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GSCV++: Lightweight 3D Gaussian Splatting
Sequence Compression via Standard Video

Codecs
Qi Yang, Member, IEEE, Yingzhan Xu, Kai Zhang, Senior Member, IEEE , Li Zhang, Senior Member, IEEE

Abstract—This paper presents GSCV++, a lightweight pipeline for 3D Gaussian Splatting (GS) sequences Compression with standard
Video codecs. To meet the requirements of low-complexity and hardware compatibility from the industry, GSCV++ jointly improves
preprocessing, 3D-to-2D mapping, and practical video compression configuration of GS compression. First, for preprocessing,
energy-adaptive inter-frame spherical harmonic (SH) alternative current (AC) dimensionality reduction (EA-SHDR) is proposed to
produces a compact and stable temporal SH AC feature space. It can reduce the data volume of following mapping and practical
compression, as well as less complexity while eliminating redundant information. Second, for 3D-to-2D mapping, prior-based
Inter-MiniPLAS (P-MiniPLAS) is designed to generate smooth 2D feature maps through prior-based weighting factor inference and
small scale remapping. Compared with vanilla Parallel Linear Assignment Sorting (PLAS) and Morton scan, P-MiniPLAS ensures the
generated 2D maps are more suitable for the video codec while maintaining a low level of computational complexity. Third, for practical
compression, content-aware generalized compression (CA-GC) is developed to use a non-uniform bit-depth split for coordinate map
generation, and a coding unit size selection is introduced for efficient compression complexity control, which fully exploits the
performance of video codecs without involving normative changes. Experiments demonstrate that GSCV++ reports over 20% in intra-
and 60% in inter-prediction rate-distortion gains compared with state-of-the-art (SOTA) methods. GSCV++ also achieves faster 2D map
generation, encoding, and decoding than other SOTA methods using the same type of video codecs. Ablation studies verify the
effectiveness and robustness of the proposed modules and provide insights for subsequent research.

Index Terms—Gaussian splatting, compression, video codec

✦

1 INTRODUCTION

3D Gaussian splatting (GS) [1] achieves state-of-the-art
(SOTA) performance in 3D reconstruction, as well as an

impressive trade-off between generation speed and render-
ing quality. Different from the neural radiance field (NeRF)
[2] that embeds scene information into neural networks,
GS represents 3D scenes using numerous primitives with
multi-channel attributes, including geometric coordinates,
color spherical harmonic (SH) direct current (DC), color SH
alternating current (AC), opacity, scale, and rotation. The
high-dimensional explicit representation imposes substan-
tial memory and storage demands, leading to considerable
attention to 3D GS compression in both academia and
industry.

The Moving Picture Experts Group (MPEG) has consid-
ered two approaches to compress 3D GS: A-3DGS and I-
3DGS [3]. A-3DGS uses multiview images/videos as input
and generates a compact representation through an opti-
mized reconstruction process, as in HAC [4], HAC++ [5],
and CompGS [6]. I-3DGS takes generated 3D GS data as in-
put, generates bitstreams, and reconstructs the symmetrical
GS data, as in GGSC [7], LGSCV [8], and HGSC [9]. A-3DGS
and I-3DGS differ in their input requirements, optimiza-
tion scope, and computational resources. Generally, A-3DGS
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Fig. 1. Comparison of video-based GS compression pipelines.
GSCodec Studio, GSCV, and GSCV++ are contrasted across prepro-
cessing, 3D-to-2D mapping, and compression.

methods can report better rate-distortion (RD) results than
I-3DGS [10], while also requiring higher encoding times
and heavier computational resources. Recently, a joint in-
dustry proposal [11] motivates lightweight GS compression
through the reuse of standard video and point cloud codecs,
such as HEVC [12] and GPCC [13], to reduce deployment
and development costs. Therefore, I-3DGS is regarded as a
higher priority, i.e., fast track, in the current standardization
stage, such as V-PCC AMD1 [14].

In this paper, we follow the I-3DGS track and focus on
reusing standard video codecs to compress preconstructed

ar
X

iv
:2

61
1.

05
35

9v
1 

 [
cs

.C
V

] 
 3

 N
ov

 2
02

6

https://arxiv.org/abs/2611.05359v1


2

GS sequences [11], which involve three main steps, as
shown in Fig. 1: preprocessing, 3D-to-2D mapping, and
the compression module. First, given a 3D GS sample, a
preprocessing step is applied to reduce the data volume by
removing redundant information, such as pruning [15], [16]
and feature dimensionality reduction [17], [18]. Second, 3D
GS to 2D mapping is a key step for efficient GS coding via
video codecs. Because standard video codecs are optimized
for natural image content, their performance improves as
the generated 2D maps better match the distribution of
natural videos. Finally, the compression module implements
the actual compression process, converting the mapped 2D
maps into standard bitstreams.

The current MPEG video-based GS compression anchor,
i.e., GSCodec Studio [19], uses Parallel Linear Assignment
Sorting (PLAS) [20] to convert GS into smooth 2D maps, fol-
lowed by FFMPEG libx265 to perform compression. It uses a
bit depth (BD) of 16 for geometric coordinates and 8 BD for
other attributes to generate quantized images/videos. Based
on preliminary results, GSCodec Studio performs stably and
effectively on the MPEG tracked dataset. However, there are
three limitations of GSCodec Studio: 1) SH AC attributes
occupy the majority of the data volume, and GSCodec
Studio directly converts them into 2D maps and feeds them
into the video codec, which can lead to a lower compres-
sion ratio and higher coding complexity. 2) The vanilla
PLAS algorithm is a heuristic algorithm that progressively
reorders the GS maps from an extremely large receptive
field, which is relatively time-consuming (see section 3.1
for details) and difficult to converge to optimal results. For
example, PLAS requires around 30 seconds on GS samples
containing approximately half a million primitives. 3) For
sequence compression, GSCodec Studio reuses the I-frame
PLAS permutation for later frames and, therefore, assumes
consistent primitive indices. If no tracked information is
provided by the GS sequences, or if some preprocessing op-
erators (e.g., pruning) destroy the tracked information, the
P-frame 2D maps resemble noise-like images and incur poor
inter-frame compression results, limiting the applicability of
this strategy.

The current study has developed methods to address
the problems mentioned above. First, for preprocessing,
some research has proven that SH AC illustrates high inter-
channel redundancy [21] for a single GS frame. However,
how to reduce inter-frame SH AC redundancy while keep-
ing stable rendering quality still requires further study. Sec-
ond, for 3D-to-2D mapping, a more efficient and lightweight
2D map generation method is proposed by LGSCV [8], in
which the two-stage Morton initialization and MiniPLAS
are utilized. However, it also only considers the all-intra
case. Third, for sequence compression, GSCV [22] proposes
an inter-PLAS algorithm to build the track information be-
tween adjacent frames, which is more robust to different GS
sequences. However, inter-PLAS significantly increases the
computational complexity; a more efficient correspondence
reconstruction is desired.

To develop a more effective and lightweight GS se-
quence compression framework, we propose GSCV++ to
improve the RD and processing-time trade-off without sup-
plied inter-frame tracked information. First, we design an
energy-adaptive inter-frame SH AC dimensionality reduc-

tion (EA-SHDR) module. Based on principal component
analysis (PCA), EA-SHDR selects an I-frame dimension
using explained variance and reuses the basis and mean
for the following frames, which can extend earlier all-intra
dimensionality reduction [8], [17] to a common and stable
feature space within a GoP in an extremely low-complexity
implementation.

