer MLPs with Tanh ac-
tivation functions, using 10 levels of positional encoding.
The hidden layer dimension is set to 128, and the output di-
mension is Dopacity + Dscale + Drotation + Dcolor + DSH ,
where Dopacity = 1, Dscale = 3, Drotation = 3, Dcolor =
3, and DSH = 45. Here, the rotation attribute always ends
with a zero, allowing Drotation to omit the trailing zero.
We further fine-tune the tiny MLPs for the 25k iterations
to restore quality. The Adam optimizer is utilized during
both the MLP fitting and fine-tuning stages, with the learn-
ing rate decaying from 1e−3 to 8e−5 for fitting and from
3e−4 to 6e−6 for fine-tuning.

Code Release. We implement our proposed method
NeuralGS based on the official code of 3DGS [16]. Upon
the publication of the paper, we will release the source code.

8. More Results

Visualization. For ease of reference, we also provide a pub-
lic webpage, including the additional videos for compari-
son, which further demonstrates that our proposed method
achieves comparable rendering quality with the original
3DGS with the significantly reduced model size.

Comparisons with ScaffoldGS-based Methods. Given
ScaffoldGS [24] already has a smaller model size and
superior rendering quality than 3DGS, the ScaffoldGS-
based compression methods (HAC [4], CompGS [23], and
ContextGS [40]) show strong performance. In contrast,
our method compresses the more commonly used original
3DGS. In spite of the strong performances, ScaffoldGS in-
troduce a new complex structure with less scalability. In
comparison, the original 3DGS is simpler, more scalable,
and has broader applications than ScaffoldGS. NerualGS
achieves the best result in 3DGS-based methods and com-
parable to ScaffoldGS-based works (see Table 6 and Ta-
ble 7). We believe that NeuralGS is a promising and in-
spiring direction to directly compress the original 3DGS for

Position Opacity0

2

4

6

8

10

st
d 

of
 p

os
iti

on

0

1

2

3

4

5

st
d 

of
 o

pa
ci

ty

Comparison
(1)
(2)
(3)

Figure 7. The standard deviation(std) comparison of Gaussian po-
sition and opacity in the bicycle scene under different strategies.
(1) represents the std of all Gaussians, (2) denotes the average std
of attributes across all clusters after clustering directly based on
the raw attributes, and (3) indicates the average std of attributes
across all clusters after clustering based on normalized attributes.

Table 6. Comparisons with ScaffoldGS-based Methods evaluated
on the Mip-NeRF 360 dataset [3]. The best is in bold, while the
second-best is underlined.

Method PSNR SSIM LPIPS Storage

CompGS [23] ACM MM 2024 27.21 0.802 0.241 17.13MB
HAC [4] ECCV 2024 27.41 0.805 0.239 16.02MB
ContextGS [40] NeurIPS 2024 27.52 0.807 0.238 14.31MB
NeuralGS (Ours) 27.35 0.806 0.240 16.90MB

Table 7. Comparisons evaluated on the Deep Blending [14]. The
best is in bold, while the second-best is underlined.

Method PSNR SSIM LPIPS Storage

CompGS [23] ACM MM 2024 29.43 0.900 0.269 11.07MB
HAC [4] ECCV 2024 30.08 0.905 0.258 7.75MB
ContextGS [40] NeurIPS 2024 30.19 0.908 0.259 8.18MB
NeuralGS (Ours) 29.91 0.906 0.254 12.98MB

the community.
More Ablation Study. In Table. 8, we provide abla-

tions with different adding sequences based on vanilla Neu-
ralGS and multiple running deviations under the full setting
to show the effectiveness of each improvement. CF, IW,
and FL refer to cluster-based fitting, importance weight, and
frequency loss. Adding only the frequency loss improves
PSNR by 1.27 dB than the vanilla NeuralGS.

Ablation Study on Pruning. In our experiments, we ob-
served that pruning effectively reduces the number of Gaus-
sians by removing less significant Gaussians. With the same

https: //pku-yuangroup.github.io/NeuralGS/


Table 8. More ablation study evaluated on the Deep Blending
dataset [14]. CF, IW, and FL refer to cluster-based fitting, im-
portance weight, and frequency loss.

CF IW FL PSNR SSIM LPIPS Storage

23.54 0.795 0.523 7.32MB
✓ 24.81 0.835 0.384 7.33MB

✓ ✓ 29.32 0.899 0.272 12.94MB
✓ ✓ 29.56 0.903 0.269 12.95MB

✓ ✓ ✓ 29.91 0.906 0.254 12.98MB
deviations ±0.07 ±0.001 ±0.0008 —

Table 9. Quantitative ablation study on pruning for the Deep
Blending [14] dataset, retaining other improvements.

