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Abstract

3D shape completion from partial scans remains challenging for unseen categories
and noisy real-world observations, where geometry alone is often insufficient for
inferring missing structure. We present DinoComplete, a deterministic and efficient
shape completion framework that augments geometric reconstruction with voxel-
aligned semantic priors distilled from DINO features. First, we construct multi-view
DINO feature volumes aligned with ShapeNet data and train a student network to
predict dense semantic features directly from incomplete shapes. These predicted
features capture global structure and part-aware semantic context while remaining
aligned with the underlying geometry. We then integrate these distilled features
into a completion network, where geometric and semantic voxel representations
are fused through voxel state-space modeling. To enable efficient long-range
reasoning without sacrificing resolution, we introduce a Multi-Scale Voxel Mamba
module that refines the fused features by combining full-grid and chunk-wise
sequence modeling. Experiments on unseen ShapeNet categories and ScanNet
objects show that DinoComplete achieves competitive completion quality than
prior deterministic and generative based completion methods while using relatively
fewer parameters, requiring lower memory, and achieving faster inference. Our
results demonstrate that distilling semantic priors from visual foundation models
improves generalization and robustness in 3D shape completion.

1 Introduction

The availability of consumer-grade depth sensors, such as Microsoft Kinect and Intel RealSense, has
led to significant progress in 3D reconstruction by enabling efficient capture of RGB-D data in real-
world environments. These sensors have enabled the creation of large-scale 3D datasets [11, 40, 6]
and supported applications in mixed reality, robotics, and digital content creation, with early systems
demonstrating real-time dense reconstruction from streaming depth input [23, 32, 12].

Although these methods make reconstruction simple for users, the reconstructed 3D models often
suffer from incomplete geometry, as well as noise and clutter caused by occlusions. This can
lead to degraded geometric quality and missing structural details, which significantly limits their
usability. Current approaches to 3D completion primarily operate on representations such as point
clouds, voxel grids, or multi-view images. However, despite the fact that commodity RGB-D sensors
produce truncated signed distance functions (TSDFs) as an intermediate representation in real-time
reconstruction pipelines [23, 32, 12], relatively few methods directly operate on distance functions.

TSDF representations encode geometric structure but lack high-level semantic information, making
them difficult to process under noisy and partial observations. Existing approaches such as Patch-
Complete [34] focus on learning local geometric priors by retrieving and assembling shape patches,
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but struggle with decoupled patch-wise training. Probabilistic methods, such as DiffComplete [10],
adopt diffusion-based generative modeling to capture complex shape distributions and improve global
reasoning. However, they remain limited by high computational cost. This highlights the need for
methods that integrate semantic understanding with efficient and scalable inference.

We present DinoComplete, an architecture that complements TSDF representations with rich semantic
features to enable robust and globally consistent reconstruction. To the best of our knowledge, we
are the first to distill DINO-based semantic features into a TSDF-only shape completion pipeline,
enabling semantic reasoning directly from partial geometry without requiring additional information
at inference time. We distill semantic information from incomplete shapes into a 3D student–teacher
model, which produces voxel-aligned feature volumes capturing global semantic context. To ef-
fectively model long-range dependencies in 3D, we introduce a voxel-based state space model that
enables efficient global reasoning over volumetric features. Building on these components, our full
architecture integrates semantic and geometric representations to reconstruct complete shapes from
noisy and partial inputs.

In summary, our contributions are as follows.

• A 3D student–teacher distillation architecture that learns voxel-aligned semantic features
from incomplete TSDF inputs, providing strong global priors for shape understanding

• A chunk-based voxel state space model for efficient global context aggregation in 3D,
enabling scalable modeling of long-range dependencies

• A shape completion framework integrating distilled semantic features with global voxel
reasoning, achieving the best average results on seen and unseen ShapeNet categories and
competitive performance on real-world ScanNet objects

2 Related Work

Semantic feature learning. Self-supervised visual foundation models [20, 8, 16, 33, 39] have become
a powerful source of semantic priors for geometric tasks. DINO [5] learns image representations via
self-distillation, where a student network is trained to match the output of a momentum teacher under
different image augmentations. This process produces dense feature embeddings for each image
patch that capture high-level semantic structure, such as object parts, boundaries, and category-level
similarity, without requiring manual labels. DINOv2 [33] scales this paradigm to larger datasets and
architectures, improving robustness and transferability across domains, while DINOv3 [39] further
enhances feature quality through large-scale training and improved dense supervision, enabling more
precise structured predictions.

Recent works have used DINO features as a representation across a wide range of downstream tasks
such as indoor perception [26] and vision-language-action models. [25]. For geometric reasoning,
DINO features have been applied to tasks such as visual odometry [3] and monocular 3D estima-
tion [22, 43, 44], demonstrating strong robustness under challenging visual conditions. Building on
these advances, recent works explore the use of DINO features for 3D-aware modeling and recon-
struction, including object-centric pipelines such as AutoRecon [45]. Most notably, geometry-aware
architectures such as VGGT [42] show that DINO-style representations can directly support 3D
reasoning, including depth, camera estimation, and spatial structure. These works demonstrate that
DINO features support 3D reconstruction and suggest their potential for integration with volumetric
representations such as TSDF-based modeling.