Second, a prior-based Inter-MiniPLAS refinement (P-
MiniPLAS) is proposed to realize fast and smooth 2D map
generation for inter-mode. P-MiniPLAS is a variation of
vanilla PLAS, which consists of two main enhancements:
First, vanilla PLAS assigns equal weighting factors to all
the GS attributes during the reordering process, meaning
that all selected features use the same scaling factor in the
reordering objective. However, GS attributes have different
importance in terms of rendering quality, as well as different
sensitivities to lossy compression [23]. Generally, for certain
GS attributes, the smoother the 2D map is, the fewer bits are
needed after compression. Therefore, inspired by the rate
control study [24], we interpret the reordering process of
PLAS as a form of bitrate pre-allocation across different GS
attributes. In light of the lack of a universal rate control
approach [25] or loss function [26] for GS attributes, we
use the initial attribute data volume and the quantization
parameter (QP) as the priors to infer weighting factors for
the reordering operation. Second, the 2D map reordering
process is different for I- and P-frames. For I-frames, P-
MiniPLAS inherits the strategy of the two-stage Morton scan
and MiniPLAS [8] to generate the block-wise 2D maps (see
section 3.2 for details), while the prior-based weighting fac-
tors are introduced to enhance the MiniPLAS performance.
For P-frames, we initialize block-wise 2D maps via the
two-stage Morton scan first, followed by Inter-MiniPLAS
to refine them. Specifically, Inter-MiniPLAS uses the I-frame
2D maps as an anchor and predefines a maximum block size
(MBS). A finite set of block sizes, selected based on MBS and
conforming to the coding unit (CU) sizes supported by the
standard video codecs, is used to refine P-frame block-wise
maps. Using P-MiniPLAS, a small scale of reordering can
generate close I- and P-frame GS maps, leading to highly
efficient inter-prediction.

For the compression module, we propose a content-
aware generalized compression (CA-GC), in which two
techniques are introduced. CA-GC is based on the compres-
sion framework designed by GSCV [22], in which 20 BD and
10 BD are used to quantize geometry coordinates and other
attributes (see section 3.3). GA-GC replaces the uniform
10:10 coordinate split with a non-uniform split, such as 16:4
and 12:8. The most significant bit (MSB) maps use video
coding, while the least significant bit (LSB) coding choice
can depend on the compression mode and split. Second,
we couple the encoder’s maximum CU selection with the
MBS selection in P-MiniPLAS, achieving stable and robust
encoding complexity control of real compression. We also
optimize the implementation of CA-GC to be compatible
with multiple prevalent video codecs and platforms, in-
cluding HM18.0 [27], VTM23.11 [28], FFMPEG libx265, and
FFMPEG libx264 [29].

Based on the proposed GSCV++, we conducted a serial
experiment and ablation study on both the MPEG and
Audio Video Coding Standard Workgroup of China (AVS)
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GS sequences. The results show that GSCV++ can report sig-
nificant gains in both intra- and inter-prediction modes com-
pared to the SOTA method; e.g., the gains over GSCV are
approximately 39.6% and 68.7% on MPEG data in all-intra
and inter modes, respectively. Besides, GSCV++ requires
less time to generate GS 2D maps, decreasing from 24.78 to
4.58 seconds for I-frames and from 74.60 to 14.67 seconds
for P-frames. Last but not least, GSCV++ reports faster
encoding and decoding speeds than GSCV and GSCodec
Studio when using the same type of downstream codecs,
indicating that the 2D videos generated by GSCV++ are
smoother. The contributions are summarized as follows:

• We propose a comprehensive 3D GS sequence com-
pression method, GSCV++, which can achieve SOTA
compression performance, as well as lightweight 2D
map generation and fast coding speed.

• GSCV++ applies optimizations across all stages of
the GS sequence compression: EA-SHDR for pre-
processing, P-MiniPLAS for 3D GS to 2D mapping,
and CA-GC for the compression module. Stable and
efficient compression of GS sequences is achieved
even when tracked information is unavailable.

• We perform extensive experiments to demonstrate
the effectiveness, robustness, and generalization of
GSCV++. It consistently delivers strong compression
performance across varying datasets and compres-
sion configurations.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows.
Section 2 presents the related work on 3D GS compression.
Section 3 introduces the background used in this paper, in-
cluding the PLAS algorithm, two-stage Morton scan, Mini-
PLAS, and the GSCV compression pipeline. Section 4 details
the design of GSCV++. Section 5 presents the experimental
results and examines the evaluated design choices. Section
6 concludes the article.

2 RELATED WORK

In this section, we first introduce GS compression in terms
of both A-3DGS and I-3DGS tracks in academia, then sum-
marize the explorations of the MPEG GSC working groups.

2.1 A-3DGS: Optimization-Based GS Compression

In the academic community, A-3DGS methods are com-
monly referred to as optimization-based or generative com-
pression methods. The generation process of 3D GS offers
considerable scope for more compact data representations,
since the mapping from 3D GS representations to rendered
images is not one-to-one: distinct 3D GS representations
may yield similar rendered content and quality. Therefore,
the input of A-3DGS methods is multiview images/videos,
and a more compact GS representation is generated via
an end-to-end training process. The compact representation
can use the vanilla GS format or other explicit, implicit, or
hybrid representations. Scaffold-GS [30] is an early example
of this approach, in which a group of anchors was initialized
with latent features. The explicit GS primitives can be recon-
structed from the anchor information via MLPs. Inspired
by Scaffold-GS, HAC [4] and HAC++ [5] were proposed

by introducing an effective context model based on mul-
tiresolution hash coding, which can achieve approximately
60x to 100x reduced storage. CompGS and CompGS++ [6]
also constructed compact latent features based on anchors,
and both intra- and inter-prediction were implemented via
anchor and residual features. In contrast, LightGaussian [31]
approached the problem from the perspective of controlling
the number of primitives and proposed a rendering-based
pruning method. The experiment shows that removing
50% to 60% of primitives can achieve similar rendering
quality after a limited number of iterations of fine-tuning.
EAGLES [32] and HybridGS [21] used low-dimensional
latent features to reconstruct high-dimensional explicit GS
attributes, provided some GS features are highly redundant.
Besides, HybridGS realizes fast encoding and decoding by
combining standard point cloud encoders with compact GS
data. Codebooks and vector quantization constitute another
commonly used approach, such as [33], [34]. More recently,
A-3DGS methods have been extended to the 4D domain
to generate compact dynamic GS representations, such as
4DGC [35], ADC-GS [36], and Light4GS [37].

Optimization-based and dynamic GS methods can
jointly redesign the representation and reconstruction pro-
cesses, which can offer compression opportunities beyond
coding an existing GS sequence. Generally, they have a
higher requirements for encoding time, computational re-
sources, as well as customized design. Our focus is narrower
and inspired by industrial requirements: reuse standard
video codecs for already constructed GS sequences without
requiring scene-specific reconstruction optimization during
compression.

2.2 I-3DGS: Optimization-Free GS Compression
To develop more practical GS compression methods, I-3DGS
methods have attracted more attention in recent times.
Different from A-3DGS, which involves a time-consuming
optimization process, I-3DGS aims to compress GS while
retaining the same representation type: both the input and
output are the generated GS data. Inspired by point cloud
compression, GGSC [7] designed a two-branch compression
pipeline: using GPCC to compress the GS coordinates and
graph signal processing [38] related techniques to compress
other attributes. HGSC [9] proposed a hierarchical strategy
for progressive primitive compression. FCGS [39] is the first
method that realizes learning-based I-3DGS compression via
both intra- and inter-primitive context models.

To facilitate the deployment of the 3D GS compression
method, MPEG prioritizes the lightweight I-3DGS method
based on the requirement proposal from the industry [11]:
using standard video or point cloud codecs to achieve
effective GS compression. GSCodec Studio [19] was selected
as the video-based GS compression anchor, while GPCC
v1 [40] was regarded as the point cloud-based anchor.
Specifically, GSCodec Studio uses the PLAS algorithm [41]
to convert 3D GS data into smooth 2D maps, followed by
an FFMPEG libx265 codec to compress these maps. The
proposal [42] merges multiple PLAS maps from a single GS
frame into a single video and compresses it using HM18.0
[27]. LGSCV [8] combines MiniPLAS with PCA [17] and
HM18.0 for efficient all-intra GS coding; it does not intro-
duce inter-frame correspondence modeling. GSCV [22] is
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the pioneering work that studies GS sequence compression
without tracked information: its Inter-PLAS matches later-
frame attribute maps to an anchor when reliable primitive
correspondence is unavailable. However, Inter-PLAS has
very high complexity, and the performance of GSCV can still
be significantly improved due to the lack of preprocessing
optimization.

