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Abstract

Effective compression technology is crucial for 3DGS to
adapt to varying storage and transmission conditions.
However, existing methods fail to address size constraints
while maintaining optimal quality. In this paper, we intro-
duce SizeGS, a framework that compresses 3DGS within a
specified size budget while optimizing visual quality. We
start with a size estimator to establish a clear relationship
between file size and hyperparameters. Leveraging this esti-
mator, we incorporate mixed precision quantization (MPQ)
into 3DGS attributes, structuring MPQ in two hierarchical
levels—inter-attribute and intra-attribute—to optimize vi-
sual quality under the size constraint. At the inter-attribute
level, we assign bit-widths to each attribute channel by for-
mulating the combinatorial optimization as a 0-1 integer
linear program, which can be efficiently solved. At the
intra-attribute level, we divide each attribute channel into
blocks of vectors, quantizing each vector based on the opti-
mal bit-width derived at the inter-attribute level. Dynamic
programming determines block lengths. Using the size esti-
mator and MPQ, we develop a calibrated algorithm to iden-
tify optimal hyperparameters in just 10 minutes, achieving a
1.69× efficiency increase with quality comparable to state-
of-the-art methods.

1. Introduction
In recent years, 3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) [18] has rev-
olutionized 3D scene representation and has been widely
adopted in a variety of applications [4, 21, 23, 41, 51]. By
re-parameterizing point clouds into 3D Gaussian functions,
3DGS has achieved unprecedented reconstruction quality.
Moreover, with efficient CUDA implementation, real-time
rendering is enabled. Despite its success, 3DGS still faces
limitations in storage efficiency. To address this, various
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3DGS compression methods have been proposed [2]. How-
ever, these methods primarily aim to improve compression
quality, often overlooking requirements arising from appli-
cations such as volumetric video streaming [27, 41, 48] and
remote teleoperation [21]. These applications frequently
encounter fluctuating network bandwidth [8], leading to
jitter and blurriness that significantly impact user experi-
ence [7, 24]. Consequently, compressing 3DGS to accom-
modate varying network conditions is essential for enhanc-
ing the quality of service in these applications.

We define this requirement as the task of efficiently iden-
tifying a set of hyperparameters that compresses 3DGS to
a specified size while maximizing visual quality. Achiev-
ing this goal involves two primary challenges: 1) How to
generate hyperparameters based on the size budget, which
requires establishing a precise mapping between size and
hyperparameters. 2) Given multiple sets of hyperparame-
ters that meet the size budget, how to effectively select the
one that can maximize visual quality. This step requires
quickly estimating the highest achievable quality for each
set of hyperparameters.

To this end, we propose SizeGS, which incorporates a
size estimator to enable size-constrained hyperparameter
generation and introduces a hierarchical mixed precision
quantization scheme to identify the optimal configuration
within the size budget. First, to generate hyperparameters
based on the size budget, the key lies in constructing a
compression framework that ensures a simple relationship
between hyperparameters and size. Current compression
frameworks fall into two categories: offline [11, 32, 33, 44]
and online [6, 20, 26, 30, 33, 39, 42, 43, 45]. Offline meth-
ods perform compression without additional training, en-
suring time efficiency while also supporting fine-tuning for
improved visual quality. In contrast, online methods re-
quire training during file compression. This is because some
components of the compressed model, such as the learnable
mask [20, 39] or context model [6, 42], must be trained
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from scratch. This dependency makes it difficult to predict
the final size of the compressed model, complicating the re-
lationship between hyperparameters and model size. There-
fore, we choose an offline method, MesonGS [44]. Based
on this model, we define size as a multivariable function
of hyperparameters, including octree depth, reserve ratio,
and the number of blocks. Thus, generating hyperparam-
eters within a given size budget becomes an indeterminate
equation. To simplify solving this equation, we fix the hy-
perparameters for octree depth and the number of blocks,
focusing only on solving for the reserve ratio.

Second, to maximize compression quality, enhancing the
marginal compression performance of the chosen frame-
work is the primary consideration. We choose Scaf-
foldGS [28] as the base model and upgrade the uniform
block quantization in MesonGS to hierarchical mixed-
precision quantization (H-MPQ). This method divides each
channel of the attribute matrix into multiple blocks, requir-
ing bit-width settings for each channel and length settings
for each block, thus introducing additional hyperparame-
ters. To efficiently determine these MPQ settings, we use
the mean square error between the original and restored data
to measure information loss during compression. By mini-
mizing this information loss and setting the size budget as
a constraint, we formulate bit-width searching as a combi-
natorial optimization problem and effectively solve it with
0-1 linear programming. For block-length settings, we use
dynamic programming based on information loss. Based
on the size estimator and H-MPQ, we finally design a cali-
brated searching algorithm to find a hyperparameter set that
can fulfill the size budget while maximizing quality.

In summary, our contributions are as follows: 1) We
define the task of compressing 3DGS to a target size
and introduce an estimator to predict the compressed size,
enabling efficient hyperparameter search within the size
budget. 2) We propose a size-aware hierarchical mixed-
precision quantization scheme. At the inter-attribute level,
bit-width selection is formulated as a 0-1 ILP problem,
while at the intra-attribute level, a dynamic programming
algorithm partitions attribute channels into variable-length
blocks. 3) We design a calibrated algorithm that iden-
tifies size-constrained hyperparameter settings within 10
minutes, achieving 1.69× faster performance than state-of-
the-art methods, with comparable or superior results across
multiple datasets.

2. Related Work

2.1. 3D Gaussian Splatting and Its Compression

3D Gaussian Splatting [18] is proposed for reconstructing
3D scenes from 2D images, which represents a scene us-
ing a set of 3D Gaussian distributions. These Gaussians
capture the density, color, and opacity of the scene. It is

faster than previous methods [29] and can produce high-
quality, smooth results with fewer artifacts. Recently, a
lot of work has been proposed for compressing 3D Gaus-
sians. At first, they focused on compressing the original
3DGS model [11, 15, 20, 30–33, 39, 43, 44]. Then, many
works pay attention to compressing a more efficient GS
model [1, 12, 28, 34], in which ScaffoldGS [28] became the
hot spot. It proposed to divide anchors into voxels and intro-
duce an anchor feature for each voxel to grasp the common
attributes of neural Gaussians in the voxel, i.e., the neural
Gaussians are predicted by the anchor features. HAC [6]
proposed a tailored compression method for it, extracting a
context from the 3D coordinates to guide the quantization
and entropy encoding. ContextGS [42] divides anchors into
hierarchical levels and encodes them progressively.

