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Figure 1. Teaser – We render a 3DGS radiance field using an unbiased Monte Carlo estimator of the volume rendering equation. Unlike
prior radiance field approaches, our method does not require sorted back-to-front rendering. This results in fast, portable, and pop-free
rendering that is easy to implement. The number of Monte Carlo samples per pixel allows a trade-off between interactivity and visual
quality, similar to physically-based rendering. From left to right, we increase the number of samples per pixel, which increases visual
fidelity at a predictable increase in rendering cost. We report the mean square error (MSE) and render time on an NVIDIA RTX 4090.

Abstract

3D Gaussian splatting (3DGS) is a popular radiance field
method, with many application-specific extensions. Most
variants rely on the same core algorithm: depth-sorting of
Gaussian splats then rasterizing in primitive order. This
ensures correct alpha compositing, but can cause render-
ing artifacts due to built-in approximations. Moreover, for
a fixed representation, sorted rendering offers little con-
trol over render cost and visual fidelity. For example,
and counter-intuitively, rendering a lower-resolution im-
age is not necessarily faster. In this work, we address the
above limitations by combining 3D Gaussian splatting with

stochastic rasterization. Concretely, we leverage an unbi-
ased Monte Carlo estimator of the volume rendering equa-
tion. This removes the need for sorting, and allows for ac-
curate 3D blending of overlapping Gaussians. The number
of Monte Carlo samples further imbues 3DGS with a way to
trade off computation time and quality. We implement our
method using OpenGL shaders, enabling efficient rendering
on modern GPU hardware. At a reasonable visual quality,
our method renders more than four times faster than sorted
rasterization.
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1. Introduction
Recent advances in novel view synthesis have been driven
by the success of neural radiance fields (NeRF) [29] and
3D Gaussian splatting (3DGS) [18]. The former produced
high-quality visuals at a low rendering speed, while the
latter enabled efficient rendering with comparable visual
quality. 3DGS represents a scene as a set of anisotropic
3D Gaussians that can be “splatted” [56] in rasterization
pipelines, enabling real-time viewing and efficient training.

In 3DGS, 3D Gaussians are flattened onto camera-
oriented billboards that not only prevent accurate volumet-
ric intermixing [25], but must also be depthwise sorted for
rasterization [57]. This global sorting operation is compu-
tationally expensive and introduces popping artifacts [36],
as the sort order is view-dependent: small camera move-
ments can result in temporal discontinuities in the rendered
images. Further, there is no straightforward way to bal-
ance rendering cost vs. visual fidelity. One might assume
that reducing the rendering resolution would lead to faster
rasterization... yet, we observe the opposite in our exper-
iments. Overall, this limits 3DGS’s use on low-end hard-
ware and in latency-critical applications, such as robotics
and autonomous driving. Finally, most implementation use
custom software rasterizers or GPGPU frameworks such as
CUDA. Software rasterizers are notoriously hard to opti-
mize, and often cannot match the performance of the hard-
ware stack [23]. Additionally, many GPGPU frameworks
are vendor-specific, reducing portability.

Several previous works address popping artifacts, ren-
dering performance, and portability, but typically improve
only one, at the expense of the others. Popping can be al-
leviated by per-pixel depth sorting, but this introduces extra
computational demands. While this cost can be amortized
using clever spatial biases [36], per-pixel sorting cannot
fully solve volumetric intermixing of 3D Gaussians. Con-
stant density ellipsoids allow analytical intermixing [25],
but are slow to render because they replace sorting with ex-
pensive ray tracing. Other methods [15] reduce the render-
ing cost and the popping artifacts by using a mix of per-pixel
sorted lists and weighted order-independent transparency,
but this comes at a cost in terms of portability since they
need to implement complicated GPGPU kernels hindering
cross-platform adoption. An orthogonal route to reduce ren-
der cost is to reduce the number of Gaussians [20]. Finally,
packages such as Splatapult [41] implement an OpenGL-
based rasterization pipeline, but do not outperform the orig-
inal CUDA 3DGS implementation.

We instead propose to render 3D Gaussians using
stochastic transparency (ST) [8]; see Figure 2. Stochas-
tic transparency replaces sorted alpha blending by an un-
biased Monte Carlo estimator. Practically, transparency is
rendered by probabilistically selecting individual, opaque,
samples that are averaged together with multi-sampling [6].

Alpha blending Stochastic transparency (4 SPP)

Figure 2. Blending vs. stochastic – We visualize a 1D and 3D
example of the different ways to compute transparency. Two fore-
ground Gaussians are composited on a white background.