Although current video-based GS compression methods
have demonstrated impressive compression performance,
there is still room for more effective 2D map generation for
both intra- and inter-prediction, as well as a more appropri-
ate video codec configuration. This motivates the design of
GSCV++ in this paper.

3 PRELIMINARY

In this section, we review three relevant components under-
lying GSCV++. First, we introduce the implementation of
PLAS, which is the basis of the GS 3D-to-2D map generation.
Second, the two-stage Morton scan and MiniPLAS are sum-
marized, which form the basis of the proposed P-MiniPLAS.
Third, the compression module designed in GSCV is used as
the basic framework of GSCV++, leading to a more detailed
description in this section.

3.1 Brief Introduction of PLAS
PLAS [20] is a heuristic algorithm that reorders GS prim-
itives into smooth 2D attribute maps. The feature matrix
G ∈ Rn×59 contains n primitives with 3 coordinate, 3 SH
DC, 45 SH AC, 1 opacity, 3 scale, and 4 rotation channels.
Minimal pruning based on scale and opacity fits the prim-
itives to a square grid, followed by random initialization
of I0 = I ∈ RM×M×m, where m ≤ 59 channels guide
smoothness evaluation. A common permutation preserves
alignment across all attribute channels without additional
signaling.

PLAS uses progressively smaller Gaussian-blur radii
ri = ⌊r0τ i−1⌋, where r0 = M/2 − 1, τ ∈ (0, 1) is the
decay factor, and the minimum radius is 1. At level i, the
blur-kernel width is Ki = min(M − 1, 2ri + 1) and the
permutation-block width is Bi = max{Bmin, 2⌊min(Ki +
1,M)/2⌋}, with Bmin = 16 in vanilla PLAS. The target map
is the Gaussian-blurred input, Ti = blur(Ii−1,Ki).

The input and target maps are partitioned into corre-
sponding Bi×Bi blocks for batched processing. Within each
complete block, whose even width allows grouping into sets
of four pixels, PLAS evaluates all 4! = 24 permutations of
each randomly selected group and retains the assignment
with the smallest L2 loss to the corresponding target pixels.
The resulting map Ii is passed to the next level. Non-
increasing Ki and Bi yield coarse-to-fine refinement toward
smooth attribute maps.

3.2 Two-Stage Morton Scan and MiniPLAS
3.2.1 Two-Stage Morton Scan
Given spatial coordinates (x, y, z), a 3D Morton code inter-
leaves the binary representations of the coordinates, which
can permute the spatially adjacent primitives into close
indices [43]. Attributes of 3D GS primitives exhibit local
spatial similarity, indicating that after 3D Morton sorting,

primitives with adjacent indices tend to share similar at-
tribute values. Then, the scan order of the 2D Morton code
is used to generate 2D maps. The generated 2D maps exhibit
noticeable block structures, with smooth content within
each block, making them well-suited for video codecs.

3.2.2 MiniPLAS
MiniPLAS improves vanilla PLAS by defining a group of
new block sizes for pixel permutation: the block sizes of
permutation are defined as 4n × 4n, n = 1, 2, 4, .... The
selected block sizes are the CU or sub-CU sizes in video
codecs, such as 8 × 8. MiniPLAS is also structured in a
progressive manner. Based on the ablation study in LGSCV
[8], for single-frame compression in all-intra mode, using a
block size of 8× 8 for two iterations is good enough, which
is also adopted in the proposed GSCV++ I-frame 2D map
generation.

3.3 Compression Module of GSCV
GSCV [22] combines 8 frames into one GoP, with the first
frame designated as the I-frame and the remaining 7 frames
as non-anchor frames (called P-frames here for map genera-
tion, irrespective of their codec picture types). 20 BD is used
to quantize the coordinates and 10 BD is applied to quantize
other attributes. For each GS frame, GSCV generates 1, 15,
and 1 frame images for the color SH DC, SH AC, and scale.
For opacity and rotation, GSCV uses the mid-value of BD
to pad two channels to form 1 and 2 images, respectively.
Most video codecs cannot compress 20 BD images directly.
GSCV splits the coordinate map into 2 images, namely the
high part and the low part of the data. Each part takes 10
BD. For each GS frame, 22 images are generated. GSCV
extracts the corresponding images from each frame within
a GoP to form 22 videos and saves them in YUV444 format.
Lossless compression is used for coordinates, while other
attributes employ the lossy mode. Note that GSCV directly
considers the video data as YUV rather than RGB, omitting
the operation that converts data from RGB to the YUV color
space for YUV file generation. More details can be found in
[22].

4 METHOD

Fig. 2 shows the framework of GSCV++, in which the main
contributions are in three modules: EA-SHDR, P-MiniPLAS,
and CA-GC. EA-SHDR belongs to the preprocessing step
illustrated in Fig. 1, where we propose a lightweight method
based on PCA to achieve color SH AC dimensionality
reduction for inter-frame mode. P-MiniPLAS corresponds
to the 3D-to-2D mapping procedure. Two technologies are
included: 1) a prior-based PLAS weighting factor inference
algorithm designed to assign different smoothness levels for
different GS attributes, leading to bitrate pre-allocation; 2) a
weighted version of MiniPLAS used for I-frame 2D map
generation and an inter-MiniPLAS proposed for P-frame
2D map generation. CA-GC is an optimized compression
module, in which we design a non-uniform BD split and a
differentiated compression scheme for the GS geometric co-
ordinate. The block sizes used in P-MiniPLAS are specified
in the video codec CU configuration, enabling the develop-
ment of a complexity-controlled compression module with
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Fig. 2. Framework of GSCV++.

a fast encoding speed. We will detail the proposed GSCV++
in the following part of this section.

4.1 Energy-Adaptive Inter-Frame SH AC Dimensional-
ity Reduction (EA-SHDR)
Previous studies [8], [17] have shown that the GS SH AC
component is highly redundant; introducing dimensional-
ity reduction before compression can yield significant RD
gains. To facilitate GS sequence compression and improve
the inter-prediction of SH AC, GSCV++ adopts different
strategies for I- and P-frames. For an I-frame with N GS
primitives, let GI

AC ∈ RN×45 contain its 45 SH AC feature
channels. Unlike LGSCV, which fixes the latent dimension,
GSCV++ selects it using the cumulative explained variance
ratio (EVR) of the I-frame features. The reduction process
consists of three steps:

i) Centering and basis estimation. First, compute the per-
channel mean µI = mean(GI

AC) ∈ R1×45. Subtract this
mean from every primitive and apply SVD:

GI
AC = GI

AC − 1NµI , GI
AC = UIΣI(VI)T. (1a)

Here, 1N is an N -dimensional all-ones column vector, and
UI and VI contain the left and right singular vectors.
The diagonal entries σI

i of ΣI are the singular values in
descending order. The corresponding columns vi ∈ R45 of
VI are the principal directions.

ii) Energy-adaptive dimension selection. The variance along
principal direction vi is λi = (σI

i )
2/(N − 1). Given a

target retained-variance fraction A ∈ (0, 1], select the fewest
leading components whose cumulative explained variance
reaches A:

k∗ = min

{
d ∈ {1, . . . , 45}

∣∣∣∣∣
∑d

i=1 λi∑45
i=1 λi

≥ A

}
. (1b)

Thus, k∗ adapts to the SH AC variance distribution of the

I-frame.
iii) Three-channel packing and projection. Round the re-

tained dimension up to k = 3⌈k∗/3⌉ so that the latent chan-
nels form three-channel images without padding. Using the
first k principal directions, define VI

k = [v1, . . . ,vk] ∈
R45×k and project the centered features:

zIAC = GI
ACV

I
k ∈ RN×k, (1c)

where zIAC is the reduced I-frame SH AC feature matrix.
Applying PCA independently to P-frames can produce

different principal directions, hindering attribute matching
in P-MiniPLAS and the subsequent inter-prediction process.
We therefore reuse both the I-frame mean µI and basis
VI

k to express the P-frame SH AC features in the same
coordinate system:

zPAC = (GP
AC − 1NµI)VI

k ∈ RN×k. (2)

The decoder reconstructs SH AC features as Ĝt
AC =

ẑtAC(V
I
k)

T + 1NµI for both I- and P-frames. This method
facilitates GS inter-frame compression and reduces pre-
processing time by reusing the I-frame PCA results. The
decoder uses the same basis and mean for all frames in the
GoP.