However, these compression frameworks for ScaffoldGS
require training, and thus, the size varies greatly over time,
making size estimation under given hyperparameters chal-
lenging. This paper transfers the relatively easy-to-estimate
MesonGS to ScaffoldGS and conducts an in-depth analy-
sis of the compression components of MesonGS to build a
nearly delay-free size estimator. Though FCGS [5], a con-
temporary work, can produce a compressed model through
a single inference of a feed-forward model in 16 seconds on
an NVIDIA 3090, the feed-forward model can only com-
press a pre-trained 3DGS to one specific size. It cannot
compress the same 3DGS to a different size, lacking the
flexibility to adjust the compressed file size.

2.2. Mixed Precision Quantization

Mixed Precision quantization (MPQ) is a widely-used tech-
nique to improve the trade-off between the accuracy and
efficiency of neural networks [9, 10, 37, 40, 46]. The chal-
lenge with this approach is to find the right mixed-precision
setting for the different layers of neural networks. A brute
force approach is not feasible since the search space is expo-
nentially large in the number of layers. HAQ [40] employed
reinforcement learning to search this space. However, this
RL-based solution requires tremendous computational re-
sources. HAWQ [9, 10, 46] proposed first to assign each
layer a sensitivity score with the Hessian spectrum and then
formulate an ILP solution that can generate mixed-precision
settings with various constraints (such as model size and la-
tency). By identifying the opportunity to employ MPQ to
the attributes of the GS model to enhance the compression
quality, we propose a hierarchical scheme to quickly deter-
mine the optimal mixed-precision settings. Besides, 3DGS
compression has 16 bit options available, far exceeding 2 bit
options of HAWQ (INT4 and INT8). Directly using the in-
teger programming formulation from HAWQ3 [46] makes
it difficult to achieve good results. To address this, we es-
tablish a more general and fast 0-1 integer programming
formulation to determine the optimal bit-width for each at-

2



tribute channel. CA-NeRF [25] also uses the MPQ scheme.
However, their goal is to reduce the memory requirement
of NeRF, and it is not suitable for reducing the storage of
3DGS. Although HAC [6] employs MPQ, its granularity
is relatively coarse, whereas our method employs a finer-
grained, intra-channel quantization. More illustrations are
provided in the supplementary material.

3. Preliminary
3DGS [18] is an explicit 3D representation in the form of
point clouds, utilizing Gaussians to model the points. Each
Gaussian is characterized by a covariance matrix Σ and a
center point µ, which is referred to as the mean value of
the Gaussian: G(x) = e−

1
2 (x−µ)

>Σ−1(x−µ). To maintain
the positive definiteness of the covariance matrix Σ, 3DGS
decomposes Σ into a scaling matrix S = diag(s), s ∈ R3

and a rotation matrix R: Σ = RSS>R>. The rotation
matrix R is parameterized by a rotation quaternion q ∈ R4.
The backpropagation process is illustrated in [18].

When rendering novel views, the technique of splatting
[47, 52] is employed for the Gaussians within the camera
planes. As introduced by [53], using a viewing transform
denoted as W and the affine transform J, the covariance
matrix Σ′ in camera coordinates system can be computed
by Σ′ = JWΣW>J>.

In summary, each element of 3D Gaussians has the fol-
lowing parameters: (1) a 3D center µ ∈ R3; (2) a rota-
tion quaternion q ∈ R4; (3) a scale vector s ∈ R3; (4)
a color feature defined by spherical harmonics coefficients
SH ∈ Rh, with h = 3(d + 1)2, where d is the harmon-
ics degree; and (5) an opacity logit o ∈ R. Specifically, for
each pixel, the color and opacity of Gaussians are computed
using G(x). The blending of N ordered points that over-
lap the pixel is given by: C =

∑
i∈N ciαi

∏i−1
j=1(1− αj).

Here, ci and αi represent the density and color of this point
computed by a Gaussian with covariance Σ multiplied by a
per-point opacity and SH color coefficients.
Scaffold-GS [28] is a variant of 3DGS, widely adopted in
3DGS compression due to its low storage requirements. It
introduces anchor points to capture common attributes of
local 3D Gaussians. Specifically, the anchor points are ini-
tialized from neural Gaussians by voxelizing the 3D scenes.
Each anchor point has a context feature f ∈ R32, a loca-
tion x ∈ R3, a scaling factor l ∈ R6 and k learnable offset
O ∈ Rk×3. Given a camera at xc, anchor points are used
to predict the view-dependent neural Gaussians in their cor-
responding voxels as follows,

{ci, ri, si, αi}ki=0 = MLP(f ,σc, ~dc), (1)

where σc = ||x − xc||2, ~dc = x−xc

||x−xc||2 , the superscript i
represents the index of neural Gaussian in the voxel, si, ci ∈
R3 are the scaling and color respectively, and ri ∈ R4 is

the quaternion for rotation. In the left side of Fig. 1, the
positions of neural Gaussians are then calculated as

{µ0, ...,µk−1} = x + {O0, ...,Ok−1} · l:3, (2)

where x is the learnable positions of the anchor and l:3 is
the base scaling of its associated neural Gaussians. Af-
ter decoding the properties of neural Gaussians from an-
chor points, the remaining steps are the same as 3DGS [18].
By predicting the properties of neural Gaussians from the
anchor features and saving the properties of anchor points
only, Scaffold-GS greatly eliminates the redundancy among
3D neural Gaussians and decreases the storage demand.

4. Methodology
In this section, we introduce the compression pipeline and
the size estimator, followed by inter-attribute and intra-
attribute mixed-precision quantization. Building on these
components, we propose an algorithm to optimize hyperpa-
rameter settings that satisfy size constraints while maximiz-
ing visual quality.