Individual samples are rendered using order-independent Z-
buffering, without sorting. We provide unbiased Monte-
Carlo estimators of both the forward alpha blending and the
gradient computation. The reverse-mode gradient estima-
tor also permits sorting-free training and is largely agnos-
tic to the primitive type and could be used for other semi-
transparent representations (e.g., triangle soups). We also
do an early analysis on proper volumetric intermixing of
3D Gaussians by extending the theory of stochastic trans-
parency. Critically, all of the above is naturally compati-
ble with the hardware rasterization pipeline, allowing us a
portable OpenGL implementation of our method.

At one sample per pixel (SPP), our OpenGL implemen-
tation renders up to 4× faster than the original CUDA im-
plementation, enabling latency-critical applications, such
as open-vocabulary 3D object localization [19], which we
demonstrate. Higher SPP increase quality and render time,
approaching the PSNR of alpha-blended 3DGS. One key
advantage is that downstream applications can dynamically
adjust sampling at rendering time, allowing them to trade-
off latency against quality; see Figure 1.

2. Related Work

Order-independent transparency. While current 3DGS
methods rely on sorted alpha blending, there is a rich liter-
ature on order-independent transparency for rasterization-
based real-time rendering. Prior work can be classified
into: (1) stochastic methods [8, 21, 48], that probabilis-
tically discard fragments based on their opacity to create
Monte Carlo estimators of the alpha blending equation and
(2) non-stochastic methods that avoid sorting by using per-
pixel linked lists [49], depth peeling [9], weighted blend-
ing [27], moments [30], or deep learning [43] to (approxi-
mately) composite transparent fragments.

Given the success of order-independent transparency in
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real-time graphics, it becomes desirable to incorporate these
techniques with 3DGS. Recent pre-prints [15, 17] combine
3DGS with non-stochastic order-independent transparency,
but stochastic variants remain unexplored. We bridge this
gap by extensively studying stochastic transparency with
3DGS, both in terms of rendering and training, enabled by
our novel stochastic gradient estimator.

Popping artifacts. Real-time graphics eschew sorting
primitives due to both the computational cost and the inex-
istence of a consistent global ordering of non-trivial prim-
itives. In 3DGS this is overlooked, because most prim-
itives have a relatively small spatial extent. This intro-
duces artifacts often dubbed as “popping”, where a small
motion of the camera forces a change in the order of the
primitives introducing a sharp discontinuity in the alpha
blending equation. These artifacts are particularly notice-
able in immersive contexts like virtual reality. Radl et al.
[36] address this using per-pixel sorting based on the max-
imal Gaussian response. While this eliminates popping ar-
tifacts, it introduces prohibitive computational costs, neces-
sitating complex approximate sorting through a multi-stage
hierarchical renderer. EVER [25] addresses popping ar-
tifacts by ray tracing constant density ellipsoids to com-
pute the full volume rendering equation, rather than ap-
proximate alpha-blending. However, this approach is sig-
nificantly slower than rasterization. In contrast, stochastic
transparency uniquely eliminates popping by trading sort-
ing for some noise in the final image.

Fast 3DGS rendering and training. While 3DGS [18] of-
fered a significant speedup over NeRF-based methods, sub-
sequent works have further improved performance. Numer-
ous improvements have been made to the implementation
of training and rendering routines [14, 15, 26, 50]. Further
speedups can be made by reducing the number of Gaussians
and compressing their attributes. This is covered in an ex-
tensive literature review [3]. Any approach that reduces the
number of primitives readily complements our work and is
likely to improve rendering performance.

Differentiable Monte Carlo methods. We introduce a
novel Monte Carlo gradient estimator for stochastic trans-
parency. Such differentiable Monte Carlo estimators are
commonly used in physically-based inverse rendering [12,
22, 31, 45, 53, 55]. Various works propose differentiable
Monte Carlo methods for neural radiance fields [24, 44] or
surface reconstruction [16], and Condor et al. [5] differen-
tiate physically-based Monte Carlo ray tracing of 3D Gaus-
sian primitives. Deliot et al. [7] applied stochastic simul-
taneous perturbation gradients to real-time rendering algo-
rithms, including standard 3DGS. Beyond rendering, differ-
entiable Monte Carlo methods find application in nuclear
engineering [28], finance [11], atmospheric physics [42]
and inverse partial differential equation problems [51].

3. Method
Kerbl et al. [18] represents a 3D scene in 3DGS as a col-
lection of anisotropic 3D Gaussians G={gi}. Given a set
of posed images {In}, we optimize the parameters of the
3D Gaussians G to photometrically reconstruct the scene.
Each gi is parameterized as θ={µ,Σ, α, c}, where µ is the
mean, Σ is the covariance matrix, α is the opacity, and c is
the view-dependent color modeled using spherical harmon-
ics [37]. We start by reviewing the classical alpha-blending
based rendering of 3DGS in Section 3.1, and then introduce
our stochastic transparency algorithm in Section 3.2.