4.2 Prior-Based Inter-MiniPLAS Refinement (P-
MiniPLAS)

3D GS to 2D mapping is a key step because the character-
istics of the generated 2D video will directly influence the
effectiveness of the downstream standard video codecs. The
proposed P-MiniPLAS module is an enhancement of PLAS
[41] that adds attribute-aware weighting factors and inter-
frame refinement.



6

4.2.1 Prior-based PLAS Weighting Factor Inference
For the I-frame GS samples, we first use the two-stage
Morton scan [8] to generate block-wise 2D images and scale
them into the same value range, e.g., [0,255]. Unlike LGSCV,
which directly performs MiniPLAS on these 2D images, a
weighting factor is calculated for each GS attribute to rescale
its image values. These weighting factors act as feature-
scaling coefficients that can guide the subsequent permu-
tation process, prioritizing the more important attributes
instead of uniformly handling all attributes in terms of
texture smoothness. There are two types of prior knowledge
used to infer these weighting factors: initial attribute data
volume and target bitrate.

First, assuming the same degree of lossy compression,
e.g., the same QP, the larger initial data volume generally
corresponds to a larger proportion of the final bitstream. If
the permutation process of PLAS can generate smoother im-
ages for the attributes that originally contain larger amounts
of data, a substantial reduction in the overall bitrate can
be achieved. Second, for 3D GS, different attributes vary
in their importance for rendering quality, as well as in
their sensitivity to lossy compression. There is a consensus
that geometric coordinates play the most critical role, and
scale and opacity are more sensitive to lossy compression
than color SH. However, we still lack a generalized model
for quantifying the relative importance of different GS at-
tributes. Nevertheless, valuable insights can be drawn from
the QP design in MPEG GSC research: attributes of higher
importance are typically assigned smaller QP values to
achieve a more favorable RD trade-off.

Therefore, the weighting factors can be formulated as
follows:

Wa = f1(Da) · f2(QP a), (3)

where a represents the specific attributes, such as SH AC
and opacity, Da and QP a are the initial data volume and
QP of the corresponding attribute. f1(·) and f2(·) are the
mapping functions to derive the quantified parameters. For
f1(·), we define

f1(Da) = BDa · CHa, (4)

where BDa and CHa are the BD and channel numbers of
attribute a.

The calculation of f2(·) is inspired by Q-domain rate-
distortion analysis from video coding [24]. The rate R
generally decreases as the QP increases. However, research
shows that the relation between R and 1/Qstep can be more
accurately approximated by a linear model rather than the
relation between R and 1/QP , therefore, we set

f2(QP a) =
1

Qa
step

= 2
4−QPa

6 , (5)

Ra ≈ Ka f2(QP a)β
a

= Ka 2β
a(4−QPa)/6, (6)

where Ra is the estimated number of coded bits for attribute
a. f2(QP a) shows a positive correlation with Ra but is not
strictly proportional, as Ra is additionally influenced by
content-dependent hyperparameters Ka and βa. However,
for our work, this correlation provides a sufficient, computa-
tionally inexpensive basis for the weighting factor; therefore,
we simply assume f2(QP a) ∝ Ra. Precisely computing Ra

incurs a significant computational overhead, as PLAS is a
multi-iteration optimization process.

As a bitrate-allocation prior, Wa scales the normalized
feature values before evaluating squared Euclidean dis-
tances, its contribution to the permutation cost is propor-
tional to W 2

a . After we obtain Wa for each GS attribute,
we use MiniPLAS to refine I-frame block-wise images to
obtain smooth 2D maps. Given different QPs, we will gen-
erate different 2D maps before compression. If the encoding
configuration is not available before 2D map generation,
using only the initial data volume also yields a clear gain
over equal weighting factors, as shown in Section 5.3.3. It
indicates that the proposed method is flexible and scalable.

4.2.2 Inter-MiniPLAS for P-frame Refinement

Theoretically, given I-frame maps as anchors, directly using
the Inter-PLAS [22] can generate P-frame maps similar to
the I-frame maps if a sufficient number of iterations are
conducted. Using four selected positions p1, . . . , p4 within
a block as an example, let g̃I and g̃P denote the normal-
ized, weighted feature vectors. The selected assignment is
π∗ = argminπ∈S4

∑4
j=1 ∥g̃P (pπ(j)) − g̃I(pj)∥22, where S4

contains all 24 permutations. Considering a 2D map derived
from a GS with more than one million primitives, carrying
out a comprehensive exhaustive search of all permutations
is extremely costly, which can explain why the Inter-PLAS
algorithm has a substantially higher computational cost.

Therefore, for P-frame GS samples, we propose an Inter-
MiniPLAS algorithm to generate P-frame 2D maps, as
Fig. 3 illustrates. After using a two-stage Morton scan to
initialize P-frame 2D maps, we propose progressive local
permutations to remap them with I-frame MiniPLAS maps
as anchors. The progressive block sizes are small, such as
32x32 and 4x4. The reason is that the two-stage Morton scan
already uses the spatial distribution to initialize block-wise
2D maps [8], it is unnecessary to permute the pixels from a
very large receptive field. We consequently restrict the per-
mutation search to a small local region, which can accelerate
convergence without disrupting the local block correlation.
Besides, the downstream video codecs use square pixel
blocks of certain sizes as coding units (CU). In the absence
of explicit motion information, favorable compression per-
formance can be achieved as long as the pixel blocks at
corresponding positions are sufficiently similar.

Standard video codecs use a coding tree unit (CTU) as
the largest basic processing unit, such as 64 × 64 in HEVC
and 128×128 in VVC. We define the maximum permutation
block size (MBS) as BMBS ×BMBS , BMBS ∈ {CTU Size}.
Considering that the PLAS algorithm is a progressive pro-
cess, the block size used in the i-th iteration for the P-frame
is selected as

Bi =
BMBS

2i
, i = 0, 1, ..., (7)

where Bi decreases to 4 as the minimum block size. For
example, when BMBS = 32, there are four block-size levels
with Bi = 32, 16, 8, 4. Each level can contain multiple
permutation sweeps.

For an M ×M map, the permutation-enumeration cost
of one sweep at block size Bi is O(⌊M

Bi
⌋2 × (

B2
i

4 × 24))
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I-frame map
Weighted MiniPLAS

Fixed anchor

Anchor guidanceP-frame map

Initialized map Refined

Inter-MiniPLAS
Local permutations

Refine within each block

Initial residual
|P - I|

Refined residual
|P - I|

Absolute difference |P − I|

0 0.39

Inside a local block

Four selected primitives

1 4

3 2

1 2

3 4

4! = 24

candidates

Before After

Select the permutation with the
smallest mismatch to the anchor

Progressive block sizes

32 16 8 4

Example: MBS = 32

Apply the same permutation
to every attribute channel.

One primitive

Fig. 3. Illustration of Inter-MiniPLAS. The I-frame map is held fixed while the initialized P-frame map is refined through local permutations of four
primitives and progressively smaller blocks. The same permutation is applied to all attribute channels.

for a single feature channel, where ⌊·⌋ is the floor func-
tion. ⌊M

Bi
⌋2 is the number of blocks in the 2D map, and

B2
i

4 × 24 is the number of permutations within each block,
because PLAS uses 4 pixels as one permutation group
(4! = 24 permutations for each unit). Therefore, assum-
ing one complete sweep per block-size level, the overall
computation of P-frame Inter-MiniPLAS for one channel of
data is O(Σl

i=0⌊M
Bi

⌋2 × (
B2

i

4 × 24)), l = log2 BMBS − 2.
When BMBS ≪ M , the computational complexity can be
simplified and estimated by O(M2 logBMBS). If level i
requires si sweeps over C feature channels, the permutation
cost becomes O(CM2

∑l
i=0 si). The measured runtimes are

reported separately in Table 2.
The block size setting of Inter-MiniPLAS not only re-

duces the computation time and complexity for the 2D map
generation, but it can also be used as prior information for
downstream video codec configuration. We will detail this
part in the next section.