4.1. Compression Pipeline and Size Estimator

Estimating the file size for compressed 3DGS is nontrivial.
First, the difficulty of size estimation varies across differ-
ent frameworks. We observe that the more modules that
require training, the harder it becomes to estimate the final
file size, especially for the online methods. For example,
the learnable masking module proposed by [20] requires
training; in HAC [6], context information extracted from
the coordinates needs to be trained from scratch, as well as
the hyperparameters used for entropy coding. These repre-
sentations, which need to be learned from scratch, result in
a compressed file size that is difficult to predict. In con-
trast, frameworks like MesonGS, which allow for offline
compression, are easier to predict since none of the mod-
ules require training. As shown in Fig. 2a, the final file size
of HAC fluctuates continuously during training, while the
size of MesonGS remains stable with almost no variation.
Therefore, we adopt the MesonGS framework for compres-
sion. Besides, we select ScaffoldGS as the base model as
it has been adopted by multiple state-of-the-art 3DGS com-
pression works [2, 6, 42].

We briefly introduce the proposed compression pipeline
under a given configuration. In Fig. 1, assuming there
are N anchor points, we first calculate the importance of
each anchor point by averaging the importance of gener-
ated Gaussian splats. Then, we prune the anchor points
based on the percentage τ , which means that τN anchor
points are reserved. The coordinates of the anchor points
are voxelized to form an octree. For anchor points within
the same voxel, we average the attributes to ensure that
each voxel corresponds to only one anchor point. Based
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Figure 1. Compression pipeline. An anchor point contains a location and multiple attributes, including features, scaling, and offsets.
Then, the figure shows the components of the pipeline, which involves pruning unimportant anchor points, performing voxelization on
the locations to generate an octree, applying Region Adaptive Hierarchical Transform (RAHT) to the attributes to generate DC and AC
coefficients, quantizing the AC coefficients using hierarchical mixed-precision quantization, and finally packing all the elements.
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Figure 2. Motivations behind the size estimator. (a): Compared
to online methods (i.e., HAC), offline methods (i.e., MesonGS)
have a more stable size during the finetuning. (b) τ vs. real /
estimated size. Data are collected from the bicycle scene.

on the voxelized coordinates, we apply region-adaptive hi-
erarchical transform (RAHT) to attributes A ∈ R(τN)×H ,
which produces the DC and AC coefficients. DC coeffi-
cients are stored in float format while the AC coefficients
are then quantized by a hierarchical MPQ scheme. Specif-
ically, each channel of the AC coefficients is partitioned
into K blocks, whose lengths are configured by the start in-
dices of blocks for the convenience of implementation, i.e.
n = {n1, n2, ..., nK}. After that, each block, an individual
quantization unit, is quantized with a given bit-width con-
figured by q = {q1, q2, ..., qH}. Here, blocks in the same
channel use the same bit-width. Finally, all components
are compressed by LZ77 [14, 49, 50] codec. The metadata
includes the octree depth d, the number of blocks K, and
block-length configs for each channel.

As shown by the green symbols in Fig 1, the final file size
is determined on the following hyperparameters, including
the pruning percentage τ ∈ [0, 1], octree depth d, the num-
ber of blocks K, the bit-widths q, and the block-lengths n.
Hence, we can estimate the size of the compressed file by

S =
1

8
((τN − 1)|q|︸ ︷︷ ︸

AC

+ 64τN︸ ︷︷ ︸
Octree

+ 32H︸︷︷︸
DC

+ 32KH︸ ︷︷ ︸
DP

+HK × 32× 2︸ ︷︷ ︸
Scales & Zero points

+ 2× 32︸ ︷︷ ︸
depth,K

) + 50× 1024︸ ︷︷ ︸
MLP

.
(3)

Here, (τN − 1)|q| refers to the estimated size of the com-

pressed AC coefficients. As we use a 64-bit integer to store
the 3D coordinate of an octree voxel, the total required stor-
age is estimated as 64τN . 32KH refers to the required stor-
age for block-lengths. Other terms follow the same logic.

Observing Eq. 3, if the other parameters are fixed, it can
be seen that estimated size S is a linear function of τ :

S(τ) =
1

8
(N |q|+ 64N)τ + C, (4)

where C is the remainder in Eq. 3. To verify this linear
relationship, we plot the τ and the corresponding actual file
size and the estimated file size in Fig. 2b by fixing other
hyperparameters. We can see these two lines exhibit a linear
relationship with the same slope. However, there is still
a constant difference between the two lines, which can be
further corrected. Specifically, we complete a compression
process to obtain the actual size, then compute and use the
residual ∆ to calibrate the size estimator: S∗ = S + ∆.

4.2. Inter-Attribute Mixed Precision Quantization

Based on the size estimator, we model the search problem
for setting the mixed precision of attributes as a 0-1 pro-
gramming problem to help search for other hyperparam-
eters. We introduce MPQ here because although offline
methods are more suitable for estimating the final size, pre-
fixing hyperparameters hinder the model from achieving
optimal performance. MesonGS also uses a uniform quan-
tization precision, which prevents it from obtaining better
compression results. Besides, attributes occupy over 90% of
the final storage, further compressing them offers the great-
est potential benefit.

Uniformly quantizing all the attributes to low-bitwidth
(e.g. INT4) could lead to significant quality degradation.
However, it is possible to benefit from low-precision quan-
tization by keeping a subset of sensitive attributes at high
precision. The basic idea is to keep sensitive channels at
higher precision and insensitive layers at lower precision.
An important component is that we directly consider the
size metric, to select the bit-precision configuration. Pre-
vious methods have been unable to control the file size of
the GS model. For example, given a desired file size, it has
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been difficult to identify the bit configuration that is clos-
est to this size while achieving the optimal quality. In this
work, we formalize the problem as an Integer Linear Pro-
gramming (ILP) problem.

Assume that for each attribute channel, there areB quan-
tization options (e.g., 2 options for INT4 or INT8). For
the AC coefficients with H attribute channels, the search
space of the ILP is BH . The objective of solving the ILP
is to find the best bit configuration among these BH possi-
bilities that optimally balances information loss Ω and the
user-specified file size. Each bit-precision setting can lead
to a different model perturbation. To simplify the problem,
we assume that the perturbations of each channel are inde-
pendent of one another. This allows us to precompute the
information loss of each channel separately, and it only re-
quires BH computations. For the information loss metric,
we use the mean square error between the original attributes
and the restored attributes1. Formally, we can precompute
the information loss matrix Ω ∈ RH×B with:

Ω(i, j) = ‖Âji −Ai‖
2. (5)

We decompose q into QB, where Q ∈ {0, 1}H×B and
B = [1, 2, ..., B]>. B is set as 16. Then the 0-1 ILP prob-
lem tries to find the right bit precision Q that minimizes the
information loss, as follows:

Objective: Ω�Q,

Subject to: S(Q) ≤ Model Size Limit,

∀i ∈ {0, ...,H − 1},
B∑
j=0

Qi,j = 1.