Shape completion. 3D reconstruction has been widely studied across different representations,
including point clouds [47, 48, 46] and multi-view images [38, 30, 24, 42]. Despite these advances,
relatively few works directly operate on TSDF based shape completions, even though TSDFs can be
easily obtained from RGB-D data through standard fusion pipelines. Early learning-based approaches
such as 3D-EPN [13] employ 3D encoder–decoder architectures to directly predict complete shapes
from partial volumetric inputs. Subsequent methods, including Few-Shot completion [41] and
IF-Nets [9], improve generalization by using learned priors and implicit representations, while Auto-
SDF [31] introduces generative modeling of signed distance functions to capture shape distributions.
Generative methods such as SDF-StyleGAN [51] models signed distance functions using a generative
adversarial framework to complete 3D shapes, while RePaint-3D [29] formulates 3D shape completion
as a diffusion-based inpainting task.
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Figure 1: Overview of the TSDF-DINO distillation pipeline. (a) DINO features extracted from
multi-view images are fused into a voxel-aligned 3D feature grid. (b) A student network is trained to
predict semantic features directly from partial TSDF inputs via distillation.

As deterministic approach PatchComplete [34] learns multi-resolution local patch priors for TSDF-
based completion and demonstrates strong generalization to unseen categories, but relies on multi-
stage training and limited global reasoning. Recent stochastic models [10, 37] formulate shape
completion as a diffusion process, enabling globally consistent outputs at the cost of iterative
sampling and higher computational complexity. BridgeShape [27] performs completion through
a latent diffusion Schrödinger bridge[28], using DINOv2[33] features to enrich a pretrained VQ-
VAE[35]. However, its semantic priors remain implicit in the latent representation. Another recent
work [49] introduce uncertainty-aware SDF latent transformers trained on large-scale multi-view
data [15] to improve completion quality but they still lack global context between shape categories.
To address the need for efficient long-range modeling in 3D, state space models (SSMs) have recently
emerged as a promising alternative, with Voxel Mamba [50] adapting Mamba-style sequence modeling
to voxelized representations. Building on these advances, our approach focuses on TSDF-based
completion by combining deterministic reconstruction with voxelized semantic priors and efficient
state space modeling, enabling consistent completion while maintaining low computational cost.

3 Method

Our goal is to reconstruct a complete 3D shape from an incomplete TSDF scan. Given a partial
scan Xpartial ∈ R1×D×H×W , we predict the complete scan Xpred ∈ R1×D×H×W by combining
geometric features with learned semantic priors. While TSDF representations provide local surface
information, they lack global understanding due to occlusions. To address this, we introduce TSDF-
DINO features that capture global object structure. We train a TSDF-only 3D student to predict
voxel-aligned DINO features directly from incomplete geometry, using supervision constructed from
multi-view images with a frozen, pretrained DINOv3 teacher. We then integrate these distilled
features into our Multi-Scale Voxel Mamba (MSM) module for efficient global context aggregation
in shape completion. At inference, the model requires only the partial TSDF, without RGB images
or DINOv3 execution. Preliminaries for our TSDF-DINO model and SSMs are provided in the
supplementary material.

3.1 TSDF-DINO Distillation

We train a 3D student network that predicts voxel-wise semantic features from partial TSDF inputs.
Given an input TSDF Xpartial the student encoder predicts a feature volume with channel size C:

zdino = Edino(Xpartial), zdino ∈ RC×D×H×W . (1)
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Figure 2: Overview of our Multi-Scale Voxel Mamba architecture. Starting from a full voxel grid,
the input is decomposed into multiple chunks using chunk sizes a and b. Each chunk is embedded
and processed independently through Hilbert-ordered input layers followed by SSM blocks. The
processed features are then projected back into the original voxel grid, with a residual connection
applied across the branches.

To supervise this model, we use an externally pretrained DINOv3 [39] teacher. For each ShapeNet
training shape, we render 20 RGB-D views, extract dense image features and fuse them into a
semantic volume aligned with the TSDF grid. For each partial TSDF input, we apply the coverage
mask of its corresponding input view to this fused volume, obtaining the partial teacher target ẑdino.
The student therefore learns to predict semantic features aligned with the observed geometry.

The student predicts a gating mask m ∈ [0, 1]1×D×H×W to suppress unreliable output features. We
use Lmask = BCE(m, m̂), where the binary target m̂ marks valid nonzero teacher features and is
used only during training. See Appendix A.1.1 for teacher-volume construction and masking.

We train the model using cosine similarity, reconstruction, and mask supervision losses:

Lcos = 1− ⟨zdino, ẑdino⟩
∥zdino∥2 · ∥ẑdino∥2

, Lmse = ∥zdino − ẑdino∥22, Lmask = BCE(m, m̂), (2)

Ldistill = λcosLcos + λmseLmse + λmaskLmask. (3)

The cosine loss Lcos aligns the semantic direction of features, the reconstruction loss Lmse enforces
voxel-wise magnitude alignment, and the binary cross-entropy loss Lmask supervises the gating mask
to identify valid semantic regions and suppresses noise. This distillation process transfers semantic
priors from 2D DINO representations into a geometrically aligned 3D feature space. Trained on
partial TSDF observations, the distilled student provides global context for shape understanding
without requiring RGB inputs or DINOv3 execution at test time, enabling TSDF-only inference.