4.3 Content-Aware Generalized Compression (CA-GC)
We use the compression framework proposed in GSCV as
the basis of CA-GC, and introduce two new techniques for
efficient GS map compression. The first technique focuses
on geometric coordinates, because coordinate data have a
relatively high BD and are encoded in a lossless manner,
which causes them to occupy a substantial portion of the
total bitrate. In particular, in low-bitrate regimes, the bitrate
contribution of the coordinate can exceed half of the overall
bitrate, as discussed in section 5.2.3. Therefore, targeted
optimization for coordinate compression can yield signifi-
cant benefits. The second technique builds the connection

between the MBS of Inter-MiniPLAS and the maximum CU
size of the codec, which can significantly reduce the coding
time without sacrificing obvious coding gains.

4.3.1 Differentiated Encoding Strategy for Geometric Coor-
dinates

Although GSCV splits the 20-bit coordinate map into two 10
BD maps, which are compatible with standard video codecs,
this operation fails to deliver effective compression results.
The reason is that the LSB part is highly irregular, as shown
in Fig. 4 upper right, leading to limited performance when
using video codecs. However, for 10 BD LSB, we can still
find some contours that satisfy the block-wise style, indi-
cating that 10 BD LSB images exhibit some low-frequency
information.

We use a non-uniform coordinate split to assign more
bits to the MSB maps and leave fewer bits in the LSB maps.
The bottom panels of Fig. 4 illustrate the less structured
appearance of the 8-bit and 4-bit LSB maps. Experimental
results show that standard video codecs can report better
lossless compression performance for non-uniform coordi-
nate maps than for uniform splits. Besides, for noise-like
LSB maps, video codecs might not be necessary, and we can
consider some more lightweight compression algorithms,
such as LZMA [44]. Sometimes, we do not even need to
conduct real compression for LSB due to very limited com-
pression room. Section 5.3.6 compares LZMA with lossless
HM18.0 and gives mode- and split-dependent recommen-
dations.
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Geometry Coordinate LSB Part - 10 bits

LSB Part - 8 bits LSB Part - 4 bits

Fig. 4. Snapshot of the geometric coordinate and its LSB part.

4.3.2 Encoding Complexity Control via CU Size
In standard video codecs, given a predefined maximum CU
size, the RD optimization (RDO) algorithm is conducted to
determine the best CU partition and compression modes,
which is an extremely time-consuming process due to the
need to assess all strategies. The local refinement of Inter-
MiniPLAS motivates using MBS as a prior for limiting the
maximum CU size. Given BMBS , we select the closest sup-
ported maximum CU size for compression. Note that using
larger BMBS and CU size cannot always provide better
RD results than the smaller ones: excessively large BMBS

can severely disrupt the smooth geometric coordinate maps
generated by the two-stage Morton scan, as well as incur
poorer overall bitrate distribution. In the experiments, we
evaluate this design choice and quantify the reduction in
encoding complexity.

5 EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we report the performance of the proposed
GSCV++ on both datasets provided or derived by MPEG
and AVS. Besides, we conduct a comprehensive ablation
study to demonstrate the effectiveness of different modules.

5.1 Experimental Settings
5.1.1 Dataset Selection and Construction
For the MPEG datasets, we select three GS sequences,
including “bartender”, “breakfast”, and “cinema”, with
tracked and semi-tracked versions from the MPEG GSC
working groups. Each sequence has 32 frames; the main
experiments use the first eight frames as one GoP to test
RD performance (Larger GoP sizes are reported in Section

Bartender Cinema

Breakfast

Dance Basketball

Fig. 5. Snapshots of the datasets.

5.3.8). “Tracked” means all the GS frames are refined from
a shared canonical GS model, which was trained using the
merged point cloud with ground truth images from all view-
points and time instants. Densification is disabled during
the refinement process, ensuring that all the frames have the
same number of primitives. “semi-tracked” means densifi-
cation is allowed during the finetuning process, which leads
to a different number of primitives for different frames.
For AVS datasets, we select two dynamic scenes that ex-
hibit clear differences from those provided by MPEG, i.e.,
“dance dunhuang pair”(dance) from PKU-DyMVHumans
[45] and “basketball” from AVS-VRU [46]. We follow the
instructions of the MPEG document [47] to generate GS
sequences. Snapshots of the datasets are shown in Fig. 5.

The target condition is unavailable inter-frame primi-
tive tracked information. To construct this condition from
tracked sequences, we shuffle each frame independently
before compression; the label tracked below describes the
source data, not the preserved input indices. For the semi-
tracked sequences, LightGaussian pruning [31] produces
the equal primitive counts required by the evaluated fixed-
resolution map pipeline.

5.1.2 Comparison Method
We compare the proposed GSCV++ against two anchors
adopted in the MPEG GSC working group, GSCodec Studio
[19] and GPCC v1 [40], as well as the SOTA video-based
GS sequence compression method GSCV, which also ad-
dresses the problem of unavailable inter-frame correspon-
dence. GPCC v1 does not support GS inter-prediction, so
we use all-intra mode for all the testing conditions. GSCodec
Studio [19] pipeline does not support the no-tracked cases,
which is also one of the motivations for this paper. We
therefore exclude GSCodec Studio and GPCC v1 from RD
gains and do not use their results to rank compression
performance. Following [48], quality is evaluated at views
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Fig. 6. Intra-prediction performance comparison on the MPEG and AVS dataset.

9 and 11 for “bartender” and “cinema”, and views 6 and
8 for “breakfast”. The AVS sequences use views 1, 11, 21,
31, 41, and 51 for “dance”, and views 1, 11, 21, and 31 for
“basketball”.

5.1.3 Model Parameters
For the EA-SHDR module, we use an energy threshold
A = 0.99 to implement color SH AC dimensionality re-
duction. To avoid padding the latent feature zAC when
generating three-channel images, we use k = 3⌈k∗/3⌉. For
example, k∗ = 20 in Eq. (1) gives k = 21. For the P-
MiniPLAS module, when calculating the PLAS weight Wa

for coordinate lossless compression, we set QP = QPDC to
calculate f2(QP a), then scale this value up by a factor of
1.25. The reason is that color SH DC usually uses a small
QP. We expect a relatively larger weighting factor for the
coordinate, considering that lossless compression generally
leads to a larger bitstream. Other coordinate-weight settings
are discussed in Section 5.3.3. We set the block size of I-frame
MiniPLAS to [8,8] as suggested by [8], while the MBS for the
P-frame Inter-MiniPLAS is set to 64. For the CA-GC module,
as with GSCV, 20 BD and 10 BD are used to quantize the
coordinate and other attributes. We use 16:04 to split the
coordinate map. HM18.0 [27] is used as a representation
of standard video codecs in the experiments; additional
selections of other standard video codecs are reported in
section 5.3.7. When using HM18.0, we set the maximum CU
size to 64.

5.2 Experimental Results
In this section, we report the performance of GSCV++ on
both intra- and inter-prediction modes. For intra-prediction,
we illustrate the RD curve of the first frame of each sequence
as a representative example; for inter-prediction, we use the
averaged frame-wise RD curve results within one GoP.