(6)

Here, S(Q) denotes the estimated file size, and � means
the Hadamard product. Note that we cannot solve the bit-
width setting if there is no size estimator. Since the number
of blocks and the bit-width setting influence each other, we
fix the number of blocks and only adjust the bit-width. We
solve this 0-1 ILP using open source PULP library [35].

4.3. Intra-Attribute Mixed Precision Quantization

Given a desired model size limitation, the ILP solver in
Sec. 4.2 generates optimal intra-attribute bit precision con-
figurations for different channels of attributes. In this part,
we develop methods at the single attribute level to optimally
slice a channel of attribute into K blocks. Our optimization
goal is to minimize the permutation loss for each channel of
the attribute when slicing a channel of attributes into multi-
ple blocks. Hence, the size of each block does not have to
be the same. Note that incorporating mixed block lengths
does not significantly affect the final file size. For mixed
block length quantization, we only need to record the start-
ing index of each block to ensure decompression. The size
of these indices is 32KH .

1Similar assumption can be found in [9, 10].

Algorithm 1: Hyperparameter Searching.
Data: Size Budget and a pre-trained GS file.
Result: Optimal hyperparameters set Φ∗.

1 all qbits[] = Carefully selected values of |q|;
2 Ω∗ = +∞;
3 for |q| in all qbits[] do

/* Initialize hyperparameter set */
4 Φ = {};
5 Solve out the τ based on Eq. 4: Φ = {τ};
6 Determine the octree depth d and number of blocks

K based on τN : Φ = {τ, d,K};
7 Solve the 0-1 ILP to obtain the q and overall

information loss Ω: Φ = {τ, d,K,q,n};
8 if Ω < Ω∗ then
9 Ω∗ = Ω;

10 Φ∗ = Φ;

/* Calibrate the size estimator */
11 Use Φ∗ to finish encoding and obtain residual ∆;
12 Calibrate size estimator: S∗ = S + ∆;
13 Solve out q∗ and n∗ based on the calibrated estimator S∗;
14 return Φ∗ = {τ, d,K,q∗,n∗};

Assume that we want to split a channel of attributes with
length N into K blocks, noted as {b1, b2, ..., bK}, and then
quantize each block to q bits. Here q bits is the optimal
bit-width setting for this channel of attributes that is solved
by the 0-1 ILP. We denote the start index of each block
as {n1, n2, ..., nK}. Our goal is to minimize the informa-
tion loss caused by block-wise quantization. Following the
metrics proposed by mixed precision quantization for deep
learning models [9, 10, 46], the minimal information loss
for quantizing this channel of attribute is written as:

L∗ = min
n1,n2,...,nK

{∑
i

L(ni, ni+1)

}
, (7)

L(ni, ni+1) =
‖b̂i − bi‖2

ni+1 − ni
, (8)

where b̂i refers to the vector that dequantized from the quan-
tized bi. We measure the information loss of quantizing a
block vector as the mean square error between b̂i and bi.
DP formulation. To find L∗, we develop a dynamic pro-
gramming (DP) algorithm. We use the function F(k, l) to
represent the minimal total information loss when slicing
the l elements into k blocks. We start with F(0, 0) = 0,
and derive the optimal substructure of F as follows:

F(k, l) = min
0<i≤l−k

{L(l − i, l) + F(k − 1, l − i)}. (9)

Complexity. Our DP algorithm first iterates over all possi-
ble k and l. Then, for each F(k, l), the DP algorithm tra-
verses through l−k combinations to select the one with the
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Figure 3. Qualitative results. We present the rendering results (rows 1 and 3) along with the corresponding error maps (rows 2 and 4)
from two randomly selected viewpoints for the bicycle scene.

minimum loss. For each combination, we iterate through
blocks of length i to compute the information loss. The
overall complexity isO(KNτ (Nτ−K)2). SinceK � Nτ ,
the final complexity becomes O(K(Nτ )3). Here, Nτ =
τN , which is about 80, 000. Hence, this complexity is not
feasible in practice. To accelerate this process, we limit the
step size for each DP iteration to multiples of U , reducing
the complexity to O(K(Nτ/U)3).

4.4. Searching Algorithm

The hyperparameter searching algorithm is shown in
Algo. 1. We first iterate the carefully selected candidates
of |q| and retain the set of hyperparameters with the small-
est information loss. We use the rule of allowing only a
1% reduction in anchor points to calculate the octree depth.
Since the number of blocks and the bit-width setting influ-
ence each other, and the model is relatively robust to the
choice of K, we fix K to a constant value. Finally, for
the selected hyperparameter set, we perform a full encod-
ing process to calibrate the size estimator, then re-solve the
0-1 ILP and DP to update q and n, yielding the final set of
hyperparameters. After the search, we can use finetuning
to enhance the quality, in which we fix the pruning mask
and 3D coordinates. To accelerate block-wise quantization,
we implement a parallel CUDA kernel. More details are
proposed in the supplementary materials.

5. Experiments
Datasets. We conduct experiments on four datasets: 1)
Mip-NeRF 360 [3]. This dataset contains five outdoor and
four indoor scenes. Each scene contains 100 to 300 im-
ages. We use the images at 1600×1063. 2) Tank & Tem-
ples [19]. This dataset contains the train and truck scenes.
3) Deep Blending [17]. This dataset contains the drjohnson
and playroom scenes. 4) Synthetic-NeRF [29]. This is a

view synthesis dataset consisting of 8 synthetic scans, with
100 views used for training and 200 views for testing.
Baselines. We compare our method with the following
baselines: 3DGS [18], ScaffoldGS [28], C3DGS [32], Lee
et al. [20], LightGaussian [11], EAGLES [15], SOGS [30],
Compact3D [31], ReduGS [33], MesonGS [44], HAC [6],
DVGO [36], VQRF [22], and ACRF [13]. Quantitative re-
sults of baselines are derived from HAC [6], 3DGS.zip [2],
and MesonGS [44], while the visual results are produced
from our experiments.