3.1. Sorted alpha blending
To calculate the radiance C at a given pixel, we aggregate
the radiances emitted by L primitives that intersect the as-
sociated ray, blending them in depth (z) order [34]:

C =

L∑
i=1

ciαi

∏
zk<zi

(1− αk) (1)

where zk<zi denotes all primitives in front of primitive i.
While it can be shown that this expression derives from vol-
ume rendering [40], the product of terms in (1) requires
sorting the primitives along z, then blend radiances in either
back-to-front or front-to-back order. As sorting is indepen-
dent of how many pixels one needs to render, we simply
lose the ability to trade off accuracy with speed.

Sorting is done with respect to the z coordinates of the
Gaussian means µk remapped to the coordinate frame of
the current camera, and the covariance is projected via a
linear approximation of the non-linear projection process
to the camera’s view point, as proposed by Zwicker et al.
[57]. This effectively treats each Gaussian as a billboard,
flattening it parallel to the camera’s imaging plane.

3.2. Stochastic transparency
Stochastic transparency (ST) [8] avoids sorting by stochas-
tically estimating alpha blending in (1). Avoiding sort-
ing when rendering transparent elements is critical, because
(i) primitives often do not have a global unique sorting order
across all pixels, (ii) sorting can be computationally expen-
sive, and (iii) in the context of volume rendering the 3D
extent of primitives influences the intermixing of colors.

Stochastic transparency approximates transparency by
randomly assigning a number of fully opaque samples per
pixel proportional to a fragment’s opacity, and averaging
these samples to produce the final pixel color without sort-
ing.1 In our context, the opacity of a fragment is propor-
tional to the opacity of the Gaussian α, and to its distance
from the mean µ, as measured by the projected covariance

1Note that as we do not use multi-sampling anti-aliasing, making frag-
ments synonymous with pixels.
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z ←∞ , C← cbackground
for each Gaussian i in unsorted order do

Compute αi and depth zi
Sample u ∼ U(0, 1)
if u < αi and zi < z then

C← ci
z ← zi

end if
end for

Listing 1. Pseudocode for stochastic transparency.

matrix Σ. Stochastic transparency can also be interpreted
as a randomized extension of classical screen-door trans-
parency [10, Chapter 16], where, instead of a randomized
selection, a fixed pattern is employed to discard fragments.
Simple example. As a simple example, consider a single
3D Gaussian g covering pixel p with opacity α=0.5; in this
case, if we sample x∼U(0, 1) and accept g only when x>α,
approximately 50% of the pixel’s samples will randomly se-
lect this Gaussian. We next formalize this idea to generalize
to rendering an arbitrary number of Gaussians.
Formalization. Formally, stochastic transparency is a
Monte Carlo estimator of (1). It estimates the radiance C by
randomly sampling a summand i (i.e., the i-th Gaussian):

C ≈ 1

P (i)
ciαi

∏
zk<zi

(1− αk), (2)

where P (i) is the probability mass function of the random
index i. This estimator is unbiased, as long as P (i)>0 for
any non-zero summand. The standard approach is to use:

P (i) = αi

∏
zk<zi

(1− αk). (3)

The division by this probability mass function cancels out
part of the sample weight, leading to a simple estimator:

C ≈ ci for i ∼ P. (4)

Thus, a pixel has the probability P (C=ci)=P (i) to pick
color ci. In practice, we average multiple independent sam-
ples per pixel to reduce estimator noise.
Pseudocode. Listing 1 provides pseudocode for the above
estimator. By testing that the depth of the current sample
is smaller than the previously selected one, we sample ex-
actly according to P (i) [8]. In the fragment shader, this
is implemented by using standard depth testing and calling
discard on samples where u≥αi. This only requires ac-
cess to the current Gaussian’s opacity and works for any
primitive ordering. Figure 2 further shows a toy example of
using this estimator on two Gaussians.