5.2.1 Intra-Prediction Results
Fig. 6 illustrates the RD curves of the proposed GSCV++,
GSCV, GSCodec Studio, and GPCC v1. We see that: 1)

GSCV++ reports significant gains compared to all the other
methods; 2) Considering that GSCV++, GSCV, and GSCodec
Studio are all video-based methods, the performance of
GSCV++ is the best, followed by GSCV and GSCodec Stu-
dio; 3) GPCC v1 reports better performance in the low-
bitstream range on the MPEG dataset because GPCC v1
is more effective at coordinate compression, and the coor-
dinates occupy most of the bitstream in the low-bitstream
region; 4) However, GPCC v1 reports different performance
on the MPEG and AVS datasets: GPCC v1 performs better
on the MPEG dataset but worse on the AVS dataset. After
checking the dataset, we find that the primitive density of
the AVS dataset is sparser than that of the MPEG sequences.
Considering that GPCC v1 is initially designed for point
clouds and is more powerful for compressing dense point
clouds, sparse GS samples present a relatively challenging
data distribution for GPCC v1; 5) Table 1 left part quantifies
the averaged RD gains of GSCV++ on both the MPEG
dataset and the AVS dataset. Specifically, GSCV++ exhibits
gains of around 25% to 40% compared with GSCV.

TABLE 1
RD gain of GSCV++ over GSCV

Anchor: GSCV
Intra Inter

Method MPEG AVS MPEG AVS
GSCV++ -39.61% -24.50% -68.70% -109.93%

5.2.2 Inter-Prediction Results

Fig. 7 illustrates the RD curves of the proposed GSCV++,
GSCV, GSCodec Studio, and GPCC v1 under the inter-
prediction condition. We see that: 1) compared with the all-
intra mode, GSCV++ demonstrates more pronounced gains
under the inter-frame prediction mode; 2) different from the
intra-prediction mode, where GSCodec Studio reports per-
formance similar to GPCC v1 in most sequences; however,
GSCodec Studio illustrates extremely poor performance un-
der the inter-prediction mode. The reason is that GSCodec
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Fig. 7. Inter-prediction performance comparison on the MPEG and AVS datasets.

Studio uses the I-frame PLAS sorting index to generate P-
frame 2D maps, which assumes that I- and P-frames are
associated with stable tracking information. Without tracked
information, the P-frame 2D maps of GSCodec Studio show
significant content variations. It also reveals the importance
of the proposed P-MiniPLAS module, which can construct
robust tracked information for arbitrary GS sequences; 3)
GSCV reports stable performance due to the introduction
of inter-PLAS. However, GSCV++ includes more effective
2D map generation methods, resulting in even higher RD
gains than those of the intra-prediction mode, as illustrated
in Table 1 right part: the gains of GSCV++ compared to
GSCV increased from around 25% - 40% to around 65% -
110%.

5.2.3 Rate Allocation

The rate allocation of “bartender” is shown in Fig. 8. We
use the three rate points and detail the bits per primitive
(BPP) for all the components. We observe that for the high-
bitrate point, e.g., R05, the color SH AC occupies the largest
part of the bitstream, while for the low-bitrate point, the
coordinates account for nearly half of the total bitstream,
e.g., over 30 BPP for coordinates. This reveals why video-
based GS compression methods are worse than GPCC v1
for the low-bitrate region: GPCC v1 is more powerful for
coordinate compression, enabling it to achieve around 10-15
coordinate BPP.

5.2.4 Time Complexity

In video-based GS compression frameworks, the computa-
tional cost mainly consists of two parts: 1) T1: the time spent
converting vanilla GS into 2D video; and 2) T2: the subse-
quent video encoding and decoding time. First, Table 2 il-
lustrates the T1 time of GSCV++ and GSCV on “bartender”.
Specifically, for GSCV++, there are three steps to obtain the
final 2D GS videos: EA-SHDR, two-stage Morton scan, and
P-MiniPLAS. For GSCV, there are two steps: spatial-stable
initialization (SSI) and anchor-based PLAS refinement (A-
PLASre). We see that for both I- and P-frames, GSCV++ can

Fig. 8. Rate allocation of semi-tracked “bartender”.

TABLE 2
Computation time (s) of preprocessing and 2D map generation for

GSCV++ and GSCV

Method GSCV++ GSCV

Type EA-SHDR Two-stage
Morton Scan

P-MiniPLAS
(MBS = 64) All SSI Inter-PLAS All

I-frame 0.54 0.075 3.96 4.575 0.07 24.71 24.78
P-frame 0.05 0.075 14.54 14.665 0.09 74.51 74.6

exhibit a faster 2D map generation speed, which can benefit
the practical application of 3D GS.

Second, the T2 time is related to the downstream codecs
used in practical compression. Therefore, we list the encod-
ing time (En) and decoding time (De) of GSCV++, GSCV,
GSCodec Studio (GSCS), and GPCC v1 in Table 3. For
GSCV++ and GSCV, we test two different video codecs,
HM18.0 and FFMPEG libx265. We see that: 1) GSCV++
libx265 reports the fastest encoding and decoding times; 2)
using the same video codecs, GSCV++ requires less encod-
ing and decoding time than GSCV and GSCodec Studio.
It indicates that the generated GS maps are more user-
friendly for standard video codecs by introducing smoother
textures; 3) using GSCV++ libx265 R05 as an example, the
average encoding and decoding times per image are around
2.39/14 = 0.171s and 0.50/14 = 0.035s. This means that
currently, GSCV++ can achieve almost real-time decoding
when employing multi-threaded parallel decoding (around
30 FPS), considering that the decoding process of different



11

TABLE 3
The averaged frame-wise encoding and decoding times of different

methods on the tracked “bartender”.

Codec GSCV++
HM18.0

GSCV++
libx265

GSCV
HM18.0

GSCV
libx265

GSCS
libx265

GPCC
v1

Rate
Point En De En De En De En De En De En De

R05 397.8 1.4 2.4 0.5 1183.5 3.9 4.6 1.2 8.9 1.4 304.1 86.0
R04 332.1 1.2 2.4 0.4 1012.5 2.9 4.1 0.9 8.5 1.4 298.0 88.4
R03 246.6 1.0 2.2 0.4 540.3 2.1 2.8 0.7 7.3 1.3 291.7 86.7
R02 213.1 0.9 2.2 0.4 353.4 1.6 2.3 0.6 6.4 1.3 291.9 86.0
R01 187.3 0.8 2.1 0.3 301.5 1.3 1.9 0.5 5.2 1.1 293.2 85.4

GS attributes is independent. Given that GS cannot currently
be generated in real time, real-time encoding is not a strict
industrial requirement. Even so, reducing encoding latency
remains beneficial for facilitating broader GS deployment.
One promising method is to control the number of primi-
tives before compression, such as introducing pruning dur-
ing GS generation [21] or adding it as part of the prepro-
cessing step.

5.3 Ablation Study

In this section, we report the ablation study of GSCV++.
Specifically, we use three MPEG semi-tracked sequences
as test sequences. If the ablation experiments exhibit con-
sistent performance across the three sequences, we report
the average results over all three. Otherwise, when the
performance is inconsistent, we select the sequences with
divergent outcomes for further analysis and discussion.

5.3.1 Effectiveness of EA-SHDR and P-MiniPLAS
To quantify the contribution of the two modules, we eval-
uate four combinations of EA-SHDR and P-MiniPLAS, Ta-
ble 4 reports the arithmetic mean of the three per-sequence
rate changes, using the setting with both modules disabled
as the common reference. Enabling EA-SHDR alone reports
a 21.92% RD gain, while enabling P-frame refinement alone
illustrates 32.43% gain. Combining both modules yields
the largest average gain, 41.79%, and also provides the
largest reduction relative to the common baseline on each
sequence. Using the EA-SHDR-only setting as the reference,
adding P-frame refinement provides a further average gain
of 24.65%. Conversely, adding EA-SHDR to the refinement-
only setting yields a gain of 10.67%. These results support
the complementary roles of the two modules in the main
configuration.

TABLE 4
Average RD changes of module combinations. The last row is the main

GSCV++ configuration.