5.1. Experimental Results

End-to-end Performance. Our method aims to automati-
cally select hyperparameters to compress 3D Gaussians un-
der a size budget while maximizing visual quality. We eval-
uate this ability of our method via latency and quality met-
rics. In Tab. 1, our method is at most 1.69× faster than the
baseline and achieves better or comparable quality across
three datasets. For comparison with the baseline method,
we fine-tuned for 6000 steps (approximately 8000 seconds).
In practical applications, however, fine-tuning for only 500
steps is expected to achieve satisfactory visual quality. We
perform a binary search on the hyperparameter λ of HAC to
find a configuration that meets the size budget. The search
stops when the difference between the obtained size and the
size budget is within 1%. HAC requires significant time
to fine-tune each potential hyperparameter configuration to
determine the final file size. In contrast, we only need the
time for a round of search plus one fine-tuning process. For
more details, please refer to the supplementary materials.
Searching Time Decomposition. We divide the search al-
gorithm in Algo. 1 into three stages for timing, as shown
in Tab. 3: Stage 1 (lines 3–10), Stage 2 (lines 11–12), and
Stage 3 (line 13). Additionally, we record the DP time and
the total search time. It can be observed that a feasible
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Method Mip-NeRF 360 - 18.33 MB Tank&Temples - 11 MB Deep Blending - 8 MB
PSNR
(dB)↑

SSIM
↑

LPIPS
↓

Size
(MB) ↓

Time
(s) ↓

PSNR
(dB)↑

SSIM
↑

LPIPS
↓

Size
(MB) ↓

Time
(s) ↓

PSNR
(dB)↑

SSIM
↑

LPIPS
↓

Size
(MB) ↓

Time
(s) ↓

HAC 27.17 0.789 0.261 18.29 16627 24.45 0.854 0.179 10.92 10978 30.27 0.910 0.254 8.29 9993
Our 27.44 0.804 0.242 18.28 9823 23.97 0.835 0.201 10.95 8701 30.22 0.906 0.261 7.99 8434

Table 1. End-to-end performance in size-aware compression. “Mip-NeRF 360 - 18.33 MB” refers to “dataset - size budget”.

Method Mip-NeRF 360 Tank&Temples Deep Blending
PSNR (dB) SSIM LPIPS Size (MB) PSNR (dB) SSIM LPIPS Size (MB) PSNR (dB) SSIM LPIPS Size (MB)

3DGS 27.49 0.813 0.222 744.7 23.69 0.844 0.178 431.0 29.42 0.899 0.247 663.9
ScaffoldGS 27.50 0.806 0.252 253.9 23.96 0.853 0.177 86.50 30.21 0.906 0.254 66.00
Lee et al. 27.08 0.798 0.247 48.80 23.32 0.831 0.201 39.43 29.79 0.901 0.258 43.21
C3DGS 26.98 0.801 0.238 28.80 23.32 0.832 0.194 17.28 29.38 0.898 0.253 25.30
EAGLES 27.15 0.808 0.238 68.89 23.41 0.840 0.200 34.00 29.91 0.910 0.250 62.00
LightGaussian 27.00 0.799 0.249 44.54 22.83 0.822 0.242 22.43 27.01 0.872 0.308 33.94
SOGS 26.01 0.772 0.259 23.90 22.78 0.817 0.211 13.05 28.92 0.891 0.276 8.40
Compact3d 27.16 0.808 0.228 50.30 23.47 0.840 0.188 27.97 29.75 0.903 0.247 42.77
ReduGS 27.10 0.809 0.226 29.00 23.57 0.840 0.188 14.00 29.63 0.902 0.249 18.00
MesonGS 26.98 0.801 0.233 28.77 23.32 0.837 0.193 16.99 29.51 0.901 0.251 24.76
HAC 27.53 0.807 0.238 15.26 24.04 0.846 0.187 8.10 29.98 0.902 0.269 4.35
Our-big 27.65 0.809 0.235 21.63 24.01 0.835 0.200 11.99 30.25 0.904 0.271 5.99
Our-middle 27.45 0.806 0.241 17.62 23.94 0.835 0.198 10.24 30.14 0.901 0.276 7.42
Our-small 27.21 0.799 0.251 13.54 23.80 0.834 0.202 8.28 29.82 0.896 0.287 4.53

Table 2. Quantitative results. The best and 2nd best results are highlighted in red and yellow cells. Note that we do not consider 3DGS
and ScaffoldGS when highlighting this. The size is measured in MB.

Dataset Stage1 Stage2 Stage3 DP E2E (w/o DP) E2E
Mip-NeRF 360 409 5 436 195 596 791
Tank&Temples 214 4 283 33 468 501
Deep Blending 176 5 253 117 434 551

Table 3. Decomposition of searching time. The unit of time is
second. “E2E (w/o DP)” represents the total search time excluding
the DP phase.

Method Budget (B) Searched (B) ∆ size (B) Information loss
GA

3× 107
21,833,128 8,166,872 42,821,038

Vanilla ILP 28,934,805 1,065,195 1,258,394
0-1 ILP (Our) 29,831,203 168,797 11,826

Table 4. Superiority of 0-1 ILP. “GA”: Genetic Algorithm. With
up to 16 bit-width choices, the Vanilla ILP and GA that are widely
adopted in model quantization methods are unable to quickly
search for suitable mixed-precision settings.

hyperparameter configuration can be found in just 10 min-
utes. We utilize a virtual machine equipped with 14 vCPU
of Intel(R) Xeon(R) Platinum 8362 CPU @ 2.80GHz and
an NVIDIA 4090 RTX GPU to measure the time.

Qualitative Evaluation. In Fig. 3, we present the rendering
results and the corresponding error maps. From the error
maps, it is evident that our method handles chair reflections
better than other methods while achieving rendering results
that are comparable to ScaffoldGS.

Compared to SOTA methods. The quantitative compres-
sion results of different methods are presented in Tab. 2
and Fig. 4. Our method outperforms most others across

Method PNSR (dB) ↑ SSIM ↑ LPIPS ↓ Size (MB) ↓
DVGO 31.90 0.956 0.035 105.92
VQRF 31.77 0.954 0.036 1.43
ACRF 31.79 0.954 0.037 1.15
Our 32.41 0.960 0.043 1.10

Table 5. Comparison with NeRF-based methods. The best and
2nd best results are highlighted in red and yellow cells.

