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Figure 1: We propose the Mesh-adsorbed Gaussian Splatting (MaGS), a unified framework for
reconstructing and simulating a dynamic 3D object from a monocular video.

Abstract

3D reconstruction and simulation, while interrelated, have distinct objectives:
reconstruction demands a flexible 3D representation adaptable to diverse scenes,
whereas simulation requires a structured representation to model motion principles
effectively. This paper introduces the Mesh-adsorbed Gaussian Splatting (MaGS)
method to resolve such a dilemma. MaGS constrains 3D Gaussians to hover on
the mesh surface, creating a mutual-adsorbed mesh-Gaussian 3D representation
that combines the rendering flexibility of 3D Gaussians with the spatial coherence
of meshes. Leveraging this representation, we introduce a learnable Relative
Deformation Field (RDF) to model the relative displacement between the mesh and
3D Gaussians, extending traditional mesh-driven deformation paradigms that only
rely on ARAP prior, thus capturing the motion of each 3D Gaussian more precisely.
By joint optimizing meshes, 3D Gaussians, and RDF, MaGS achieves both high
rendering accuracy and realistic deformation. Extensive experiments on the D-
NeRF and NeRF-DS datasets demonstrate that MaGS can generate competitive
results in both reconstruction and simulation.

1 Introduction

The human visual system can simultaneously capture the 3D appearance (reconstruction) and infer
the probable motions (simulation) of dynamic objects from a monocular video. In contrast, computer
vision and graphics typically treat 3D reconstruction and simulation as distinct tasks. Over the years,
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various reconstruction methods have emerged [22, 23, 41, 42, 27]. These methods represent the
geometry and appearance of a 3D scene from multi-view images, either implicitly or explicitly, and
subsequently render photo-realistic novel views based on the 3D representation. Neural Radiance
Fields (NeRF)[26], an implicit method, utilizes volume rendering techniques to bridge 2D and 3D
spaces. To expedite NeRF, approaches such as neural hashing [29] and tri-plane [10, 7] representations
have been introduced. Explicit methods represent a 3D scene more concretely using such as 3D points
as rendering primitives, with representative methods including PointRF [52] and Pulsar [17]. More
recently, 3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) has demonstrated significant improvements in rendering
quality and speed [15, 3], and has been extended to 4D scene reconstruction [43, 48, 47, 25]. These
representations, whether explicit or implicit, do not impose substantial prior information on the
reconstructed object, enabling flexible application across various scenes.

The simulation utilizes reconstruction results for motion editing [33, 12, 46], ray tracing rendering [35]
, and other applications [24, 44, 6]. Due to the lack of structural or physical priors, such as skeletons,
simulating the raw reconstruction results often appear unrealistic. To address this, some methods
introduce explicit representations to enhance simulation capabilities [50, 46, 54, 13]. For instance,
Huang et al.[11] applied control points as learnable handles to guide deformation more structurally. In
specific cases like human body simulation, parametric models such as SMPL [49, 20] are commonly
used. Some approaches aim to integrate spatial continuity priors by introducing explicit mesh
representations. Guedon and Waczynska [9, 40] employed a hybrid mesh and 3DGS representation
to achieve more natural editing of static objects. Recently, Liu et al. [18] proposed a dynamic mesh
Gaussian method to extend hybrid representations for simulating dynamic objects, thus enhancing
their simulation capabilities.

3D reconstruction and simulation, while interrelated, have distinct objectives: reconstruction requires
a flexible 3D representation adaptable to diverse scenes, whereas simulation necessitates a structured
representation to model deformation policies effectively. This dual requirement poses significant
challenges for a unified framework. To address this, we introduce the Mesh-adsorbed Gaussian
Splatting (MaGS) method. MaGS constrains 3D Gaussians to hover on the mesh surface, creating
a hybrid mesh-Gaussian 3D representation that combines the rendering flexibility of 3D Gaussians
with the spatial coherence of meshes. Leveraging this representation, we further propose a learnable
Relative Deformation Field (RDF) to model the relative movement between the mesh and Gaussians,
in addition to the mesh deformation itself. These designs distinguish MaGS from other methods
that typically use the anchored and fixed mesh-Gaussian representation [18, 40, 9]: By allowing
relative displacement between the mesh and 3D Gaussians through the learnable RDF, MaGS
bypasses the trade-off between rendering accuracy and deformation rationality during dynamic
object reconstruction. On the simulation side, MaGS extends the as-rigid-as-possible (ARAP) [38]
prior within meshes to capture a relative motion of each 3D Gaussian, thus handling more complex
deformations. By joint optimizing meshes, 3D Gaussians, and RDF, MaGS achieves both high
rendering accuracy and realistic deformation. Extensive experiments on the D-NeRF and NeRF-DS
datasets demonstrate that MaGS outperforms current methods in both reconstruction and simulation,
significantly reducing floating points and artifacts. In this regard, MaGS presents a new paradigm for
a unified reconstruction and simulation framework.

To summarize, our contributions are as follows:

• We propose an innovative mesh-adsorbed 3D Gaussians representation that combines the
rendering flexibility of 3D Gaussians with the spatial coherence of meshes, enabling the
unification of reconstruction and simulation tasks.

• We introduce the mesh-adsorbed 3D Gaussian Splitting (MaGS) method, which jointly
optimizes meshes, 3D Gaussians, and their relative deformation field via video rendering.
MaGS achieves both high rendering accuracy and realistic deformation of dynamic objects.