EA-SHDR P-MiniPLAS Avg. Gain (%)
w/o w/o 0.00

w w/o -21.92
w/o w -32.43

w w -41.79

To better illustrate the influence of different modules on
different bitrate ranges, we additionally present EA-SHDR
and P-MiniPLAS in RD curves using three alternatives: 1)
disable both modules (w/o PLAS and PCA); 2) disable EA-
SHDR (w/o PCA); and 3) use separate PCA bases for I-

Fig. 9. Ablation Study of EA-SHDR and P-MiniPLAS on the MPEG semi-
tracked dataset.

and P-frames (SePCA). We show the results of “bartender”
and “cinema” in Fig. 9. We see that both EA-SHDR and
P-MiniPLAS contribute to the overall performance. Intro-
ducing PCA-related operations will incur a lower-quality
upper bound; however, for “bartender”, the performance
of SePCA and w/o PCA is close, while the performance
without PCA is superior to SePCA for “cinema”. This
indicates that the principal component space of “cinema”
color SH AC exhibits significant variation across different
frames. Using I-frame truncated SVD results for P-frames is
important to ensure stable prediction gain.

We further compare the complete Inter-PLAS [22] with
our P-MiniPLAS on the same sequences, retaining EA-
SHDR, shared I/P PCA bases, coordinate coding, HM set-
tings, and the five operating points. The Inter-PLAS alterna-
tive applies vanilla PLAS to the I-frame and globally refines
each P-frame using its own I-frame ordering and quantized
anchor, with unit attribute weights, radius decay 0.95, and
minimum sorting block size 16. The results are shown in
Table 5. The proposed P-MiniPLAS reports an obvious gain
of 24.49% on average, with gains of 24.11%, 28.87%, and
20.50% on “bartender”, “breakfast”, and “cinema”, respec-
tively. Mean 2D map generation time decreases from 25.61
to 2.10 s for the I-frame and from 63.04 to 16.43 s per P-
frame, corresponding to a 3.84× P-frame sorting speedup.
These results show consistent RD improvements and lower
sorting cost across the three sequences.

TABLE 5
Average RD change and computation time of complete I/P map

generation between Inter-PLAS and P-MiniPLAS.

Method
∆R
(%)

I sorting
(s)

P sorting
(s/frame)

Inter-PLAS 0.00 25.61 63.04
P-MiniPLAS -24.49 2.10 16.43

5.3.2 Energy Ratio for EA-SHDR
In Section 5.1.3, we set the energy ratio as A = 0.99. In this
part, we show the results of A = 0.999, 0.950, 0.900, 0.980
in Fig. 10. We see that the “bartender” and “breakfast”
report different RD curves corresponding to a monotonic
variation of energy, while “cinema” is close to “breakfast”.
For “bartender”, it shows perfect hierarchical performance
with the increase of energy, while “breakfast” reports the
best RD results when A = 0.900 and an obvious perfor-
mance gap with A = 0.850. The reason is that the texture
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Fig. 10. Ablation Study of EA-SHDR energy ratio on the MPEG semi-
tracked dataset.

of “breakfast” is more complex than that of “bartender”,
and the energy distribution is different: the latent feature
channels k∗ for “bartender” and “breakfast” are [27, 21,
15, 12, 9] and [24, 18, 12, 9, 6], respectively. The energy
of “breakfast” is more concentrated. The best RD curve
corresponds to finding the best solution of J = D+λR, and
“bartender” has different global optima from “breakfast”.
Further work is needed to explore an RD analysis for the GS
2D map corresponding to the color SH AC energy.

5.3.3 Influence of PLAS Weighting Factor
In Section 4.2.1, we introduce a prior-based PLAS weighting
factor to realize content-aware PLAS image smoothness. To
highlight the effectiveness of this method, we report the
performance of GSCV++ corresponding to: 1) equal weight-
ing factors for all the GS attributes; 2) attribute channel-
based weighting factors, i.e., coordinate: color SH DC: color
SH AC: opacity: scale: rotation = 3:3:45:1:3:4; and 3) when
calculating the weight of coordinate, we fix QP = 0 for
f2(QP a) (noted as proposed (coordinate QP = 0)), which
means that regardless of the QP range of other attributes,
the weighting factors of coordinate are fixed. The results are
shown in Fig. 11 (a). We observe that the performance of the
proposed and proposed (coordinate QP = 0) are the best,
followed by channel-based and equal weight. Using equal
weight as a baseline, the RD gains of the channel-based,
proposed, and proposed (coordinate QP = 0) methods are
6.2%, 7.5%, and 8.3%, respectively. Using coordinate QP as
0 is slightly better than setting coordinate QP = QPDC .
It is worth noting that the meaning of QP=0 differs across
different encoders: nearly lossless for HM/VTM, while real
lossless for FFMPEG libx264. Considering that the proposed
method requires some prior knowledge, such as the QP of
the downstream video codecs, we suggest using channel-
based weights when QP prior knowledge is not available.

5.3.4 Influence of CU Size
In Section 4.2.2, we introduce the setting of the P-frame
MBS, which can be used as a prior for CU size selection
in the downstream video codec. In Section 5.1.3, we set
MBS to 64 and adopt a progressive block size of [64x64,
32x32, 16x16, 8x8, 4x4] for Inter-MiniPLAS. In this Section,
we report the performance of using maximum CU size and
partition depth (PD) as (64, 4), (32, 3), and (16,2) for real
coding, ensuring that the minimum CU size is 8x8. The
results are shown in Fig. 11 (b). We see that the performance
of different CU and PD settings yields similar RD perfor-
mance: using CU16 PD2 as a benchmark, the performance

(a) PLAS Weighting Factors (b) CU Size

Fig. 11. (a): Ablation study of PLAS weight; (b): Ablation study of CU
size.

gains of CU32 PD3 and CU64 PD4 are 0.33% and 0.41%,
respectively.

One advantage of using a smaller CU size and PD is
low encoding complexity. According to the RDO algorithm,
the encoder traverses all possible partitioning schemes and
computes the reconstruction error and bitrate to deter-
mine the optimal choice. Smaller CU involves fewer par-
titioning schemes, allowing the optimal coding decision
to be reached more efficiently. Using the “cinema” inter-
prediction mode with the highest bitrate as an example,
the averaged HM18.0 encoding times of each 2D GS map
of CU16 PD2, CU32 PD3, and CU64 PD4 are 16.39, 18.85,
and 22.45. For low-delay applications, P-MiniPLAS can pro-
vide an important prior for the trade-off between RD and
encoding time.

5.3.5 Influence of MBS

We illustrate the performance of GSCV++ with different
MBS in this part. First, we test the performance of different
MBS, including MBS = 128, 64, 32, 16, and 8. Given the
MBS, we configure the encoder by selecting the maximum
CU size that is closest to the MBS. For example, MBS = 128
with CU size = 64, MBS = 32 with CU size = 32, and MBS
= 8 with CU size = 16. The results are shown in Fig. 12
(a). We observe that: 1) the overall performance increases
from MBS = 8 to 64, but decreases when MBS = 128. This
result indicates that larger MBS does not necessarily lead
to better performance. Considering that P-MiniPLAS is a
progressive process, an excessively large MBS can lead to
local optima and prevent subsequent smaller block size
values from escaping these local optima. 2) a larger MBS
requires more computation time. Using “bartender” as an
example, it has around half a million primitives, and the
P-MiniPLAS times are 17.27s, 13.7s, 6.24s, 5.76s, 1.40s from
MBS = 128 to 8. With a reasonable MBS value range, the
compression ratio generally tends to increase proportionally
with the P-MiniPLAS computation time.

Section 4.2.2 motivates limiting the maximum CU size
using MBS as an engineering prior. To evaluate this design
choice, we illustrate additional experiments with MBS = 8
and three different maximum CU sizes that are larger than
8 in Fig. 12 (b). The three curves are observed to nearly
overlap, which supports this observation on the tested se-
quences.
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(a) P-MiniPLAS with different MBS
and CU combination.

(b) Small MBS with larger CU size.

Fig. 12. (a): Ablation study of P-MiniPLAS MBS on the MPEG semi-
tracked dataset; (b): Ablation study of CU size on small MBS setting.

TABLE 6
Coordinate compression of MPEG semi-tracked sequences.