K
Budget
(MB)

PSNR
(dB)↑

SSIM
↑

LPIPS
↓

Searched
(MB) ↓

40
30

25.13 0.7410 0.2684 29.85
30 25.15 0.7411 0.2685 29.91
50 25.14 0.7413 0.2686 29.86
40

20
25.07 0.7353 0.2752 19.83

30 25.07 0.7357 0.2757 19.85
50 25.12 0.7368 0.2743 19.92

Table 6. Robustness Evaluation. Mixed-precision quantization
can adapt to different values of the number of blocks K, ensuring
that the visual quality within a given size is not affected by K.

all three datasets and achieves performance comparable to
the SOTA method – HAC, demonstrating that MPQ effec-
tively addresses the shortcomings of post-training compres-
sion methods. We also provide a comparison with NeRF
compression, as shown in Tab. 5. Our method achieves bet-
ter performance with a smaller file size.
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Figure 4. Rate-distortion curves for quantitative comparisons. Note that our goal is not to improve the marginal performance and defeat
the existing compression works. Instead, we aim to design a hyperparameter parameter searching algorithm to compress the 3DGS model
into the desired size while maximizing visual quality.
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Figure 5. Bit widths of each channel. We use different colors
to represent different kinds of attributes. From left to right are:
features f , offsets O, opacity o, scaling l, and rotation r.

5.2. Ablation Study

Unless specified otherwise, all following experiments use
the bicycle scene from the Mip-NeRF 360 dataset.

0-1 ILP Superiority in Searching Bit-widths. In solving
the optimal bit-width setting for different attribute chan-
nels, we also demonstrate the superiority of the 0-1 ILP.
As shown in Tab. 4, we experiment with widely-used Gen-
eral ILP [46] and genetic algorithms [16, 38], both of which
proved inferior. The 0-1 ILP fully utilizes the size budget
while minimizing information loss. General ILP involves
variables ranging from 1 to 16. In contrast, 0-1 ILP’s binary
values offer finer control, easier integration of constraints,
and more efficient solution techniques. Genetic algorithms,
though suited for non-linear or black-box problems, handle
constraints less efficiently, making them unsuitable for our
linear programming structure.

Bit-widths. In Fig. 5, we show the bit-widths for different
attribute channels, where different colors represent different
attributes, from left to right in order: features f , offsets O,
opacity o, scaling l, and rotation r. It can be seen that un-
der different size budgets, the choices of bit-widths are gen-
erally the same; however, for certain channels, the 28MB
budget selects a larger bit-width for specific channels.

Effectiveness of Hierarchical MPQ. In Fig. 6, we eval-
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Figure 6. Effectiveness of hierarchical MPQ.

uate the effectiveness of each component of our proposed
framework. The “baseline” refers to applying MesonGS to
ScaffoldGS. We start with the baseline method and progres-
sively incorporate inter-attribute MPQ and intra-attribute
MPQ. The results show that the performance is consistently
improved with the addition of each module, which proves
the effectiveness of hierarchical MPQ.
Robustness Evaluation. We evaluated the file size and cor-
responding performance of the searching algorithm under
different numbers of blocks. As shown in Tab. 6, for vary-
ing numbers of blocks and different target sizes, our method
consistently finds appropriate bit-width settings, ensuring
that the final file size is close to the target while maintain-
ing optimal visual quality. Regardless of the block number
setting, the final file size and performance are similar, indi-
cating that our method is robust to the number of blocks.
Why Fixing the Coordinates? We investigate the neces-
sity of updating coordinates during training. Specifically,
we rewrite the backpropagation rules for the voxelization
process of the Octree. If, during the forward pass, points
within a voxel are deduplicated by averaging, the gradient
of that voxel will be evenly distributed to the corresponding
points during backpropagation. We find that once backprop-
agation is enabled for the Octree, the loss fluctuates signifi-
cantly, ultimately leading to worse fine-tuning results com-
pared to keeping the coordinates fixed. Please refer to the
supplementary material for details.

6. Conclusion
In this paper, we present SizeGS, a method for automat-
ically selecting hyperparameters to compress 3D Gaus-
sians to a target file size while maximizing visual qual-
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ity. Key components of our approach include the se-
lection of the base model—ScaffoldGS, the compression
framework—MesonGS, the size estimator, and hierarchi-
cal mixed precision quantization (MPQ). Extensive experi-
ments demonstrate the effectiveness of our size-aware com-
pression methodology, achieving significant improvements
in controlling the file size of 3D Gaussian compression.
This work introduces a new task in 3D Gaussian com-
pression and expands the application of MPQ within this
area, paving the way for further advancements that integrate
MPQ with 3D Gaussian compression.
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SizeGS: Size-aware Compression of 3D Gaussians
with Hierarchical Mixed Precision Quantization

Supplementary Material

Algorithm 2: Hyperparameter Searching.
Data: Size Budget and a pre-trained GS file.
Result: Optimal hyperparameters set Φ∗.

1 all qbits[] = Carefully selected values of |q|;
2 Ω∗ = +∞;
3 for |q| in all qbits[] do

/* Initialize hyperparameter set */
4 Φ = {};
5 Solve out the τ : Φ = {τ};
6 Determine the octree depth d and number of blocks

K based on τN : Φ = {τ, d,K};
7 Solve the 0-1 ILP to obtain the q and overall

information loss Ω: Φ = {τ, d,K,q,n};
8 if Ω < Ω∗ then
9 Ω∗ = Ω;

10 Φ∗ = Φ;

/* Calibrate the size estimator */
11 Use Φ∗ to finish encoding and obtain residual ∆;
12 Calibrate size estimator: S∗ = S + ∆;
13 Solve out q∗ and n∗ based on the calibrated estimator S∗;
14 return Φ∗ = {τ, d,K,q∗,n∗};

A. More Details of the Search Algorithm
In line 6 of Algo. 2, we determine the number of blocks,
K, based on τN . For all experiments, we fix K to 60. The
rationale for this choice is that the 0-1 Integer Linear Pro-
gramming (ILP) formulation adjusts the bit-width settings
to satisfy the specified K. The 0-1 ILP formulation, pro-
posed in Sec. 4.2, is defined as:

Objective: Ω�Q,

Subject to: S(Q) ≤ Model Size Limit,

∀i ∈ {0, ...,H − 1},
B∑
j=0

Qi,j = 1.