3.2 Voxel State Space Modeling for Fusion and Multi-Scale Refinement

To model long-range dependencies in dense TSDF feature volumes, we adopt a voxel state space
formulation based on Voxel Mamba [50], with multi-scale patch reasoning inspired by PatchCom-
plete [34]. We serialize voxel features using a Hilbert curve and apply Mamba-based SSMs [17]
for efficient sequence modeling with linear complexity in sequence length. Voxel Mamba processes
sparse outdoor point clouds using state space modeling at reduced spatial resolution. Our full-grid
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refinement instead processes the dense 323 feature grid directly, obtaining long-range context through
state propagation without additional downsampling. We define a general voxel state space operator:

ϕ(f) =
(
SSM(LN(HIL(f)))

)
(4)

where f ∈ RC×G×G×G denotes voxel features, HIL(·) maps the 3D grid into a 1D sequence using a
Hilbert curve [21] to preserve spatial locality, LN(·) denotes Layer Normalization [4], and SSM(·)
denotes a Mamba-based state space model [17]. The output is reshaped back to the voxel grid,
enabling global context aggregation while preserving fine-grained geometric details.

Multi-Scale Voxel Mamba. To enhance spatial reasoning at high resolution, we propose a multi-
scale extension of the voxel state space operator. As illustrated in Figure 2, full-grid sequence
modeling using ϕ(·) is combined with parallel chunk-wise branches that represent local voxel regions
as tokens. These branches model interactions across the chunk grid using shorter sequences, providing
regional context complementary to voxel-level processing. Their outputs are restored to the original
voxel layout before aggregation.

Given a feature volume f ∈ RC×G×G×G, we partition it into non-overlapping 3D chunks of size
R×R×R, where R ∈ {a, b} and G = a · b. This yields two chunkified representations:

fa ∈ R(C·a3)×b×b×b, fb ∈ R(C·b3)×a×a×a (5)
where each spatial location corresponds to a flattened local neighborhood.

Each chunk is embedded into a token representation, serialized using a Hilbert curve over the chunk
grid, and processed with the state space operator. The chunk-level operator is defined as:

ψR(f) = UnchunkifyR
(
Unembed(ϕ(Embed(fR)))

)
, (6)

where Embed(·) maps each flattened chunk of dimension into a lower-dimensional token space
via a linear projection, Unembed(·) projects tokens back to the original chunk feature space, and
UnchunkifyR(·) restores the original spatial layout by rearranging chunks to theG×G×G grid. The
chunked branches operate on reduced-length sequences of a3 and b3 tokens, enabling efficient global
reasoning across spatially distant regions. In contrast, the full-resolution branch ϕ(f) processes the
complete voxel sequence, retaining original spatial structure. Finally, we fuse multi-scale features
using residual aggregation:

λ(f) = ϕ(f) + ψa(f) + ψb(f) + f (7)

3.3 Shape Completion Architecture

Feature encoding. Given an incomplete TSDF input Xpartial, we extract two complementary voxel-
aligned feature representations:

ztsdf = Etsdf(Xpartial), zdino = Edino(Xpartial), (8)
where Etsdf(·) learns geometric features directly from the TSDF input, and Edino(·) is initialized from
the pretrained DINO-TSDF distillation model that produces voxel-aligned semantic features. We
fine-tune Edino within the shape completion network using the same shape completion objective.

Cross-modal fusion. At an intermediate decoder resolution, we are given a geometric feature
volume ztsdf and an aligned semantic feature volume zdino. We apply the voxel state space operator
independently to each feature stream before fusion:

zfused = ϕtsdf(ztsdf) + ϕdino(zdino) + ztsdf. (9)
While both feature volumes are derived from partial observations, zdino encodes filtered semantic cues
that largely reflect only the observed regions, whereas ztsdf retains the full geometric signal, including
noisy and uncertain areas. The residual connection ztsdf ensures that the fused representation remains
grounded in the underlying TSDF geometry, preventing over-reliance on the semantic branch.

Decoding and refinement. The fused representation is decoded using a 3D CNN-based decoder
D(·) that recovers spatial resolution and propagates feature representations. To further propagate
information across distant regions, we apply the proposed MSM module:

Xpred = λ(D(zfused)), (10)
where λ(·) aggregates full-resolution and chunk-wise sequence modeling explained in 3.2. The final
prediction Xpred ∈ R32×32×32 represents the completed TSDF volume. The overall architecture of
our shape completion model is shown in Figure 3.
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Figure 3: Overview of the shape completion pipeline.