2 Related Work

2.1 Neural Rendering for Dynamic Scenes

Since its inception by Mildenhall et al. [26], NeRF has driven rapid advancements in 3D scene
reconstruction and novel view synthesis using differentiable rendering. Gao et al. [8] extended
NeRF to dynamic scenes, underscoring dynamic scene reconstruction as a pivotal area in NeRF-
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related research and a burgeoning field of interest. Several studies have explored augmenting NeRF
with temporal positional encoding to render dynamic scenes at various time points [33, 39]. Other
works have focused on integrating temporal information with voxel representations to significantly
reduce training time [5, 19]. Additionally, some research has adopted k-plane representations to
optimize temporal and spatial dimensions [7, 10, 2, 37]. Park et al. [30] utilized geometric priors for
regularization and implemented motion fields, while Park et al. [31] projected motion into hyperspace,
enhancing the expressive power and physical interpretability of deformation fields. Notably, Yan et al.
[45] enhanced rendering accuracy by modeling specular reflections.

More recently, 3DGS [15] has gained increasing attention. It significantly improves rendering speed
compared to NeRF while providing a clearer geometric interpretation through point clouds. Dynamic
field research has also been applied to 3DGS, with studies discussing the use of deformation fields
for representing dynamic scenes [48, 14, 43].

2.2 Neural Rendering Enhanced by Explicit Priors

Recent studies have explored effective deformation capabilities by introducing explicit priors. NeRF-
Editing [50] integrates NeRF with mesh deformation using ARAP [38], while NeuMesh [46] directly
incorporates neural fields onto meshes for superior deformation editing. SuGar [9] utilizes Poisson
reconstruction to bind Gaussian point clouds to mesh and optimizes them simultaneously. GaMeS [40]
introduces pseudo-mesh, and designs a mesh Gaussian binding algorithm for deformation editing.
However, these approaches have yet to be extended to dynamic scenarios. In recent research,
parametric models are combined to fit scene deformations, exemplified by Qian et al. [34], Chen
et al. [4], Moreau et al. [28] for human body deformation scene modeling. SC-GS [11] employs
sparse control points for Gaussian point cloud deformation. DG-Mesh [18] enhances 3DGS and
mesh integration by mapping Gaussian points to mesh facets with Gaussian-Mesh Anchoring for
uniformity and improved mesh optimization. MaGS distinguishes itself from the above-mentioned
methods [18, 40, 9] by allowing the relative mesh-GS deformation.

3 Preliminaries

3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) [15] employs millions of learnable 3D Gaussians to explicitly map
spatial coordinates to pixel values, enhancing rendering efficiency and quality via a rasterization-
based splatting approach. Each 3D Gaussian is represented by a Gaussian function parameterized by
mean µ and variance Σ, which can be defined as:

G(x) = e−
1
2 (x−µ)TΣ−1(x−µ). (1)

3DGS also introduces the vector s ∈ R3 that controls the scaling, and the vector q ∈ R4 that controls
the rotation. These components are then transformed into the corresponding rotation matrix R and
scaling matrix S. To optimize the covariance matrix, Σ is decomposed into:

Σ = RSSTRT . (2)

Additionally, each Gaussian retains an opacity value σ to adjust its influence in the rendering and is
associated with spherical harmonic coefficient sh to achieve a view-dependent appearance. Gaussian
rasterization pipeline, which can project 3D Gaussian to 2D and render each pixel using the following
2D covariance matrix Σ′:

Σ′ = JV ΣV TJT , (3)

where W is viewing transformation, and J is the Jacobian of affine projective transformation.

When rendering 2D pixel u, the function to calculate color is as follows:

C(u) =
∑
i∈N

Tiαici,

αi = σie
− 1

2 (u−µi)
T ∑′(u−µi),

(4)

where Ti symbolizes transmittance, defined as Πi−1
j=1(1− αj), and ci denotes Gaussian color along

the ray, and µi represents the 2D projection coordinates of the 3D Gaussians.
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Figure 2: The MaGS pipeline comprises two stages. In Stage I, we randomly initialize 3D Gaussians
and utilize a deformation fields MLP (DF-MLP) to generate a deformation field for these Gaussians.
The deformed Gaussians are rendered using splatting, and the loss between the rendered view and the
ground-truth video frame is computed to optimize both the Gaussian parameters and DF-MLP. At
the end of Stage I, we use Marching Cubes [21] to extract a static mesh from the 3D Gaussians. In
Stage II, the parameters of the DF-MLP are copied from Stage I and kept fixed, while Mesh-adsorbed
Gaussians are initialized by adsorbing random 3D Gaussians to the mesh. In each iteration, the
timestamp is fed into the DF-MLP and combined with the ARAP algorithm to deform the Mesh-
adsorbed Gaussians. The ARAP-deformed Mesh-adsorbed Gaussians are then forwarded to a Relative
Deformation Fields MLP (RDF-MLP) to compute the RDF. The Gaussians on the mesh then hover
according to the RDF, resulting in the final deformed output for rendering. In this process, the
parameters of RDF-MLP, mesh and 3D Gaussians are jointly optimized based on the rendering loss.
For simulation, Mesh-adsorbed Gaussians are deformed using Dragging and ARAP deformation,
calibrated by RDF to achieve the final deformation result. The simulation result can be directly
rendered due to the 3D Gaussian representation.