(10)

To find the optimal bit-width settings, we precompute the
information loss matrix Ω ∈ RH×B , where

Ω(i, j) = ‖Âji −Ai‖
2. (11)

Here, Âji is obtained by applying a round of quantiza-
tion and dequantization to Ai, using the block quantization
scheme.

Determining both block length and bit-width settings
introduces a “chicken-or-the-egg” dilemma: one must be
fixed as a basis before the other can be solved. To address

K
Before Fine-tuning After Fine-tuning

PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ LPIPS ↓ PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ LPIPS ↓
60 23.59 0.666 0.303 25.16 0.743 0.266
20 23.52 0.661 0.305 25.15 0.742 0.266
15 23.56 0.663 0.304 25.10 0.741 0.266
10 23.57 0.663 0.303 25.09 0.738 0.269
5 23.59 0.666 0.302 25.07 0.739 0.269
3 23.50 0.659 0.304 25.01 0.737 0.271
1 23.55 0.664 0.302 25.00 0.734 0.273

Table 7. Robustness of K. Experiments are conducted on the
bicycle scene. We set the size budget as 28 MB.

this, we first solve for block length settings under a uni-
form bit-width assumption. Then, based on the resolved
block lengths, we determine the mixed precision bit-width
settings. The bit-width settings automatically adapt to the
value of K as they are derived from block lengths.

B. Robustness of K
To evaluate the robustness of the proposed search algorithm
with respect to K, we conducted a comprehensive experi-
mental analysis. As shown in Tab. 7, we set K to different
values and finetune the compressed model for 6000 steps to
collect the quality metrics. Remarkably, even when K was
set to 1, the search algorithm produced satisfactory results,
especially without fine-tuning. This is because the bit-width
settings dynamically adapt toK. Besides, we draw the biw-
width settings of different K in Fig. 7. We observe that the
features f and the scaling l gain more bit-widths when K
increases, while offsets O are given less bit-widths.

C. Experiment Settings of HAC
This section describes the experimental settings used to
measure the hyperparameter search latency for HAC.

As shown in the Fig. 8, the size of the compressed file is a
monotonically decreasing function of the λ. Consequently,
we employ binary search on the hyperparameter λ to adjust
the compressed file size in HAC. Other parameters follow
the official implementation.

To perform the binary search, we first determine the left
and right bounds for λ. Based on prior experience with
HAC, we set the left bound to 1× 10−6 and the right bound
to 4 × 10−3 across all scenes. The search terminates when
the absolute difference between the compressed file size and
the size budget is less than 10% of the size budget. All mea-
surements were conducted on a machine with an Intel(R)
Xeon(R) Gold 6230 CPU and an NVIDIA RTX 4090 GPU.
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Figure 7. Bit-width setting under different values of K. We use
different colors to represent different attributes. From left to right
are: features f , offsets O, opacity o, scaling l, and rotation r.

To summarize, the hyperparameter search latency for
HAC comprises two parts: 1) Initial Bound Search Time.
This is the time required to determine the left and right
bounds. This is set as a constant of 2000 seconds, based
on the typical time consumption of compression. 2) Binary
Search Time. This is the time required to finish the binary
search.
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Figure 8. Correlation between the size and λ. The file size is
a monotonically decreasing function of λ, so it is reasonable to
use the binary search. Experiments are conducted on the bicycle
scene.

D. Additional Experiments

Why Fixing the Coordinate? Fig. 9 illustrates the training
loss curves under four scenarios: (a) the baseline (no anchor
coordinate updates), (b) updating anchor coordinates during
iterations 0 to 1000, (c) updating anchor coordinates during
iterations 1000 to 2000, and (d) a comparison of (a) and (b).
The results demonstrate that updating anchor coordinates
during training causes a rapid increase in loss and finally
leads to worse convergence compared to baseline training.
Per-scene Results. Tab. 8, Tab. 9, Tab. 10, and Tab. 11
present the per-scene performance of our method across
four datasets: MipNeRF 360 dataset, Tank&Temples
dataset, Deep Blending dataset, and Synthetic-NeRF
dataset. Tab. 12, Tab. 13, Tab. 14, and Tab. 15 detail the
storage composition of our method on these datasets.

E. Granularity of Our MPQ Scheme
Fig. 10 compares HAC [6] and our method. The mixed-
precision quantization (MPQ) scheme used in our approach
achieves a finer granularity.

F. Notations
Tab. 16 summarizes all notations used in this paper along
with their definitions. The notations are divided into 6
groups, separated by lines: 1) 3DGS-related terms; 2)
ScaffoldGS-related terms; 3) Size estimator; 4) Hyperpa-
rameters; 5) 0-1 integer linear programming terms; 6) Dy-
namic programming terms.

2



0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000
Steps

0.050

0.075

0.100

0.125

0.150

0.175

0.200

Lo
ss

None anchor

(a) Fix the coordinates of anchor points (Baseline).
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(b) Update the coordinates from iteration 0 to 1000.
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(c) Update the coordinates from iteration 1000 to 2000.
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(d) Baselines vs. 0-1000 update.

Figure 9. Fixing the coordinates of anchor points produces
lower loss.
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Figure 10. Granularity of MPQ: HAC vs. Our.