Loss. We use the sign-aware weighted TSDF reconstruction loss used in [34]. We first define
occupancy masks based on the sign of the TSDF and then construct error masks as follows:

Mgt = (Xgt ≤ 0), Mpred = (Xpred ≤ 0),

Mfp =Mpred(1−Mgt), Mfn = (1−Mpred)Mgt, Mcorrect = 1−Mfp −Mfn.
(11)

Using these masks, we define the loss function as
Ltsdf = wfnMfnℓ(Xpred, Xgt) + wfpMfpℓ(Xpred, Xgt) + wcorrectMcorrectℓ(Xpred, Xgt), (12)

where ℓ is the voxel-wise Smooth-ℓ1 loss. We use wfn = 5, wfp = 3, and wcorrect = 1 following [34].

4 Experiments

We focus our evaluation on unseen categories to highlight the strength of our method in using DINO
features for capturing global semantics and generalizing beyond the training distribution. For qualita-
tive comparisons, we include PatchComplete [34] and DiffComplete [10] as representative baselines,
as both provide publicly available implementations and are widely adopted in TSDF-based shape
completion. We additionally include the published quantitative results of SC-Diff [37] and Bridge-
Shape [27], as complete implementations and pretrained checkpoints were not publicly available when
we conducted our experiments. Additional experiments, including results on seen categories [13] and
limitations of our model, are provided in the supplementary material for completeness.

4.1 Setup

Dataset. We train and evaluate our approach on synthetic shape data from ShapeNet [7] and
real-world scan data from ScanNet [11]. For ShapeNet, we follow the data generation pipeline of
prior work [34] and use virtually scanned partial observations as input, with corresponding complete
shapes as ground truth. For ScanNet, we use real scanned objects extracted via bounding boxes,
with complete targets provided by Scan2CAD [2] alignment. For training the TSDF-DINO student
model, we obtain ground-truth 3D semantic features by fusing multi-view 2D DINO [39] features
into voxel grids aligned with the corresponding shapes. We follow the same train/test split used in
[34, 10] for our feature distillation model and shape completion model. For all experiments, objects
are represented as 323 TSDF volumes with a truncation value of 3 voxel units.

Training. We first train our DINO student model on ShapeNet for 30 epochs using 5 A40 GPUs,
a batch size of 4, and an initial learning rate of 10−4 with the Adam optimizer, which takes ap-
proximately 2 hours. The learned weights are then used to initialize the DINO branch in our shape
completion model.
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Figure 4: TSDF-DINO model qualitative results on unseen objects.

We train our shape completion model on ShapeNet for 80 epochs under the same training setup
which takes approximately 2 hours. Finally, we fine-tune the model on ScanNet for 2 epochs, where
only the TSDF-DINO branch and the encoder of the TSDF branch are updated, while the remaining
components are frozen. Fine-tuning takes approximately 3 minutes.

4.2 Results

Distillation Results. We present qualitative results of our TSDF-DINO model in Figure 4. Instead
of rendering incomplete shapes, we visualize TSDF values in the range [−truncation,+truncation) to
better expose noise patterns. Red indicates values near +truncation, while blue indicates values near
−truncation, with dark blue representing occluded regions. We exclude +truncation values to avoid
clutter from empty regions, while retaining −truncation values to capture interior and occlusion. The
resulting spatial stretching indicates the incompleteness of single-view TSDF generation.

For feature visualization, we project the features into a 3D color space using Principal Component
Analysis (PCA) [1]. On the left, we compute a shared PCA embedding for the ground-truth DINO
features and their corresponding predicted features to enable direct comparison, showing that our
model produces similar results. On the right, we compute one PCA for semantically related but differ-
ent categories(garbage bin and bag) and another PCA for objects within the same category(bathtubs).
The resulting feature projections show that semantically similar parts exhibit similar feature patterns.
Importantly, all results are obtained on categories not used during distillation training, indicating that
the TSDF-DINO model captures global semantic structures.

Quantitative Results. As shown in Table 1, our method achieves the best average performance
across unseen synthetic ShapeNet [7] categories in both Chamfer Distance (CD) and Intersection
over Union (IoU). In particular, we consistently improve over both PatchComplete [34] and Diff-
Complete [10] across most categories, while also outperforming SC-Diff [37] and BridgeShape [27]
on average. In Table 2, we further show that on real-world ScanNet [11] data, our method achieves
competitive average performance. Despite being trained primarily on synthetic data, our model
adapts to real scans with brief fine-tuning, demonstrating strong generalization across different
noise characteristics. In Table 3, we report the number of model parameters, GPU memory usage
during inference, and inference time for one sample. Our method achieves lower memory usage and
faster inference than the compared methods while maintaining competitive accuracy across unseen
categories. DiffComplete requires costly iterative denoising, while deterministic approaches like
PatchComplete rely on heavy local priors. Our model remains lightweight and efficient while achiev-
ing strong completion performance. This is enabled by our distilled semantic DINO representations,
which provide strong global priors, together with our multi-scale refinement that captures long-range
information at low computational cost.