4 Methodology

4.1 Stage I: Mesh Extraction and Deformation Field Estimation

Figure 2 depicts a pipeline overview of MaGS. In stage I, we begin by modeling the coarse shape
and deformation of a dynamic object in a monocular video. Specifically, we randomly initialize 3D
Gaussians and utilize a deformation field to represent the temporal variations of each Gaussian. An
MLP (dubbed DF-MLP) is employed to predict such deformation field from the initial frame (0-th
frame) to any subsequent frame (t-th frame). For the initial Gaussian Gg at time 0, we define a 3D
Gaussian as {Gg(T = 0) : µg, qg, sg, σg, cg}. At time t, the deformation field assists in predicting
the changes:

(δµ, δq, δs, δσ, δc) = D(Ep(µg),Et(t)), (5)

where µg represents the mean of the Gaussian at time 0, E represents the function that embedding
timestamp and coordinates. The predicted deformations are then applied to the initial 3D Gaussian to
obtain the Gaussian at time t, resulting in {Gg(T = t) : µg + δµ, qg × δq, sg + δs, σg + δσ, cg + δc}.
The deformed Gaussians are rendered using splatting, and the loss between the rendered view and the
ground-truth video frame is computed to optimize both the Gaussian parameters and DF-MLP.

To establish a coarse mesh from the 3D Gaussians, we adopt the method proposed by Guédon and
Lepetit [9]. This involves estimating a point cloud from depth maps rendered by the 3D Gaussians
and subsequently applying the Marching Cubes algorithm for reconstruction [21].
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Figure 3: To our knowledge, all existing methods [18, 40, 9] that integrate 3D Gaussians with mesh
representations anchor each Gaussian to a mesh facet in a fixed manner, preventing any relative
displacement between the mesh and 3D Gaussians despite mesh deformations. Consequently,
when optimizing both mesh and Gaussian parameters simultaneously, the actual positions of the
3D Gaussians and the mesh can deviate from their intended positions, as illustrated in (a). This
misalignment compromises the optimization process, negatively impacting rendering accuracy and
deformation rationality. MaGS addresses this by allowing 3D Gaussians to hover on the mesh surface
(implemented with RDF), facilitating joint optimization for mesh and Gaussians, as shown in (b).

4.2 Stage II: Mesh-adsorbed Gaussian Splatting

4.2.1 Mesh-adsorbed Gaussians

To establish a connection between meshes and 3D Gaussians, we introduce the Mesh-adsorbed 3D
Gaussian representation. We utilize a triangular mesh foundation, where each mesh facet m of the
initial mesh M comprises vertices v1..3 ⊂ R3. For the original Mesh-adsorbed Gaussians that have
not been deformed, we initialize them to ensure that the center of the 3D Gaussian is located on the
mesh, and we use the following formula to calculate µ of the Gaussian g adsorbed on m:

F(x) =
1

e−x + 1
,

µ =
v⃗1 ×F(α1) + v⃗2 ×F(α2) + v⃗3 ×F(α3)

F(α1) +F(α2) +F(α3)
.

(6)

Here, α1..3 ⊂ R3 dictates the Gaussian’s placement on the mesh, which is a learnable parameter
initialized with random values. This representation ensures that the Gaussian is adsorbed near the
center of the mesh and iteratively changes its relative position through training. During optimization,
α is optimized to precisely position the 3D Gaussians to improve rendering accuracy.

Unlike other methods, MaGS allows the 3D Gaussians to hover on rather than anchor to a facet
when the mesh deforms. The motivation of such a design is detailed in Figure 3. To achieve adaptive
hovering, our method calculates position-dependent value ∆α and ∆µ to represent the hovering of
the Gaussians on the mesh when the mesh deforms using RDF, which will be explained detailed in
4.2.3. For deformed Mesh-adsorbed Gaussians, we should consider hovering when calculating the µ
of the adsorbed Gaussians. The specific formula is as follows:

α
′

i = αi +∆αi
,

µ =
v⃗1 ×F(α′

1) + v⃗2 ×F(α′
2) + v⃗3 ×F(α′

3)

F(α′
1) +F(α′

2) +F(α′
3)

+ ∆µ.
(7)

Additionally, the shape of the Gaussians changes during deformation. We update the scaling of
g based on the area change ratio of m before and after deformation. Specifically, our algorithm
computes the changes of sg of the Mesh-adsorbed Gaussians as follows:

s
′

g = sg ∗
∣∣(v⃗2′ − v⃗1

′)× (v⃗3
′ − v⃗1

′)
∣∣

|(v⃗2 − v⃗1)× (v⃗3 − v⃗1)|
, (8)
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where v and v′ represent the vertices of m before and after deformation respectively, and s
′

g represents
the scaling parameter of g after deformation.

For the rotation qg , we compute orthogonal bases for the mesh before and after deformation using
Gram-Schmidt process [1]:

O = GramSchmidt(v⃗2 − v⃗1, v⃗3 − v⃗1, (v⃗2 − v⃗1)× (v⃗3 − v⃗1)) (9)

We then calculate the rotation R∗ that trans the orthogonal basis O before deformation relative to the
basis O′ after deformation. The updated Gaussian rotation q

′

g is given by q′g = qgR
∗.

Since the entire process is differentiable, we can jointly optimize the mesh and 3D Gaussians adsorbed
on mesh through backpropagation of rendering errors.