3.3. Differentiable stochastic transparency
Applying stochastic transparency to inverse rendering prob-
lems requires computing the gradient of the photometric
loss L with respect to the primitive parameters θ. Primar-
ily, we require gradients with respect to color ∂L/∂c, and
gradients with respect to opacity ∂L/∂α.
Gradient estimator. We take inspiration from the differen-
tiable rendering literature [45], and use a detached gradient
estimator [45, 52] to correctly differentiate the binary sam-
pling decision in Listing 1. We derive this estimator by ap-
plying the gradient operator to the alpha blending equation:

∇θC =

L∑
i=1

∇θ

[
ciαi

∏
zk<zi

(1− αk)

]
. (5)

We then form an unbiased Monte Carlo gradient estimator
by again sampling a summand according to P (i). Crucially,
we explicitly do not differentiate P (i) itself and obtain:

∇θC ≈
1

P (i)
∇θ

[
ciαi

∏
zk<zi

(1− αk)

]
. (6)

Substituting the definition of P (i) from (3) and differenti-
ating L with respect to c and α, we get:

∂L
∂ci

=
∂L
∂C

∂L
∂czk<zi

= 0 (7)

∂L
∂αi

=
∂L
∂C

ci
αi

∂L
∂αzk<zi

=
∂L
∂C

−ci
1− αzk<zi

, (8)

where subscript i denotes the sampled primitive, and
∂L/∂C is the photometric loss gradient, dependent upon
the loss formulation (L1, SSIM, ...). Note how in (7) only
the i-th Gaussian receives gradients with respect to its color,
while the others have a zero gradient. Meanwhile, (8) shows
how the i-th Gaussian, and ones closer to the camera receive
a gradient with respect to their opacity. The Gaussians be-
hind the sampled one do not receive any gradient. Finally,
our derivation is not specific to 3DGS, and applies to any
representation rendered with stochastic transparency.
Decorrelated loss gradient. A well-known challenge for
differentiable Monte Carlo methods is that the derivative of
the loss function is a product of two terms that are corrupted
by noise (i.e., they are both random variables):

∂L
∂θ

=
∂L
∂C

∂C

∂θ
. (9)

where θ are the geometry parameters. If the noise in both
terms is correlated, we get biased gradients, which harm
optimization. Following [2, 12], we use different random
samples to evaluate the two factors above. If L is the L2
loss, the decorrelated evaluation results in unbiased gradi-
ents. For other loss functions, it at least reduces bias. Unbi-
ased gradient estimation for arbitrary loss functions applied
to a Monte Carlo estimator is an open problem.
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Alpha blending Ours (128 SPP) Ours (512 SPP)

Figure 3. Gradient validation – We compare alpha blending gra-
dients to our stochastic estimator with 128 and 512 SPP. Red and
blue colors encode positive and negative values, respectively. Our
estimator accurately approximates the alpha blending gradients.

3DGS StopThePop [36] vs. ours

Figure 4. Popping in 3DGS – (left) As sorting in 3DGS is done
with respect to the z distance of the Gaussian mean from the
camera, a small camera rotation can cause visible “popping” ar-
tifacts (i.e., sudden pixel color changes). (right) StopThePop [36]
corrects for this behavior by associating a surface with each Gaus-
sian, and determining the depth z per-fragment (dashed line),
rather than per-Gaussian. Our solution leads to visually compa-
rable results, but approximates this surface linearly (solid line), so
that per-fragment depth z can be computed efficiently in hardware.

Practical algorithm. The presence of ci in (8) implies that
we need access to the result of the forward pass to compute
gradients. We therefore follow path replay backpropaga-
tion [45] and compute gradients in three passes:

1. In a first pass, we render an image and evaluate ∂L/∂C.
2. We then render a decorrelated image using a different

random seed, giving us ci
3. Finally, we replay the second pass by re-rendering using

the same random seed and using the stored ci to compute
parameter gradients.

Validation. We validate our estimator by comparing to the
gradients of the sorted alpha blending implementation. For
easier visual interpretation, we use our reverse-mode gra-
dient implementation to compute a gradient image. We
do this by backpropagating an L1 loss separately for each
pixel, and visualizing the sum of the x-component of the
positional gradients of all Gaussians affecting a given pixel.
As shown in Figure 3, our method produces noisy gradients
that closely match those of alpha blending in structure.

Alpha blending Pop-free Our full intermixing
Figure 5. Fully volumetric intermixing – While alpha blending
(left) suffers from popping and “pop-free” variants (middle) show
discontinuities, our full volumetric intermixing (right) accurately
composes overlapping Gaussians.