Qualitative Results. Figure 5 presents qualitative comparisons on a set of unseen objects, in-
cluding both synthetic [7] and real-world [11] shapes. We observe that existing methods such as
PatchComplete and DiffComplete tend to either overfit to the visible partial input or lose important
structural details in the observed regions, such as the holes in the basket and the back side of the
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Table 1: Shape completion results on synthetic objects of unseen categories. ·/· are CD(↓) / IoU(↑).
Category 3D-

EPN [13]
Few-

Shot [41]
IF-

Nets [9]
Auto-

SDF [31]
Patch-

Complete [34]
Diff-

Complete [10]
SC-

Diff [37]
Bridge-

Shape [27] Ours

Bag 5.01 / 73.8 8.00 / 56.1 4.77 / 69.8 5.81 / 56.3 3.94 / 77.6 3.86 / 78.3 3.79 / 78.3 3.70 / 80.0 3.84 / 77.9
Lamp 8.07 / 47.2 15.1 / 25.4 5.70 / 50.8 6.57 / 39.1 4.68 / 56.4 4.80 / 57.9 4.74 / 60.0 4.94 / 62.7 3.78 / 64.3
Bathtub 4.21 / 57.9 7.05 / 45.7 4.72 / 55.0 5.17 / 41.0 3.78 / 66.3 3.52 / 68.9 3.67 / 65.9 3.41 / 69.8 3.21 / 73.3
Bed 5.84 / 58.4 10.0 / 39.6 5.34 / 60.7 6.01 / 44.6 4.49 / 66.8 4.16 / 67.1 4.40 / 67.1 4.32 / 69.6 3.92 / 71.6
Basket 7.90 / 54.0 8.72 / 40.6 4.44 / 50.2 6.70 / 39.8 5.15 / 61.0 4.94 / 65.5 4.89 / 68.5 5.50 / 65.1 3.96 / 67.9
Printer 5.15 / 73.6 9.26 / 56.7 5.83 / 70.5 7.52 / 49.9 4.63 / 77.6 4.40 / 76.8 4.36 / 76.8 4.09 / 81.4 4.17 / 80.2
Laptop 3.90 / 62.0 10.4 / 31.3 6.47 / 58.3 4.81 / 51.1 3.77 / 63.8 3.52 / 67.4 3.41 / 68.4 3.13 / 72.7 3.21 / 71.6
Bench 4.54 / 48.3 8.11 / 27.2 5.03 / 49.7 4.31 / 39.5 3.70 / 53.9 3.56 / 58.2 3.39 / 61.1 3.38 / 59.1 3.02 / 62.1
Average 5.58 / 59.4 9.58 / 40.3 5.29 / 58.1 5.86 / 45.2 4.27 / 65.4 4.10 / 67.5 4.08 / 68.2 4.06 / 70.1 3.64 / 71.1

±2e−1/±8e−1 ±1e−1/±1e−1 ±1e−1/±3e−1 ±5e−3/±7e−1 ±5e−2/±1e−1 ±2e−2/±3e−1 – – ±3e−2/±1e−1

Table 2: Shape completion results on real-world objects of unseen categories. ·/· are CD(↓) / IoU(↑).

Category 3D-
EPN [13]

Few-
Shot [41]

IF-
Nets [9]

Auto-
SDF [31]

Patch-
Complete [34]

Diff-
Complete [10]

SC-
Diff [37]

Bridge-
Shape [27] Ours

Bag 8.83 / 53.7 9.10 / 44.9 8.96 / 44.2 9.30 / 48.7 8.23 / 58.3 7.05 / 48.5 7.41 / 50.0 7.67 / 61.2 7.00 / 60.9
Lamp 14.3 / 20.7 11.9 / 19.6 10.2 / 24.9 11.2 / 24.4 9.42 / 28.4 6.84 / 30.5 6.39 / 33.2 8.07 / 36.3 8.33 / 37.8
Bathtub 7.56 / 41.0 7.77 / 38.2 7.19 / 39.5 7.84 / 36.6 6.77 / 48.0 8.22 / 48.5 8.09 / 48.5 6.28 / 50.9 6.31 / 50.6
Bed 7.76 / 47.8 9.07 / 34.9 8.24 / 44.9 7.91 / 38.0 7.24 / 48.4 7.20 / 46.6 6.91 / 48.6 6.87 / 51.3 6.99 / 49.5
Basket 7.74 / 36.5 8.02 / 34.3 6.74 / 42.7 7.54 / 36.1 6.60 / 45.5 7.42 / 59.2 6.38 / 62.2 6.20 / 50.2 6.35 / 46.5
Printer 8.36 / 63.0 8.30 / 62.2 8.28 / 60.7 9.66 / 49.9 6.84 / 70.5 6.36 / 74.5 7.10 / 69.1 6.83 / 71.0 6.59 / 72.5

Avg. 9.09 / 44.0 9.02 / 38.6 8.26 / 42.6 8.90 / 38.9 7.52 / 49.5 7.18 / 51.3 7.04 / 51.9 6.99 / 53.5 7.09 / 53.0
±3e−1/±3e−1 ±8e−2/±6e−1 ±8e−2/±7e−1 ±2e−2/±3e−1 ±2e−2/±5e−1 ±4e−2/±3e−1 – – ±2e−2/±2e−1

laptop. In contrast, our method better preserves these observed regions while completing the missing
parts. Previous methods can also produce noisy reconstructions in more challenging real-world cases,
as seen in the real world examples, where artifacts become more apparent. Overall, our method
preserves fine geometric details while maintaining clean and coherent completions, achieving a better
balance between fitting the observed input and reconstructing missing regions.