4.2.2 Local-Rigid Deformation (Mesh Deformation)

The deformation information obtained in Stage I, presented in form of the weights in DF-MLP,
is relatively rough and inaccurate. Due to the lack of constraints, the deformation network is
not smooth at certain positions, which will cause points at certain positions to be discontinuous
during deformation. Using this information to directly guide Mesh-adsorbed Gaussians to deform
cannot achieve good results. To solve this problem, we first apply Poisson disk sampling [51]2

to the current mesh of Mesh-adsorbed Gaussians to obtain a set of uniformly distributed handles.
During deformation, we forward the handles and target timestamp t into DF-MLP to obtain their
corresponding deformed positions. We then use ARAP to calculate the target locations of the
remaining other points.

The coordinates of the handles, both before and after deformation, are then input into the ARAP
algorithm. The ARAP method computes the deformed mesh by minimizing the distortion of the
mesh facets while allowing for local rigid transformations. This is achieved by solving a series of
optimization problems that preserve the relative distances between neighboring vertices as much as
possible. Specifically, the ARAP energy function is defined as:

EARAP(V
′) =

n∑
i=1

∑
(i,j)∈E

ωij∥(V ′
i − V ′

j )−Ri(Vi − Vj)∥2, (10)

where V and V ′ are the original and deformed vertex positions, respectively, E represents the set of
edges, ωij are weights set to 1, and Ri is the best-fitting rotation matrix for vertex i.

Through this method, we reduce the dependence on the deformation network, which only provides
rough deformation information, thus reducing the impact of its error on the final result.

4.2.3 Relative Deformation Fields (3D Gaussians Deformation)

While applying ARAP deformation allows the mesh to achieve relatively natural motion, ARAP
relies on the assumption of local rigidity. In real-world scenarios, objects often do not adhere strictly
to this assumption, resulting in discrepancies that can reduce accuracy during rendering. To address
this issue, we introduce a learnable relative deformation field, which enables more precise motion
modeling for each 3D Gaussian on a wider variety of objects.

MaGS introduces a relative deformation field MLP (RDF-MLP) that takes the encoded index of the
mesh, the deformed mesh coordinates, and the relative Gaussian position on the mesh as input. By
processing these inputs, the network computes and outputs ∆α and ∆µ, which are parameters that
influence the final positions of the 3D Gaussians. These adjustments allow the Gaussians to hover
dynamically on the deformed mesh rather than being fixed, thereby enhancing the adaptability and
accuracy of the mesh deformation process, as shown in Figure 4.

The network’s optimization involves minimizing the difference between the predicted Gaussian
positions and their actual positions on the mesh, ensuring that the non-rigid deformation field
accurately reflects the true motion of the objects.

2We choose Poisson disk sampling for its ability to produce a highly uniform distribution of sample points.
Other sampling methods are also applicable.
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(a) Jumpingjacks (b) Lego (c) Hook

(d) Mutant (e) Hellwarrior (f) Trex

Figure 4: Illustration of mesh deformation and 3D Gaussians trajectories (indicated as blue lines)
during MaGS deformation. As mesh deforms, Gaussians follow and hover on the facets flexibly.

4.2.4 3D Gaussian Splatting

Mesh-adsorbed Gaussians can be converted into standard 3D Gaussians as needed. This conversion is
achieved by reconstructing a 3D Gaussians based on the parameters of the mesh-adsorbed Gaussians.
For rendering, we use a differentiable renderer for splatting [15].

5 User-interactive Simulation

MaGS enables user-interactive simulations (e.g., dragging) by directly modifying the mesh, which
in turn updates the adsorbed 3D Gaussians for fast rendering. Initially, the ARAP algorithm is
used to deform the mesh based on user-defined motions, minimizing distortion while preserving
local rigidity, as defined by Eq. 10. The 3D Gaussians follow this deformation. Subsequently, the
parameters of the deformed Mesh-adsorbed Gaussians are input into the RDF module to obtain a
relative deformation field, which adjusts the positions of the 3D Gaussians with greater precision.
Through these progressive deformations, MaGS maintains the fidelity of the object’s representation,
enabling rational and flexible editing even for complex deformations.

6 Experiments

6.1 Experimental Settings

Implementation Details. We conducted experiments on D-NeRF and NeRF-DS datasets to evaluate
and compare MaGS with previous methods. More details can be found in Appendix A.

Evaluation Metrics. The performance metrics used for evaluation include Peak Signal-to-Noise
Ratio (PSNR), Structural Similarity Index (SSIM), Multi-Scale SSIM (MS-SSIM), and Learned
Perceptual Image Patch Similarity (LPIPS)[53].

6.2 Quantitative Comparisons

For comparative evaluation, we benchmarked MaGS against state-of-the-art methods using the D-
NeRF dataset at full resolution [33], as shown in Table 1, with additional results provided in the
supplementary materials. Our method significantly outperformed the existing approaches. Specifi-
cally, compared to SC-GS, which exhibits the best reconstruction performance among other methods,
MaGS achieves superior PSNR, SSIM, and LPIPS metrics across all seven3 tasks of the D-NeRF
dataset. On average, MaGS improves the PSNR by 0.72 over SC-GS. More results on NeRF-DS can
be found in Appendix B.