MSB:HM18.0 LSB:HM18.0 MSB:HM18.0 LSB:LZMASequence Setting MSB LSB ALL MSB LSB ALL
10:10 1.99 28.06 30.05 1.99 30.88 32.86
12:08 4.93 25.04 29.96 4.93 24.00 28.92All-intra
16:04 15.64 13.62 29.25 15.64 12.46 28.1
10:10 2.86 27.56 30.42 2.86 28.36 31.22
12:08 5.72 24.73 30.45 5.72 25.43 31.15

bartender

Inter
16:04 16.41 13.62 30.03 16.41 14.32 30.73
10:10 2.27 28.05 30.32 2.27 30.97 33.24
12:08 5.36 24.87 30.23 5.36 24.00 29.36All-intra
16:04 16.07 13.62 29.69 16.07 12.46 28.53
10:10 3.14 26.93 30.08 3.14 28.14 31.29
12:08 6.02 23.92 29.93 6.02 25.03 31.05

cinema

Inter
16:04 15.88 13.62 29.5 15.88 14.16 30.05
10:10 5.44 30.77 36.22 5.44 31.85 37.29
12:08 10.22 25.52 35.74 10.22 24.00 34.22All-intra
16:04 21.99 13.62 35.61 21.99 12.48 34.47
10:10 4.82 27.91 32.72 4.82 28.28 33.10
12:08 7.93 24.44 32.38 7.93 25.18 33.11

breakfast

Inter
16:04 18.9 13.62 32.52 18.9 14.29 33.20

5.3.6 Influence of Differentiated Encoding on Coordinate
Section 4.3.1 introduces non-uniform coordinate splitting.
Table 6 compares lossless HM18.0 and LZMA for LSB
coding on three semi-tracked sequences, using 10:10, 12:08,
and 16:04 splits in all-intra and inter modes. The MSB
uses HM18.0. LZMA receives direct LSB data for I-frames
and I-frame-referenced residuals for subsequent frames. The
highlighted entries indicate the smallest total coordinate
size among the tested configurations for each sequence and
mode.

The results support a mode- and split-dependent LSB
choice. For all-intra coding, LZMA gives a smaller LSB size
than HM18.0 at 12:08 and 16:04 on all three sequences; the
10:10 split instead favors HM18.0. For inter coding, HM18.0
gives a smaller LSB size for all nine tested sequence/split
combinations. We therefore recommend LZMA for the eval-
uated all-intra configurations and HM18.0 for the evaluated
inter configurations.

5.3.7 Performance of Different Standard Codecs
In Section 5.1.3, we use HM18.0 as the representation of
standard video codecs for GSCV++. In Fig. 13, we report the
performance of using VTM23.11 [28], FFMPEG libx265, and
FFMPEG libx264 [29] as practical codecs. Specifically, the
libx265 and libx264 configurations evaluated here support
maximum input BDs of 12 and 10, respectively. There-
fore, we use 12:08 for coordinate compression for FFMPEG
libx265, while 10:10 for FFMPEG libx264. We see that: 1) the
performance of HM18.0 and VTM23.11 is close, followed

Fig. 13. Performance of GSCV++ with different video codecs.

(a) Residual histogram of rendered-view images.

(b) Residual histogram of P-MiniPLAS scale map.

Fig. 14. Residual Analysis.

by FFMPEG libx265 and libx264. Using FFMPEG libx264
as the benchmark, the RD gains of libx265, VTM23.11, and
HM18.0 are 12.01%, 23.27%, and 23.91%; 2) VTM23.11 does
not report better performance than HM18.0, which conflicts
with the conclusion on natural videos. The reason is that
compared with natural images, GS 2D maps illustrate a
more pronounced heavy-tail behavior, and these maps do
not provide any explicit motion like natural videos. Some
advanced video coding modules involved in VVC do not
illustrate significant gains over HEVC.
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We use the “cinema” rendered view 9th images from
frames 0 and 1 as the representations of natural images. The
residual histogram for the inter-prediction is demonstrated
in Fig. 14(a), and the same residual analysis of P-MiniPLAS
scale maps is used for comparison and illustrated in Fig.
14(b). Based on the histogram, we also provide fitted Gaus-
sian and Laplace curves. The larger Laplace scale parameter
b of the natural image is 0.012, while that of the scale map is
0.021. This reflects the conclusion that P-MiniPLAS images
demonstrate an obvious heavy-tail behavior. Additionally,
the entropy of the natural and scale residual images is
4.26 and 6.44, respectively. This evidence reveals that the
P-MiniPLAS image presents a more challenging condition
for current standard video codecs.

5.3.8 Performance of Different GoP Size
To evaluate the effect of GoP size beyond the eight-frame
setting, we compress the same 32 consecutive frames of the
MPEG semi-tracked “cinema” sequence using GoP sizes of
8, 16, and 32. These settings partition the sequence into four,
two, and one independently coded groups, respectively,
each containing one I-frame followed by P-frames that ref-
erence that group’s I-frame. We retain the main parameters
and five operating points. Each new I-frame refreshes its 2D
mapping and EA-SHDR basis.

TABLE 7
GoP-size comparison on the 32-frame “cinema” sequence. RD

changes use all five operating points with GoP8 as the reference.
Temporal diagnostics are measured at R03.

Metric GoP8 GoP16 GoP32
RD gain (%) 0.00 +3.91 +28.04
PSNR, frames 0–15 (dB) 34.70 34.35 34.37
PSNR, frames 16–31 (dB) 35.04 34.87 32.66
PCA dim., frames 16–31 24 24 21
Proj. error, frames 16–31 (%) 0.25 0.25 1.02

Fig. 15(a) and Table 7 show a small RD degradation for
GoP16 and a larger degradation for GoP32, with loss of
3.91% and 28.04% relative to GoP8. At R03, GoP32 increases
size from 3.557 to 4.362 MB/frame while reducing mean
PSNR from 34.87 to 33.51 dB relative to GoP8. The quality
gap is concentrated in the second half of the sequence. In
Fig. 15(b), GoP16 and GoP32 have nearly identical average
PSNR over frames 0–15 (34.35 and 34.37 dB), but GoP32
is 2.21 dB lower over frames 16–31. Refreshing the I-frame
at frame016 in GoP8/16 also updates the PCA latent dimen-
sion from 21 to 24, whereas GoP32 keeps the 21-dimensional
frame000 representation. We also report the projection error
of EA-SHDR in Table 7, i.e., ∥Xc−X̂c∥2F /∥Xc∥2F , where Xc is
centered using the group’s I-frame mean. Consequently, the
second-half normalized projection error is 1.02% for GoP32
and approximately 0.25% for GoP8/16. The 0.99 energy
threshold selects the dimension only at the I-frame and does
not guarantee the same retained energy for subsequent P-
frames. This difference includes both basis refresh and di-
mension adaptation. These observations are consistent with
poorer matching to the distant I-frame anchor and reduced
compressibility that local P-MiniPLAS refinement cannot
fully recover. Therefore, periodic I-frame refresh maintains

(a) RD performance on the same 32 frames.

(b) Frame-wise PSNR at R03.

Fig. 15. (a): Performance of different GS GoP sizes on the 32-
frame semi-tracked “cinema” sequence; (b): frame-wise PSNR at R03,
squares mark I-frames, the dashed line separates frames 0–15 and 16–
31.

more stable RD performance and supports the default GoP8
setting.

6 CONCLUSION

This paper presents a comprehensive and effective 3D
GS sequence compression framework via the video codec
GSCV++. GSCV++ optimizes the end-to-end video-based
3D GS compression pipeline with EA-SHDR, P-MiniPLAS,
and CA-GC. It reports SOTA performance in both intra-
and inter-prediction modes, as well as faster GS 2D map
generation and coding speeds. Based on the experimental
results, we demonstrate the robustness, compatibility, and
alignment with the requirements of standardization for
lightweight 3D GS compression.

Limitations: The GS geometry coordinate LSB map com-
pression is less compressible for standard video codecs. Ad-
ditionally, using energy solely to control the latent dimen-
sion of color SH AC cannot achieve an optimized RD bal-
ance for some GS sequences. Moreover, PLAS images report
different characteristics compared with natural images; even
the slightest roughness will limit the performance of the
encoder. Some learning-based methods, such as Sandwich
Network [49], might further improve the performance of
standardized video codecs.
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