Dataset Deep Blending Dataset [14]

Method PSNR SSIM LPIPS Storage

w/o pruning 29.33 0.902 0.263 17.86 MB
w/ pruning (Ours) 29.91 0.906 0.254 12.98 MB

Table 10. Model size of the two components on Mip-NeRF
360 [3], Tanks&Temples [17], and Deep Blending [14] datasets.

Dataset Mip-NeRF 360 [3] Tanks&Temples [17] Deep Blending [14]

Storage position MLPs position MLPs position MLPs

Size(MB) 8.23 8.66 4.93 7.13 7.31 5.67

Table 11. Different cluster numbers on Deep Blending dataset [14]

Clusters Number PSNR SSIM LPIPS Storage

1 26.18 0.846 0.357 7.32MB
10 28.02 0.882 0.298 8.09MB
80 29.91 0.906 0.254 12.98MB

130 30.09 0.908 0.253 17.32MB

number of clusters, the reduction in Gaussian numbers en-
hances the fitting accuracy for important Gaussians, thereby
minimizing fitting errors. Thus, the superior fitting quality
will be provided for the tiny MLPs in the subsequent fine-
tuning stage, ultimately improving the final rendering qual-
ity. As shown in Table 9, the reduction of Gaussian num-
bers by pruning significantly decreases fitting errors and im-
proves reconstruction quality with the reduced model size.

Ablations on Different Cluster Numbers. We present
quantitative results for different cluster numbers in Table 11
to investigate the effect of over- and under-clustering on
reconstruction performance.

Storage Analysis. Lastly, We only need to store the po-
sition attributes of the pruned Gaussians and the fine-tuned
tiny MLPS weights for each cluster. The min-max values
for normalization are shared across all clusters, with only
negligible 59 floating numbers (2e-4MB) needed. Table 10
illustrates the storage of each component across Mip-NeRF
360 dataset, Tanks&Templates dataset, and Deep Blending.

Cluster attributes for MLP fitting instead of local fit-
ting. 3DGS does not show local smoothness on attributes

Table 12. Comparison of local- and attribute-based clustering.

Dataset Deep Blending [14]

Method PSNR SSIM LPIPS Storage

local-based(position only) 28.95 0.899 0.261 13.02MB
attribute-based(all attributes) 29.91 0.906 0.254 12.98MB

and nearby Gaussians could show significantly different at-
tributes, which makes local clustering unsuitable and fitting
difficult. Therefore, we adopt attribute-based clustering
for MLP fitting instead of local fitting. We also compare
clustering based on local-based (position) and attribute-
based clustering in Table. 12.

Training Time and Memory Usage. For small-scale
object scenes, NeuralGS requires approximately 25 min-
utes for training time. For unbounded scenes, NeuralGS
takes around 70 minutes to complete the training due to the
increased number of points and more tiny MLPs for more
clusters. As another post-training compression method,
MesonGS [42] requires 100 minutes with a fine-tuning
stage to recover rendering quality. For large outdoor scenes,
24GB of memory is needed for 120 clusters.

Attribute Distribution. As shown in Figure 7, the orig-
inal 3D Gaussian attributes exhibit significant variations,
and clustering based on attributes substantially enhances the
similarity among Gaussians within the same cluster. How-
ever, as indicated by std of the position and opacity attribute
in (2), direct clustering based on raw attributes tends to
overly rely on attributes with large differences for original
values, such as position. To address this issue, we perform
Gaussian clustering using normalized attributes, which fur-
ther improves the attribute similarity within each cluster.

9. Additional Discussion on Related Works

Difference with FreGS for frequency loss. Our approach
differs from FreGS [46]. To enhance high-frequency detail
during fine-tuning, we incorporate fixed-bandwidth high-
frequency supervision with the traditional L1/SSIM loss,
while FreGS discards traditional losses and progressively
introduces high-frequency components from the ground
truth, starting from low frequencies.

Difference with anchor-based methods. Our method
fundamentally differs from the local anchor-based works [4,
23, 40]. 3D Gaussians within each cluster are globally dis-
tributed after attribute-based clustering. The tiny MLP of
each cluster is a global neural field which maps locations
to attributes of globally distributed Gaussians within each
cluster, similar to NeRF [25], whereas anchors are feature
vectors used for local Gaussian prediction, akin to Voxels
(Plenoxel [11], InstantNGP [27]). Since NeRF is ideally
more compact than Voxels to represent the same scene, we
adopt NeRF-like neural fields to fit attributes.

Difference between neural fields and quantization.



Note that our neural field representations are more compact
than simple quantization [9, 28]. Our approach employs
multiple neural fields based on clustering, allowing predic-
tions to vary with spatial positions, which means that we
learn a compact function to map locations to different at-
tributes. In contrast, vector quantization typically relies on
a shared codebook to map similar attributes to the same in-
dex, limiting the flexibility of attribute fitting.
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