3.4. Removing popping artifacts
A naive implementation of stochastic transparency re-uses
the billboard geometry of 3DGS, and consequently, to com-
pute the depths zi, the means of the Gaussians. As we
will see in Section 4.2, at low sample count this provides
high rendering efficiency, as we do not require a global sort.
However, popping artifacts still exist, as the computation
of zi is analogous to the one in 3DGS, small changes in
the camera rotation can therefore change the order of prim-
itives, and cause visible video artifacts; see Figure 4.
The stop-the-pop way. Radl et al. [36] overcome the pop-
ping problem by computing the per-fragment (vs. per-
Gaussian) depth. Their core idea is to compute the location
of the peak of the Gaussian density along the ray. When
coupled with a (computationally expensive) per-pixel sort-
ing of Gaussians, this can provide a pop-free rendering.
This can be interpreted as finding “maximum density sur-
face” of the Gaussian, visualized in 2D in Figure 4, and us-
ing it to define fragment depths. However, per-fragment up-
dates of depth are not particularly efficient, as early-discard
mechanisms implemented in hardware [13] can only exe-
cute for fragments whose depth has not been modified by a
shader. While in our setting we can forego sorting, the in-
ability to early-discard fragments still affects us, which lead
us to propose a different approach, described next.
Our simplified way. We propose to avoid this inefficiency
by foregoing per-fragment depth changes. Instead, we ori-
ent our billboards to linearly approximate the maximum
density surface. If the ray associated with a pixel has origin
o, the plane can be defined as:

n⊤(x− µ
)

= 0, where n = Σ−1
(
µ− o

)
(10)

By approximating this surface with a plane, we can easily
use the interpolation kernels within the hardware rasterizer
to compute the splat’s depth. This approach adds no extra
time to the render process and gives us popping-free render-
ing with a similar PSNR to [36] at higher sample counts.
Fully volumetric intermixing. If maximum rendering fi-
delity is desired and the cost of per-fragment depth modi-
fication is acceptable, stochastic transparency can naturally
support full volumetric intermixing. The key insight is that
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this can be achieved by replacing the fixed depth of a Gaus-
sian by a sampled free-flight distance. For this, we first ex-
press the total contribution of a single Gaussian using the
Beer-Lambert law:

∫∞
0

σi(xt) exp
(
−
∫ t

0
σi(xs) ds

)
ci dt,

where the opacity of a Gaussian is reparametrized using a
spatially-varying extinction function σi and xa:=o+a·d for
a ray (o,d). We follow [5] and sample a free-flight dis-
tance t proportional to p(t) = σi(xt) exp(−

∫ t

0
σi(xs) ds).

To handle overlapping Gaussians, we adapt decomposition
tracking [32]: If two Gaussians overlap, we sample a free-
flight distance according to each and take the minimum.
This accurately resolves overlap of an arbitrary number of
Gaussians without additional data structures, sorting, or ray
tracing, and readily fits into the stochastic transparency al-
gorithm. We simply need to replace the computation of zi
by a probabilistic sampling zi ∼ p(t). We show an example
rendering of two overlapping Gaussians in Fig. 5. See the
supplemental for the full free-flight sampling routine.

4. Experiments

We evaluate rendering performance on the real-world
scenes from the MipNerf360 [4] dataset. For demonstrat-
ing semantic object localization with single-sample render-
ing we use the LERF dataset [19] – it consists of complex
in-the-wild scenes, designed for 3D object localization.

Baselines. For rendering baselines, we compare the perfor-
mance of our method against the original 3DGS implemen-
tation [18] that uses CUDA, as well as Splatapult [41], an
equivalent OpenGL implementation. We also compare with
StopThePop [36], a pop-free method for 3DGS rendering.

Metrics. We compute the standard metrics of peak signal-
to-noise ratio (PSNR), structural similarity index met-
ric (SSIM) [46], and learned perceptual image patch sim-
ilarity (LPIPS) [54]. We report the average per-frame pro-
cessing time for all methods on the MipNerf360 scenes.

Implementation details. To demonstrate portability, we
implement our method in both CUDA and OpenGL. Our
CUDA implementation builds on the existing 3DGS frame-
work by Kerbl et al. [18] and our OpenGL implementation
builds upon Splatapult [41]. We evaluate on a Windows lap-
top equipped with an NVIDIA Quadro T1000 Max-Q GPU,
and Linux desktops with an NVIDIA RTX 3090 and RTX
4090. Rather than training from scratch, we fine-tune a
trained 3DGS scene with the CUDA implementation of our
method for 1000 iterations. As we are fine-tuning, we do
not apply densification or pruning, and we optimize posi-
tions using a learning rate of 5×10−5 with 128 samples. We
keep all other hyperparameters the same. On average, the
finetuning process requires approximately 14 minutes on an
NVIDIA RTX 3090 GPU for scenes from MipNerf360.

Frame t Frame t+1 FLIP error

Figure 6. Popping artifact – The top row displays two consec-
utive frames, fine-tuned and rendered using our StochasticSplats,
along with their corresponding FLIP error map [1]. The bottom
row presents the same frames processed with standard 3DGS. The
foreground error indicates popping while the background errors
are due to the camera motion.