3Yang et al. [48] highlighted inconsistencies in the D-NeRF dataset’s Lego scene and offered a corrected
version. Details on Lego-related experiments can be found in the appendix.
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Bouncingballs D-NeRF TiNeuVox DeformableGS 4DGS SC-GS MaGS(Ours) Ground Truth

Hellwarrior D-NeRF TiNeuVox DeformableGS 4DGS SC-GS MaGS(Ours) Ground Truth

Hook D-NeRF TiNeuVox DeformableGS 4DGS SC-GS MaGS(Ours) Ground Truth

Jumpingjacks D-NeRF TiNeuVox DeformableGS 4DGS SC-GS MaGS(Ours) Ground Truth

Trex D-NeRF TiNeuVox DeformableGS 4DGS SC-GS MaGS(Ours) Ground Truth

Figure 5: Qualitative comparison of dynamic view synthesis on the D-NeRF [33] dataset. We compare
MaGS with D-NeRF [33], TiNeuVox-B [5], K-Planes [48], DeformableGS [48], 4D-GS [43], SC-
GS [11]. Our method provides higher visual quality and preserves more details of dynamic scenes.

Table 1: Quantitative results on the synthesis dataset. The best, second-best, and third-best results are
denoted by red , orange , and yellow . The rendering resolution is set to 800×800.

Jumpingjacks Hellwarrior Hook BouncingballsType Method PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓

D-NeRF [33] 32.70 0.9779 0.0388 24.06 0.9440 0.0707 29.02 0.9595 0.0546 38.17 0.9891 0.0323
TiNeuVox-B [5] 33.49 0.9771 0.0408 27.10 0.9638 0.0768 30.61 0.9599 0.0592 40.23 0.9926 0.0416
Tensor4D [37] 24.20 0.9253 0.0667 31.26 0.9254 0.0735 28.63 0.9433 0.0636 24.47 0.9622 0.0437Nerf Based

K-Planes [7] 31.11 0.9708 0.0468 24.58 0.9520 0.0824 28.12 0.9489 0.0662 40.05 0.9934 0.0322
3D-GS [15] 20.64 0.9297 0.0828 29.89 0.9155 0.1056 21.71 0.8876 0.1034 23.20 0.9591 0.0600

Deformable-GS [48] 37.72 0.9897 0.0126 41.54 0.9873 0.0234 37.42 0.9867 0.0144 41.01 0.9953 0.0093
4D-GS [43] 35.42 0.9857 0.0128 28.71 0.9733 0.0369 32.73 0.9760 0.0272 40.62 0.9942 0.0155GS Based

SC-GS [11] 40.06 0.9969 0.0106 42.33 0.9928 0.0266 39.20 0.9960 0.0134 42.11 0.9965 0.0213
DG-Mesh [18] 31.77 0.9770 0.0450 25.46 0.9590 0.0840 27.88 0.9540 0.0740 29.15 0.9690 0.0990Mesh-GS Based Ours 42.02 0.9981 0.0077 42.63 0.9935 0.0249 39.80 0.9968 0.0111 42.42 0.9969 0.0176

Standup Mutant Trex AverageType Method PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓

D-NeRF 33.13 0.9781 0.0355 30.31 0.9672 0.0392 30.61 0.9671 0.0535 31.14 0.9690 0.0464
TiNeuVox-B 34.61 0.9797 0.0326 31.87 0.9607 0.0474 31.25 0.9666 0.0478 32.74 0.9715 0.0495

Tensor4D 30.56 0.9581 0.0363 29.11 0.9451 0.0601 23.86 0.9351 0.0544 27.44 0.9421 0.0569Nerf Based

K-Planes 33.10 0.9793 0.0310 32.50 0.9713 0.0362 30.43 0.9737 0.0343 31.41 0.9699 0.0470
3D-GS 21.91 0.9301 0.0785 24.53 0.9336 0.0580 21.93 0.9539 0.0487 23.40 0.9299 0.0767

Deformable-GS 44.62 0.9951 0.0063 42.63 0.9951 0.0052 38.10 0.9933 0.0098 40.43 0.9918 0.0116
4D-GS 38.11 0.9898 0.0074 37.59 0.9880 0.0167 34.23 0.9850 0.0131 35.34 0.9846 0.0185GS Based

SC-GS 46.72 0.9990 0.0068 43.54 0.9990 0.0067 40.17 0.9986 0.0119 42.02 0.9970 0.0139
DG-Mesh 30.21 0.9740 0.0510 30.40 0.9680 0.0550 28.95 0.9590 0.0650 29.12 0.9657 0.0676Mesh-GS Based Ours 47.56 0.9992 0.0050 43.71 0.9991 0.0049 41.02 0.9988 0.0095 42.74 0.9975 0.0115

6.3 Qualitative Comparisons

Reconstruction. The comparisons on the D-NeRF dataset are shown in Figure 5, where magnified
images highlight the details of the synthesized images. Our method produced results with superior
visual quality. Additional comparisons are provided in the Appendix C.
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Raw Motion T=0.2 T=0.6 T=1.0

View 1

View 2
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Figure 6: (a) Results of user-interactive editing on Mesh-adsorbed Gaussians using dragging. T
denotes the intensity of the deformation. This motion is user-defined and not present in the dataset.
MaGS preserves texture details and deformation rationality, maintaining high visual quality. (b)
Rendering effect after deformation, compared with SC-GS [11].