4.3 Ablation Studies

All ablations in this section use the ShapeNet[7] test split for unseen categories and follow the
evaluation protocol of Table 1.

Feature Modules In Table 4 we evaluate the contribution of our proposed modules. The sole TSDF
row follows a standard U-Net [36] architecture and we select this as baseline. The DINO branch
row, is our dino model and a prediction head on top of pretrained features. We see that using the
DINO branch alone leads to overfitting to the incomplete input geometry, limiting its ability to infer
missing regions. Combining TSDF and DINO branches improves results by combining geometric
features with semantic reasoning. Finally, incorporating the MSM module further enhances results
by enabling effective global context aggregation.

Tuning DINO module. In Table 5, we compare three training strategies for the DINO module
in our shape completion architecture. Initializing the DINO encoder with random weights leads
to significantly degraded performance, indicating that the gains do not stem from increased model
capacity, but rather from the strong semantic priors encoded in the pretrained DINO features. Using
frozen pretrained weights yields competitive results, demonstrating that these priors already provide
useful guidance for shape completion. However, this also supports our earlier observation that relying
solely on the DINO branch may lead to overfitting to incomplete geometry. Finetuning further
improves performance, highlighting the importance of adapting DINO features to completion task.

Effect of Training Data Ratio. In Table 6, we study the impact of varying the amount of training
data by using different percentages of the standard training dataset. DiffComplete [10] degrades
significantly in low-data ratio, indicating its reliance on large-scale supervision to learn stable
shape distributions. In contrast, our method remains robust across all settings, maintaining strong
performance even with reduced data and achieving SOTA results even at intermediate ratios. We
attribute this data efficiency to voxelized DINO features, which provide strong semantic and structural
priors for consistent generalization.
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Figure 5: Shape completion results on both synthetic (blue) and real-world (yellow) objects from
entirely unseen categories. Our method generates high-quality completed shapes across both datasets.

Table 4: Ablation study of the components.

TSDF DINO MSM CD ↓ IoU ↑

✓ 4.29 66.1
✓ 3.79 70.1

✓ ✓ 3.70 70.2
✓ ✓ 3.98 67.6

✓ ✓ 3.76 70.4
✓ ✓ ✓ 3.64 71.1

Table 6: Shape results on unseen categories using
different training dataset ratio.
Method 100% Train 50% Train 20% Train

PatchComplete [34] 4.27 / 65.4 4.43 / 63.5 5.10 / 61.2
DiffComplete [10] 4.10 / 67.5 9.23 / 43.8 19.46 / 11.8
Ours 3.64 / 71.1 3.97 / 67.8 4.35 / 64.4

Table 3: Model efficiency comparison.

Method Params Mem. Time
(M) (GB) (ms)

PatchComplete [34] 182.85 1.259 65.56
DiffComplete [10] 43.09 0.302 3115.85
Ours 25.97 0.292 28.68

Table 5: Impact of different training strategies.

DINO Strategy CD ↓ IoU ↑

Random Init. 4.16 65.8
Frozen 4.05 67.7
Finetuned 3.64 71.1

Table 7: Ablation on feature connection.

Method CD / IoU

Concat Conv 3.87 / 69.6
Attention 3.86 / 69.2
Voxel State Residual (Ours) 3.64 / 71.1

Feature connection between branches. We compare different strategies for fusing TSDF and
semantic DINO features in Table 7. Simple concatenation followed by convolution provides a
basic fusion mechanism, while attention-based fusion increases memory usage without significant
performance gains. In contrast, our voxel state residual fusion achieves the best results, effectively
balancing geometric and semantic information.
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5 Conclusion

We introduced DinoComplete, the first shape completion framework that uses TSDF-guided distilled
DINO semantic priors and voxel state space models. By predicting voxel-aligned semantic features
directly from partial TSDFs, our method reconstructs complete 3D shapes from partial scans without
requiring additional inputs at inference time. DinoComplete achieves strong shape completion
performance while maintaining an efficient and deterministic pipeline. We believe that integrating
distilled semantic priors with structured 3D representations is an important step toward more robust
and generalizable real-world shape completion and understanding, and we hope this work inspires
further research on unconventional representations.
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A Technical appendices and supplementary material

A.1 TSDF-DINO Model

In this section, we provide additional details on our TSDF-DINO model, including the generation of
ground-truth data for our student model training, as well as the architectural design. An overview of
the TSDF–DINO model and the full shape completion architecture, along with the corresponding
hyperparameters, is shown in Figure 6 and Figure 8, respectively. Detailed descriptions of the each
blocks are provided in Figure 7.

A.1.1 Training Data Preparation

We precompute voxelized DINOv3 [39] features for each training shape to obtain semantic infor-
mation aligned with our TSDF representation. We follow the same rendering and fusion setup used
in PatchComplete [34]1, where each ShapeNet [7] object is rendered from V = 20 object-centered
multi-view RGB-D images. For each view v, we extract dense patch-level visual features from the
RGB image Iv using a pretrained DINOv3 backbone(ViT-S/16 v) φ(·). The resulting feature map is
defined as

Fv = φ(Iv), Fv ∈ RC×Hp×Wp , (13)
where C denotes the feature dimension and (Hp,Wp) denotes the spatial patch resolution.