Ours (SPP)
3DGS StopThePop 1 4 16 64 256 1024

PSNR 28.99 28.79 17.95 22.81 26.25 27.93 28.50 28.66
SSIM 0.869 0.870 0.285 0.512 0.714 0.819 0.856 0.867
LPIPS 0.185 0.181 0.611 0.493 0.351 0.235 0.178 0.168

Table 1. Novel view synthesis – quantitative results of differ-
ent methods on MipNerf360 scenes. StochasticSplats is finetuned
on StopThePop-trained scenes using 128 SPP, and rendered using
varying number of samples.

4.1. Rendering quality

Qualitative results – Figs. 6 and 7. We show two
scenes (Room and Kitchen) in Figure 7 from the MipN-
erf360 dataset. As shown, our method allows a trade-off
between quality and rendering time. Figure 6 further high-
lights that popping is handled properly. Note that, due to
the sorting-free nature of our method, any popping free for-
mulations can be easily integrated into our method.

Quantitative results – Tab. 1. We report the PSNR values
of our fine-tuned scenes rendered with varying numbers of
samples, alongside comparisons to 3DGS and StopThePop.
We use our pop compensation from Section 3.4. By increas-
ing the number of samples per pixel, our method approaches
the quality of alpha blending. While the Monte Carlo noise
affects metric, i.i.d. noise is visually often less distracting
than structured artifacts. Additionally, as we show in Sec-
tion 4.4 and Section 4.4, this can be mitigated via tempo-
ral anti-aliasing, and even without any mitigation, does not
harm downstream perception tasks.
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1 SPP 4 SPP 16 SPP 128 SPP Alpha blending
Figure 7. Qualitative results – for the Room and Kitchen scenes from the MipNerf360 dataset are shown in Fig. 7. We compare
StochasticSplats using 1, 4, and 16 samples per pixel against the standard alpha blending approach. Even with just 1 sample per pixel, our
method produces reasonable renderings, and with 16 samples, the results closely match the quality of alpha blending.

Ours-OpenGL (SPP)
3DGS-CUDA 3DGS-OpenGL StopThePop 1 2 4 8 16

T1000 65.08 100.28 75.91 16.23 18.95 24.71 37.51 61.25
RTX3090 8.14 32.15 9.48 3.25 4.18 6.42 15.31 18.48
RTX4090 5.60 20.70 - 1.85 2.05 2.86 6.71 8.00

Table 2. Forward pass time – in milliseconds for different tech-
niques on MipNerf360-trained scenes on three different GPUs.
The values are averaged over all scenes and all views.

Ours (SPP)
3DGS StopThePop 1 8 128

23.06 25.77 18.10 33.19 478.93

Table 3. Backward pass time – in milliseconds of the CUDA
code for StochasticSplats (as we vary SPP), 3DGS [18], StopThe-
Pop [36], averaged over test views of the MipNerf360 scenes on
an RTX 3090 GPU.

4.2. Computation time

Forward pass timings – Tab. 2. We compare the forward
rendering time of our method implemented in OpenGL,
against 3DGS on both CUDA and OpenGL, as well as

StopThePop [36] on CUDA. We report timings with a vary-
ing number of samples per pixel, exercising our method’s
ability to trade off performance and quality. With a single
sample, our method achieves 2× to 4× lower latency com-
pared to alpha-blended 3DGS, depending on the hardware;
see Table 2. For higher sample counts, we employ super-
sampling: render at a higher resolution and then downsam-
ple to the target display resolution.

Our method is unique at being fast, portable and pop-
free at the same time. The portability of our method is only
comparable with the 3DGS-OpenGL variant, that has pop-
ping artifacts and is relatively slow. StopThePop cannot be
easily ported to standard graphics frameworks, and 3DGS-
CUDA slows down significantly when ported to OpenGL.
This is because the CUDA radix sort routines utilize plat-
form specific optimizations [33].

Backward pass timings – Tab. 3. We further report the
computation time for a single backward pass, this time with
the CUDA implementation for all methods, as training typ-
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Figure 8. Timings at lower resolution – Render timings (mil-
liseconds) at different downsampled resolutions for our method
(OpenGL) and alpha blending (CUDA) with different tile sizes on
an NVIDIA RTX 3090.

Figure 9. Temporal anti-aliasing – StochasticSplats at 1 SPP
without (left) and with (right) TAA after moving along a trajec-
tory for 70 frames. TAA introduces a negligible latency increase.
Video examples can be found in the supplementary.

ically is done on CUDA devices.