Table 2: Ablation study on D-NeRF dataset using MaGS.
Jumpingjacks Hellwarrior Hook BouncingballsMethod PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓

Ours w/o RDF 35.09 0.9928 0.0193 30.34 0.9853 0.0388 32.34 0.9874 0.0268 35.88 0.9917 0.0232
Ours w/o Hovering 40.42 0.9976 0.0085 42.24 0.9929 0.0279 36.56 0.9929 0.0229 41.08 0.9958 0.0236

Ours 42.02 0.9981 0.0077 42.63 0.9935 0.0249 39.80 0.9968 0.0111 42.42 0.9969 0.0176

Standup Mutant Trex AverageMethod PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓

Ours w/o RDF 37.62 0.9960 0.0127 36.41 0.9940 0.0122 35.23 0.9939 0.0192 31.93 0.9776 0.0494
Ours w/o Hovering 47.11 0.9991 0.0054 43.60 0.9991 0.0049 39.88 0.9983 0.0045 37.75 0.9934 0.0176

Ours 47.56 0.9992 0.0050 43.71 0.9991 0.0049 41.02 0.9988 0.0095 41.80 0.9966 0.0146

Simulation. Figure 6 shows the new motions by simulating Jumpingjacks. As can be observed,
our method can maintain the texture as much as possible after deformation, and the motion is more
reasonable to maintain the object structure. Additional comparisons are provided in the Appendix C.

6.4 Ablation Studies

We ablate MaGS to understand the contribution of the two key design decisions with the default
settings, including Mesh-adsorbed 3D Gaussians representation, and non-rigid deformation field.
To ablate the Mesh-adsorbed 3D Gaussians representation, we disable the “hovering” attribute,
converting the mesh-adsorbed pattern to a mesh-anchored one. As shown in Table 2, this ablation
slightly decreases rendering performance. On the D-NeRF dataset, the PSNR drops range from 0.11
(mutant) to 3.24 (hook), with an average PSNR decrease of 1.18 (2.8%) across all seven items.

To ablate the relative deformation field, we simulate the dynamic target based on the ARAP prior
of the vanilla mesh merely. As shown in Table 2, this change significantly decreases rendering
performance. On the D-NeRF dataset, the PSNR drops range from 5.79 (Trex) to 12.29 (Hellwarrior),
with an average PSNR decrease of 8.04 (18%) across all seven items.

7 Conclusion and Future Works

This paper introduces the MaGS method, which addresses 3D reconstruction and simulation by
constraining 3D Gaussians to hover on the mesh surface. This approach maintains structural integrity
and achieves high rendering accuracy for dynamic objects. The learnable RDF enhances traditional
mesh-driven deformation by precisely modeling the relative displacement between the mesh and
3D Gaussians. Extensive experiments on the D-NeRF and NeRF-DS datasets show that MaGS
outperforms current methods in reconstruction and simulation, reducing floating points and artifacts.
This demonstrates MaGS’s potential to advance 3D reconstruction and simulation, with future
research needed to refine its capabilities and applications. We further illustrate our limitations and
social impacts in Appendix D and E.
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A Datasets and Implementation Details

We conducted experiments on D-NeRF and NeRF-DS datasets to evaluate and compare MaGS with
previous state-of-the-art methods. The D-NeRF dataset comprises eight dynamic scenes with precise
camera parameter information. For the D-NeRF dataset, we tested our method at both full resolution
(800*800) and half resolution (400*400). The NeRF-DS dataset comprises seven videos captured
with camera poses estimated using COLMAP. We benchmark MaGS on NeRF-DS at its original
resolution (480*270).

We use PyTorch [32] for our implementation. The training process is composed of two stages.

In Stage I, we train the 3D Gaussians and the DF-MLP to obtain a coarse representation of the
dynamic object. The optimization process in Stage I begins with initializing 3D Gaussians with
COLMAP SfM points [36] or random points. During the initial iterations, we do not employ the
deformation field, allowing the Gaussian point cloud to quickly acquire a rough representation of the
object as a warming-up step. Once it converges, we joint optimize both the 3D Gaussians and the
DF-MLP. We employ We employ an 8-layer fully connected network as the backbone and add skip
connections in the fourth layer. We use Adam [16] as the optimizer, with a weight decay of 5e-4. We
train the network for a total of 30k iterations, with the first 600 as the warm-up stage during which
the learning rate increases linearly from 0 to the initial value. Then the learning rate is divided by
ten at 10k and 20k iterations. In our best model, we set hyper-parameters λ = 2e − 4, λs = 1.0,
λk = 1.0, λr = 5.0, respectively. We use a combination of L1 loss and D-SSIM loss to optimize the
deformation network and 3D Gaussian, the rate of D-SSIM is 0.2.

In Stage II, we train the Mesh-adsorbed Gaussians and Relative Deformation Fields MLP (RDF-MLP)
to obtain a finer 3D dynamic representation that satisfies both reconstruction and simulation tasks.
It should be noted that the mesh deformation based on DF-MLP and ARAP only provides MaGS
deformation information and does not require optimization. The parameters to be learned include
the coordinates of the vertices of the mesh, the parameters of the 3D Gaussians, the α parameters
that control the positions of the 3D Gaussians on the mesh, and the Relative Deformation Field (in
form of the weights within RDF-MLP). All these parameters are optimized simultaneously. We use a
combination of L1 loss and D-SSIM loss to optimize the deformation network and 3D Gaussian, the
rate of D-SSIM is 0.2.

To facilitate the reproduction of our results, we elaborated all our hyperparameters in Table 3.