Scene PSNR SSIM LPIPS Size (MB)
bicycle 25.02 0.728 0.286 20.71
bonsai 32.01 0.939 0.197 10.13
counter 28.77 0.897 0.221 6.97
kitchen 30.03 0.913 0.153 7.53
garden 26.46 0.813 0.186 17.90
room 31.32 0.917 0.217 6.63
stump 26.79 0.766 0.263 17.84
flowers 21.30 0.577 0.379 16.62
treehill 23.16 0.644 0.353 17.51

Average 27.21 0.799 0.251 13.54
bicycle 25.16 0.745 0.261 28.56
bonsai 32.47 0.944 0.189 12.48
counter 29.21 0.908 0.205 9.22
kitchen 30.44 0.917 0.145 9.58
garden 26.91 0.827 0.167 23.59
room 31.42 0.920 0.212 7.22
stump 26.86 0.766 0.262 23.28
flowers 21.35 0.579 0.375 22.08
treehill 23.20 0.644 0.351 22.60

Average 27.45 0.806 0.241 17.62
bicycle 25.14 0.741 0.263 35.32
bonsai 32.87 0.948 0.182 16.62
counter 29.45 0.913 0.195 11.39
kitchen 30.87 0.923 0.136 11.43
garden 27.24 0.842 0.150 29.72
room 32.02 0.928 0.194 11.75
stump 26.77 0.767 0.262 29.19
flowers 21.33 0.577 0.377 25.73
treehill 23.20 0.644 0.352 23.49

Average 27.65 0.809 0.235 21.63

Table 8. Per-scene results of the MipNeRF-360 dataset.

Scene PSNR SSIM LPIPS Size (MB)
truck 25.61 0.873 0.159 10.06
train 21.97 0.794 0.244 6.49

Average 23.79 0.833 0.201 8.27
truck 25.79 0.878 0.152 12.47
train 22.08 0.792 0.243 8.01

Average 23.93 0.835 0.197 10.24
truck 25.87 0.879 0.148 14.59
train 22.14 0.790 0.251 9.37

Average 24.01 0.835 0.199 11.98

Table 9. Per-scene results of the Tank&Temples dataset.
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Scene PSNR SSIM LPIPS Size (MB)
drjohnson 29.10 0.888 0.295 4.82
playroom 30.54 0.904 0.278 4.24
Average 29.82 0.896 0.286 4.53

drjohnson 29.42 0.894 0.282 6.39
playroom 30.85 0.908 0.268 5.59
Average 30.13 0.901 0.275 5.99

drjohnson 29.54 0.899 0.273 7.9
playroom 30.95 0.907 0.269 6.93
Average 30.24 0.903 0.271 7.42

Table 10. Per-scene results of the Deep Blending dataset.

Scene PSNR SSIM LPIPS Size (MB)
chair 33.53 0.979 0.020 1.18

drumps 25.81 0.945 0.049 1.73
ficus 34.29 0.982 0.016 1.09

hotdogs 36.67 0.979 0.030 0.73
lego 33.93 0.972 0.030 1.39

materials 29.94 0.956 0.046 1.65
mic 35.44 0.989 0.010 0.89
ship 30.90 0.896 0.127 1.78

Average 32.56 0.962 0.041 1.30
chair 34.10 0.981 0.017 1.58

drumps 25.96 0.947 0.047 2.32
ficus 34.64 0.983 0.015 1.45

hotdogs 37.03 0.981 0.027 0.97
lego 34.20 0.975 0.026 1.80

materials 30.21 0.958 0.044 2.13
mic 35.97 0.990 0.009 1.18
ship 31.10 0.898 0.123 2.39

Average 32.90 0.964 0.038 1.73
chair 34.71 0.983 0.014 1.92

drumps 26.05 0.947 0.047 2.82
ficus 34.86 0.984 0.014 1.78

hotdogs 37.49 0.982 0.025 1.17
lego 35.08 0.978 0.021 2.24

materials 30.41 0.959 0.042 2.69
mic 36.39 0.991 0.008 1.42
ship 31.29 0.900 0.118 2.89

Average 33.28 0.965 0.036 2.12

Table 11. Per-scene results of the Synthetic-NeRF dataset.

Scene Octree Metadata+Attributes MLP
bicycle 1.360 27.19 0.048
bonsai 0.717 12.65 0.048
counter 0.491 8.69 0.048
garden 1.190 22.66 0.048
kitchen 0.331 9.21 0.048
room 0.431 9.01 0.048
stump 1.010 22.22 0.048
treehill 0.917 21.65 0.046
flowers 0.941 20.89 0.046

Table 12. Composition of storage sizes (MB) for different parts in
the Mip-NeRF360 dataset.

Scene Octree Metadata+Attributes MLP
train 0.243 6.21 0.046
truck 0.402 9.62 0.046

Table 13. Composition of storage sizes (MB) for different parts in
the Tank&Temples dataset.

Scene Octree Metadata+Attributes MLP
drjohnson 0.269 6.08 0.048
playroom 0.245 5.31 0.048

Table 14. Composition of storage sizes (MB) for different parts in
the Deep Blending dataset.

Scene Octree Metadata+Attributes MLP
chair 0.073 1.47 0.046
drums 0.098 2.19 0.046
ficus 0.151 1.36 0.046

hotdog 0.101 0.89 0.046
lego 0.187 1.67 0.046

materials 0.213 1.99 0.046
mic 0.118 1.09 0.046
ship 0.248 2.25 0.046

Table 15. Composition of storage sizes (MB) for different parts in
the Synthetic-NeRF dataset.
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Notation Definition
Σ Covariance matrix of a Gaussian distribution

G(x) Gaussian function
S Scaling matrix
s Scaling vector
R Rotation matrix
q Rotation quaternion
W Viewing transform
J Jacobian matrix
Σ′ Covariance matrix of in camera space
SH Spherical harmonics co-efficient
o Opacity
µ 3D center of a Gaussian function
x Location of anchor point in ScaffoldGS
f A context feature of the anchor point
l Scaling factor of ScaffoldGS
O Learnable offsets of ScaffoldGS
A Attributes of ScaffoldGS, including features f , scaling factor l, and learnable offsets O
S Estimated file size
S∗ Calibrated file size
S(·) Function of size estimator
C Constant
∆ The residual used to calibrate the size estimator
τ Reserving percentage
N Number of anchor points after applying pruning and voxelization
H Number of channels of the attributes
d Depth of octree
K Number of blocks
q Bit-width settings in the form of vector
|q| Sum of the vector of bit-width settings
n Block-length settings
ni The start index of the block bi
B Quantization options, usually set as 16
Q One-hot bit precision matrix
B Vector, [0, 1, ..., B], to transform Q into bit vector q
Ω Information loss (a matrix or a value)
bi A block of attribute
b̂i The vector that de-quantized from the quantized bi

F (k, l) The minimal total information loss when slicing the l elements into k blocks
U Step unit of dynamic programming

L(ni, ni+1) Information loss in quantizing block bi

Table 16. Notation table.
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