4.3. Lowering resolution does not enhance speed
Our method inherently offers a performance vs. quality
trade-off. Attempting to naively integrate such a trade-off
into 3DGS, such as reducing rendering resolution, does not
work well. Simply lowering the rendering resolution does
not speed up rasterization – the same number of Gaussians
must be processed, and the view frustum for each pixel in-
creases. In short, more Gaussians contribute to each pixel,
increasing the computation time per pixel. Figure 8 reports
rendering times for our method (OpenGL) and alpha blend-
ing (AB-CUDA) with various tile sizes. While AB render
time decreases to some degree, it starts to increase after a
point, as the Gaussian count per-tile increases. No configu-
ration can reach the rendering speed of our method (1 SPP).

4.4. Making the most out of a single sample
We now practically demonstrate that even a single-sample
rendering strategy can be useful.
Temporal anti-aliasing – Fig. 9. In interactive appli-
cations, multiple frames are rendered in rapid succession.

(a) Green apple (AB) (b) Green apple (ours)

(c) Chopsticks (AB) (d) Chopsticks (ours)

Figure 10. Open vocabulary localization – Qualitative com-
parison of open-vocabulary 3D object localization on the LERF
dataset using alpha blending vs. StochasticSplats at 1 SPP.

Teatime Ramen Waldo-Kitchen Figurines Mean

AB 88.1 73.2 95.5 80.4 84.3
Ours 88.1 73.2 86.4 80.4 82.0

Table 4. Open vocabulary localization – accuracy on the LERF
dataset using alpha blending (AB) and StochasticSplats at 1 SPP.

A common strategy to further reduce variance is to av-
erage pixel values across frames by reusing information
from previous renderings [39]. We employ temporal anti-
aliasing (TAA) to not only mitigate aliasing artifacts, but
also accumulate samples over time, achieving an effec-
tively higher sample count at minimal cost. Frame-to-frame
consistency is maintained by warping previously rendered
frames according to per-pixel depth whenever the camera
moves. As shown in Figure 9, this greatly reduces render-
ing noise, while maintaining low latency. We provide im-
plementation details in the appendix, and our supplemental
video demonstrates TAA applied to 1-SPP frames.
Semantic localization – Fig. 10 and Tab. 4. We further
show that while the single-sample render has low PSNR, it
is still useful. Specifically, we use LangSplat [35] and re-
place their alpha blending renderer with our method, and
follow their pipeline to localize objects. As shown in Fig-
ure 10, while our renders are noisy, it still properly renders
semantics such that the localizer can correctly identify its
location. There is a moderate reduction in accuracy (Tab. 4),
but we achieve 4× faster rendering speed.

5. Conclusion
We proposed a sorting-free stochastic rendering method
for 3D Gaussian splatting, that is, technically, compatible
with any semi-transparent representation. We derive both
the forward (rendering) and backward (gradient) passes for

8



stochastic rendering, allowing a quality vs. cost trade off,
and renders without popping artifacts. Our OpenGL imple-
mentation renders 2× – 4× faster with reasonable quality,
demonstrating high portability.
Limitations and future works. While we obtain reason-
able quality when rendering with low sample counts, our
results are noisy. Future work could focus on reducing
the variance of both forward and backward estimators,
for example using importance sampling, stratified sam-
pling [21] or control variates. Moreover, quality could
further be improved by leveraging lightweight (neural)
denoising algorithms, similar to how diffusion models are
used in conjunction with rough 3D renderings [38, 47].
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StochasticSplats:
Stochastic Rasterization for Sorting-Free 3D Gaussian Splatting

Supplementary Material

1. Per-scene results
Table 5 and Table 6 show the times for different scenes and
different rendering techniques.

2. Tighter image-space bounding box
As our method requires rasterizing all Gaussians without
an early termination transmittance threshold, any reduc-
tion in the number of Gaussians within each tile helps in
our CUDA implementation. 3DGS projects a 3D Gaus-
sian onto the image plane, resulting in a 2D Gaussian from
which an axis-aligned bounding box around its center is
computed in screen space. 3DGS uses a fix σ=3 to cut-
off the Gaussian contribution. We follow Radl et al. [36]
approach and use tO =

√
2 log(α/ϵO) with ϵo = 1/255 in

all our results, including 3DGS.
Given a 2D screen-space Gaussian, 3DGS computes

the major and minor eigenvectors and their corresponding
eigenvalues, λ1 and λ2. The larger eigenvalue provides a
bound on the Gaussian’s radius in screen space, scaled by
tO. The radius is then used to form an axis-aligned square
bounding box around the center of the projected Gaussian.