To extract these 2D features and to extend them into 3D, we use the corresponding depth map and
camera parameters to associate each patch feature with a 3D location in the canonical object space.
Since Fv ∈ RC×Hp×Wp contains a feature vector for each patch, we flatten the spatial dimensions
into a single index i ∈ {1, . . . , HpWp}, where each index i corresponds to one patch in the image.
We denote the feature of the i-th patch in view v as fv,i ∈ RC .

To compute its 3D location, we consider all valid depth pixels that fall inside patch i and back-project
them into the canonical object space, and denote the set of valid pixels as Ωv,i. Let xcan

v (q) ∈ R3

denote the canonical 3D point corresponding to a pixel q in view v. This point is obtained by
back-projecting the pixel into 3D camera coordinates using the depth map Dv and camera intrinsics
K, and then transforming it into the canonical object coordinate system using the camera extrinsics
Rv and tv:

xcan
v (q) =

(
Dv(q)K

−1q̃− tv
)
R⊤

v , (14)
where q̃ = [u,w, 1]⊤ is the homogeneous pixel coordinate. We then define the patch center pv,i ∈ R3

as the average of these 3D points:

pv,i =
1

|Ωv,i|
∑

q∈Ωv,i

xcan
v (q). (15)

We then map each patch center pv,i into a canonical voxel grid of size G×G×G.

p̃v,i = (G− 1)
pv,i − cmin

cmax − cmin
, (16)

where cmin = −0.5 and cmax = 0.5 define the bounds of the canonical object space along each axis.
Since p̃v,i does not generally lie exactly on voxel centers, we distribute its feature fv,i to the eight
neighboring voxels using trilinear interpolation.

Specifically, let N (pv,i) denote the set of the eight neighboring voxels of p̃v,i. For each voxel
k ∈ N (pv,i), we define an interpolation weight wv,i,k based on the relative distance between p̃v,i

and the voxel center. The weight is given by the standard trilinear interpolation formulation:
wv,i,k = (1− |xi − xk|) (1− |yi − yk|) (1− |zi − zk|), (17)

where (xi, yi, zi) correspond to the coordinates of p̃v,i and neighbor voxel k, respectively.

Using these weights, we accumulate features from all patches into each voxel. The accumulated
feature sum and weight sum for voxel k in view v are defined as

Sv(k) =
∑

i: k∈N (p̃v,i)

wv,i,k fv,i, Wv(k) =
∑

i: k∈N (p̃v,i)

wv,i,k. (18)

1https://github.com/yinyunie/depth_renderer
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The per-view voxel feature is then obtained by normalization:

Gv(k) =
Sv(k)

Wv(k) + ϵ
. (19)

To ensure that only valid object regions contribute to the supervision, we further filter voxel features
using the ground-truth TSDF. Let T (x) denote the ground-truth TSDF volume. We construct a binary
mask

M(k) = I
[
T (k) ≤ 0

]
, (20)

which keeps only voxels inside the object surface. The filtered per-view features are thus

G̃v(k) =M(k)Gv(k), W̃v(k) =M(k)Wv(k). (21)

Finally, we fuse all V views into a single ground-truth 3D DINO volume by weighted averaging
across views:

FGT(k) =

∑V
v=1 W̃v(k) G̃v(k)∑V
v=1 W̃v(k) + ϵ

. (22)

To generate incomplete DINO supervision consistent with partial TSDF inputs, for a selected input
view v, we compute a visibility (coverage) mask in the voxel grid using its depth map Dv and the
same trilinear voxelization procedure. Specifically, we reuse the per-view accumulated weights
Wv(k) as defined in Eq. 18, which measure the contribution of projected geometry to voxel k. The
coverage mask and the resulting incomplete DINO target are defined as

M cov
v (k) = I

[
Wv(k) > 0

]
, Finc

v (k) =M cov
v (k)FGT(k). (23)

The resulting partial 3D DINO volume is spatially aligned with the corresponding incomplete TSDF
input while preserving the semantic consistency of the multi-view fused representation. Examples of
fully fused DINO data and partial DINO data, along with their corresponding colored meshes, are
shown in Figure 9.

A.1.2 Architecture Overview

Encoding and Feature Extraction Our TSDF-DINO model follows a hybrid design that combines
U-Net structures with attention blocks. Given a partial TSDF X ∈ R1×32×32×32, we first extract
voxel features using 3D CNNs. These coarse voxel features are then projected into a token space,
forming a sequence of voxel tokens. In addition, we introduce a set of learnable part tokens that
represent latent semantic components of the shape. The voxel and part tokens are concatenated and
then put through positional embeddings, forming the input to a transformer backbone.

Tokenization and Attention Blocks Inspired by VGGT [42], our transformer uses token-level
attention to combine local structure with global context.In our voxel setting, the joint self-attention
blocks act as a global attention module over the full set of voxel and part tokens, enabling information
exchange across the entire 83 volume. After this global reasoning stage, we apply a part-aware
cross-attention block in which voxel tokens query the learned part tokens. The resulting voxel tokens
therefore encode both global 3D context and part-conditioned semantic structure.