Table 3: Hyper Parameters
var value

position_lr_init 0.00016 Settings of 3DGS
position_lr_final 1.6E-06 Settings of 3DGS
position_lr_delay_mult 0.01 Settings of 3DGS
position_lr_max_steps 80_000 Settings of 3DGS
deform_lr_max_steps 80_000 Settings of 3DGS
feature_lr 0.0025 Settings of 3DGS
opacity_lr 0.05 Settings of 3DGS
scaling_lr 0.001 Settings of 3DGS
rotation_lr 0.001 Settings of 3DGS
percent_dense 0.01 Settings of 3DGS
lambda_dssim 0.2 Settings of 3DGS
densification_interval 100 Settings of 3DGS
opacity_reset_interval 3000 Settings of 3DGS
densify_from_iter 500 Settings of 3DGS
densify_until_iter 50_000 Settings of 3DGS
densify_grad_threshold 0.0002 Settings of 3DGS
oneupSHdegree_step 1000 Settings of 3DGS
random_bg_color FALSE Settings of 3DGS
deform_lr_scale 1 deform_lr = position_lr_init * deform_lr_scale
iterations 40_000 for stage1 and stage 2
warm_up 3_000 for stage1
vertices_lr 0.00016 for stage2, mesh refine
alpha_lr 0.0001 for stage2

B Additional Quantitative Results

For comparative evaluation, we benchmarked MaGS against state-of-the-art methods using the D-
NeRF dataset at half resolution [33], as shown in Table 4, as additional evaluations. Our method
significantly outperformed the existing approaches. Specifically, compared to SC-GS, which exhibits
the best reconstruction performance among other methods, MaGS achieves superior PSNR, SSIM,
and LPIPS metrics across 6 tasks of the D-NeRF dataset except the Bouncingballs. Due to the
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Table 4: Quantitative results on the synthesis dataset. The best, second-best, and third-best results are
denoted by red , orange , and yellow . The rendering resolution is set to 400×400.

Bouncingballs Hellwarrior Hook JumpingjacksType Method PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓

D-NeRF 38.37 0.9892 0.0194 28.46 0.9242 0.0778 30.44 0.9712 0.0496 33.77 0.9854 0.0284
TiNeuVox-B 40.91 0.9944 0.0162 30.68 0.9354 0.0725 32.48 0.9804 0.0503 35.56 0.9898 0.0263

Tensor4D 25.36 0.9610 0.0411 31.40 0.9250 0.0675 29.03 0.9550 0.4990 24.01 0.9190 0.0768Nerf Based

K-Planes 40.61 0.9910 0.2970 25.27 0.9480 0.0755 28.59 0.9530 0.5810 32.27 0.9710 0.0389
D-GS 36.91 0.9952 0.0118 41.18 0.9890 0.0227 36.44 0.9927 0.0158 37.90 0.9956 0.0096
4D-GS 40.97 0.9946 0.0122 31.85 0.9475 0.0578 33.94 0.9850 0.0260 36.74 0.9928 0.0151
SCGS 44.91 0.9980 0.0166 42.93 0.9940 0.0155 39.89 0.9970 0.0076 41.13 0.9980 0.0067

Mesh-GS Based MaGS (Ours) 42.32 0.9969 0.0110 43.56 0.9942 0.0143 40.14 0.9970 0.0072 43.22 0.9985 0.0038

Mutant Standup Trex AverageType Method PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓

D-NeRF 32.34 0.9791 0.0312 34.45 0.9819 0.0244 32.14 0.9863 0.0210 32.85 0.9739 0.0360
TiNeuVox-B 33.80 0.9845 0.0360 36.00 0.9865 0.0238 33.27 0.9918 0.0213 34.67 0.9804 0.0352

Tensor4D 29.99 0.9510 0.0422 30.86 0.9640 0.0214 23.51 0.9340 0.0640 27.74 0.9441 0.1160Nerf Based

K-Planes 33.79 0.9820 0.0207 34.31 0.9840 0.0194 31.41 0.9800 0.0234 32.32 0.9727 0.1508
D-GS 40.86 0.9979 0.0050 41.90 0.9976 0.0053 35.88 0.9957 0.0072 38.72 0.9948 0.0111
4D-GS 37.28 0.9926 0.0142 37.88 0.9918 0.0135 35.15 0.9945 0.0113 36.26 0.9856 0.0215
SCGS 45.19 0.9990 0.0028 47.89 0.9990 0.0023 41.24 0.9980 0.0046 43.31 0.9976 0.0080

Mesh-GS Based MaGS (Ours) 45.40 0.9992 0.0024 48.33 0.9994 0.0018 41.20 0.9989 0.0033 43.45 0.9977 0.0062

Table 5: Quantitative results on the NeRF-DS dataset. The dataset was captured using a fixed camera
view, in which MaGS can not obtain an accurate initial mesh for 3D Gaussians. In such scenarios,
MaGS can only produce results comparable to existing methods rather than surpassing them.

Bell Sheet Press Basin
Methods PSNR↑ MS-SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ MS-SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ MS-SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ MS-SSIM↑ LPIPS↓

HyperNeRF 24.00 0.8840 0.1590 24.30 0.8740 0.1480 25.40 0.8730 0.1640 20.20 0.8290 0.1680
NeRF-DS 23.30 0.8720 0.1340 25.70 0.9180 0.1150 26.40 0.9110 0.1230 20.30 0.8680 0.1270

TiNeuVox-B 23.10 0.8760 0.1130 21.10 0.7450 0.2340 24.10 0.8920 0.1330 20.70 0.8960 0.1050
SC-GS 25.10 0.9180 0.1170 26.20 0.8980 0.1420 26.60 0.9010 0.1350 19.60 0.8460 0.1540
Ours 25.21 0.8337 0.1198 22.93 0.7927 0.2552 25.81 0.9021 0.1338 19.01 0.7561 0.1593