However, for elongated Gaussians, this square approxi-
mation introduces unnecessary overhead in a tile-based im-
plementation, increasing the number of per-tile-Gaussians.
Instead, a tighter bounding box can be derived by account-
ing for both eigenvalues and their associated eigenvectors.
Specifically, in each eigenvector direction vi, we set

∆i =
√
tO λi, i = 1, 2, (11)

In our OpenGL implementation, we also compute the
bounding-box corners as described above, which yields a
tighter fit, without requiring them to be axis-aligned. More-
over, by increasing the number of corner samples, we can
further refine this bounding region with minimal additional
effort.

3. Temporal anti-aliasing
At the first frame, we record each pixel’s world-space po-
sition x and color. For each subsequent frame, these 3D
points are projected into the new view to produce a warped
version of the previous average frame’s image. We then
compare the warped 3D coordinates with those computed
for the current frame. If they closely match, we blend both
the color and the x values. Otherwise, the sample count for
that pixel is reset. Let ct denote the color image at time t,

ST@1 ST@2 ST@4 ST@8 ST@16 AB-GL AB-CUDA

Room 1.91 3.14 5.70 16.24 20.49 13.73 5.92
Bonsai 1.55 2.47 4.43 12.58 15.64 10.13 4.50
Counter 2.08 3.62 6.70 19.39 24.10 12.24 5.75
Kitchen 2.83 4.51 7.96 22.33 27.28 17.86 7.41
Stump 4.12 4.42 5.09 8.98 10.72 35.80 8.90
Bicycle 5.13 5.48 6.27 11.89 14.00 64.14 12.44
Garden 5.13 5.62 6.83 13.77 16.11 73.19 12.07

Average 3.25 4.18 6.42 15.31 18.48 32.16 8.14

Table 5. Average rendering time on 3090 GPU

ST@1 ST@2 ST@4 ST@8 ST@16 AB-GL AB-CUDA

Room 0.99 1.40 2.33 6.98 8.35 8.87 3.76
Bonsai 0.83 1.16 1.89 5.40 6.39 6.42 2.89
Counter 1.03 1.59 2.75 8.33 9.84 8.20 3.83
Kitchen 1.42 2.05 3.41 9.60 11.20 11.36 4.89
Stump 2.15 2.29 2.64 4.26 5.09 24.15 6.32
Bicycle 2.71 2.88 3.35 5.63 6.50 41.17 9.08
Garden 2.79 3.01 3.66 6.78 7.62 44.74 8.46

Average 1.85 2.05 2.86 6.71 8.00 20.70 5.60

Table 6. Average rendering time on 4090 GPU

and µt−1 be the accumulated warped average from previous
frames. We update the color in the current frame by:

c̄t =
Nt−1

Nt−1 + 1
µt−1 +

1

Nt−1 + 1
ct, (12)

where Nt−1 represents the number of accumulated samples
up to frame t − 1. The same operation applies to the 3D
coordinates. We note this average position is well de-
fined for surfaces, but poorly approximated in less confident
“volumetric” regions. We define new samples that are fur-
ther from the warped mesh by more than a threshold τ to be
occluded, and reset accumulation for those pixels.

4. Free-flight distance sampling

For completeness, we describe the free-flight distance sam-
pling we use for volumetric intermixing in detail. Follow-
ing [5], we define a volumetric density for a 3D Gaussian:

σ(x) = σt exp

(
−1

2
(x− µ)TΣ−1(x− µ)

)
, (13)

where σt scales the density of the entire Gaussian uniformly
and x is a 3D position. The integral of this density along a

1



ray (o,d) can be analytically computed:∫ t

0

σ(xt) dt =σt

√
π√
2c

exp
(
(a2 − b)/2

)
·
(
erf

(
(a+ tc)/

√
2
)
− erf

(
a/
√
2
))
(14)

where t is the distance along the ray and we define:

a =
(o− µ)TΣ−1d

c
b = (o− µ)TΣ−1(o− µ)

c =
√
dTΣ−1d.

In turn, this enables the analytical computation of the
free-flight PDF p(t) = σ(xt) exp(−

∫ t

0
σ(xs) ds) and its

CDF, which is simply 1− exp(−
∫ t

0
σ(xs) ds). This allows

to derive an analytical inverse CDF sampling routine [5]:

d = erf
(√

2a
)
−
√

2

π
cσ−1

t exp
(
(b− a2)/2

)
log(1− u)

t =

{
1
c

(
−a+ erf−1(d)/d

)
if d ∈ (−1, 1)

∞ otherwise,

where u ∼ U(0, 1). The distance t computed using this
routine is distributed proportional to p(t).
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