Methods Cup Sieve Plate Average
Methods PSNR↑ MS-SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ MS-SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ MS-SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ MS-SSIM↑ LPIPS↓

HyperNeRF 20.50 0.7050 0.3180 25.00 0.9090 0.1290 18.10 0.7140 0.3590 22.50 0.8269 0.2064
NeRF-DS 24.50 0.9160 0.1180 26.10 0.9350 0.1080 20.80 0.8670 0.1640 23.87 0.8981 0.1270

TiNeuVox-B 20.50 0.8060 0.1820 20.10 0.8220 0.2050 20.60 0.8630 0.1610 21.46 0.8429 0.1619
SC-GS 24.50 0.9160 0.1150 26.00 0.9190 0.1140 20.20 0.8370 0.2020 24.03 0.8907 0.1399
Ours 24.23 0.9049 0.1441 26.53 0.9165 0.1092 18.26 0.7456 0.2801 23.14 0.8360 0.1716

low-resolution and tiny-volume characteristic of the bouncing ball object, the initial mesh is cracked,
influencing the following MaGS. On average, MaGS improves the PSNR by 0.14 over SC-GS and
significantly outperforms other methods. We conducted an evaluation in a full-resolution lego scene,
as shown in Table 6, and compared our method with the SC-GS and D-GS (Deformable-GS). MaGS
improves the PSNR by greater than 1.

For comparative evaluation, we benchmarked MaGS against state-of-the-art methods using the NeRF-
DS dataset at full resolution [45], as shown in Table 5, as additional evaluations. Our method achieved
the best performance on the Sieve metric, surpassing SC-GS by 0.6 in PSNR. In terms of average
metrics, our method did not show a significant difference compared to other methods. The optimal
metric provided by SC-GS was only 4% higher than our method.

C Additional Qualitative Results

In the qualitative comparison of dynamic view synthesis on the D-NeRF [33] dataset, we compare
our method with the DG-Mesh [18] approach. To the best of our knowledge, DG-Mesh is the most
related method to ours. Nevertheless, it employs a fixed and anchored mesh-Gaussian relation, which
faces a trade-off between simulation and reconstruction according to our analysis. The comparisons
are shown in Figure 7. As can be seen, due to the fixed one-to-one relation, the mesh can not be well-
matched to the video. Our method demonstrates superior performance in both mesh reconstruction
accuracy and rendering precision, preserving more intricate details.

15



Table 6: Quantitative results on lego. The best results are denoted by red . The rendering resolution
is set to 800×800.

Lego (D-NeRF version) Lego (D-GS version)Method PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓

D-GS 24.86 0.9417 0.0447 33.07 0.9794 0.0183
SCGS 22.59 0.9100 0.0641 33.11 0.9886 0.0178
Ours 25.44 0.9500 0.0377 34.66 0.9921 0.0117
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Figure 7: Qualitative comparison between DG-Mesh [18] and MaGS.

In addition, we give more qualitative results from MaGS on Mutant and Standup, compared with
D-NeRF [33], TiNeuVox-B [5], K-Planes [48], DeformableGS [48], 4D-GS [43], SC-GS [11]. Our
method provides higher visual quality and preserves more details of dynamic scenes.

D Limitations

Our method depends significantly on an accurate initial mesh. Consequently, it faces challenges
in low-resolution images and scenes with limited viewing angles. For instance, NeRF-DS is a
dataset with a fixed viewing angle. In such scenarios, MaGS can only produce results comparable to
existing methods rather than surpassing them. Therefore, our approach is more suited to scenes with
comprehensive viewing angles and high resolution.

As shown in Figure 9 and Figure 10, in several examples where MaGS performed poorly, incomplete
meshes appeared. We believe that the primary reason for this issue is the inability of stage 1 to
establish a complete mesh. This difficulty arises from either the low input resolution or the overly
concentrated viewing angles provided by the dataset. When the viewing angles are too concentrated,
there is insufficient multi-angle information to accurately capture the full structure of the observed
object. Consequently, this limitation prevents the formation of a closed mesh, which is essential
for accurate modeling and subsequent optimization. As a result, the performance of our method is
adversely affected on some data.

E Social Impact

Beyond entertainment, 3D simulation technology has significant implications for other sectors as
well. In architecture and urban planning, it allows for the creation of detailed 3D models of buildings
and cities, facilitating better design and decision-making. In healthcare, it can aid in surgical planning
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Mutant D-NeRF TiNeuVox DeformableGS 4DGS SC-GS MaGS(Ours) Ground Truth
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Figure 8: Qualitative comparison of dynamic view synthesis on the D-NeRF [33] dataset. We compare
MaGS with D-NeRF [33], TiNeuVox-B [5], K-Planes [48], DeformableGS [48], 4D-GS [43], SC-
GS [11].

Figure 9: Unsatisfied Mesh in NeRF-DS [45] Figure 10: Unsatisfied Mesh in D-NeRF [33]

and medical training by simulating complex procedures or anatomical structures. In education, it can
create interactive and immersive learning experiences, enhancing understanding and retention.

However, the power of 3D simulation technology also brings potential risks. The ability to generate
realistic dynamic 3D content can be misused to create deepfakes - counterfeit videos or images that can
deceive viewers into believing false information. This raises serious concerns about misinformation,
privacy, and security. For instance, deepfakes could be used to spread fake news, manipulate public
opinion, or commit fraud. Therefore, it is crucial to develop robust detection techniques and legal
frameworks to mitigate these risks.
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