Dense Reconstruction and Prediction. The refined voxel tokens are reshaped back into a dense 83
grid and passed through a hierarchical 3D decoder with skip connections to recover spatial detail at
323 resolution. The final feature volume is used to predict voxel-aligned DINO features. We use a
mask head that predicts per-voxel confidence, which is used to generate the final output. This design
enables the model to focus on reliable regions of the shape while suppressing uncertain areas.
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Table 8: Feature alignment results of our method on ShapeNet [7]. Cosine similarity (↑ ×102) and
MSE (↓ ×10−2) are reported for unseen and seen categories.

Unseen Categories

Avg. Bag Basket Bathtub Bed Bench Lamp Laptop Printer

87.0 / 2.98 82.5 / 4.04 82.5 / 4.09 89.8 / 2.36 87.6 / 2.83 88.3 / 2.63 85.0 / 3.57 87.2 / 2.87 89.1 / 2.47

Seen Categories

Avg. Trash Bin Bookshelf Bowl Cabinet Chair Keyboard Dishwasher Display Faucet

89.9 / 2.37 88.7 / 2.69 88.0 / 2.69 92.2 / 1.89 90.3 / 2.38 82.1 / 3.99 94.7 / 1.19 93.4 / 1.54 90.6 / 2.41 90.9 / 2.19

File Cabinet Guitar Microwave Piano Pot Sofa Stove Table Washing Machine

91.0 / 2.07 89.3 / 2.80 92.8 / 1.72 90.0 / 2.22 88.7 / 2.78 88.2 / 2.69 89.2 / 2.50 88.4 / 2.56 89.8 / 2.41

A.1.3 Similarity Results

Table 8 presents the feature alignment results of our student model on ShapeNet. We report cosine
similarity and mean squared error (MSE), highlighting performance across both seen and unseen
categories. Strong performance on unseen categories indicates that our TSDF–DINO model can infer
similar part-level information without being trained on every category. We also provide additional
qualitative results in Figure 10, showing the uncolored input voxels, ground-truth DINO features, and
our model’s outputs. We perform PCA on both the ground truth and our predictions to demonstrate
similarity between them.

A.2 Preliminaries: State Space Models for Voxel Sequences

State space models (SSMs) [17, 18, 14, 19] provide an efficient alternative to self-attention for
modeling long-range dependencies in sequential data. A continuous-time SSM maps an input signal
x(t) to an output signal y(t) through a latent state h(t):

h′(t) = Ah(t) +Bx(t), y(t) = Ch(t) +Dx(t), (24)

where A ∈ RN×N , B ∈ RN×1, C ∈ R1×N are learnable parameters and D ∈ R1 denotes a residual
connection. After discretization, the model can be written as

hk = Āhk−1 + B̄xk, yk = C̄hk + D̄xk. (25)

where Ā = exp(∆A) and B̄ = (∆A)−1(exp(∆A)− I)∆B are obtained via zero-order hold (ZOH)
discretization with step size ∆. To apply SSMs to 3D data, voxel features are serialized into a
one-dimensional sequence. However, naive serialization may separate neighboring voxels in the
resulting sequence and reduce spatial locality. Voxel Mamba [50] addresses this issue by using a
group-free formulation, where the full voxel space is ordered into a single sequence using a Hilbert
curve [21]. This preserves local 3D topology better and allows global voxel interactions without
explicit window grouping. In our work, we follow this principle in our Voxel State Operators.

Table 9: Quantitative shape completion results on known ShapeNet categories [13] (l1 error ↓).

Method Avg. Chair Table Sofa Lamp Plane Car Dresser Boat

3D-EPN [13] 0.374 0.418 0.377 0.392 0.388 0.421 0.259 0.381 0.356
SDF-StyleGAN [51] 0.278 0.321 0.256 0.289 0.280 0.295 0.224 0.273 0.282
RePaint-3D [29] 0.266 0.289 0.264 0.266 0.268 0.302 0.214 0.285 0.243
AutoSDF [31] 0.217 0.201 0.258 0.226 0.275 0.184 0.187 0.248 0.157
PatchComplete [34] 0.088 0.134 0.095 0.084 0.087 0.061 0.053 0.134 0.058
DiffComplete [10] 0.053 0.070 0.073 0.061 0.059 0.015 0.025 0.086 0.031
SC-Diff [37] 0.055 0.082 0.074 0.070 0.047 0.015 0.032 0.095 0.028
BridgeShape [27] 0.039 0.055 0.059 0.047 0.038 0.012 0.023 0.055 0.022

Ours 0.036 0.045 0.052 0.042 0.035 0.011 0.021 0.060 0.019
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Figure 11: Shape completion results on known categories on 3D-EPN dataset.

A.3 Additional Experiments

A.3.1 Shape Completion on Unknown Categories

We provide additional qualitative results on unseen categories in Figure 13, extending the results
presented in the main paper.

A.3.2 Shape Completion on Known Categories

In addition to our focus on unseen-category generalization, we also evaluate our method on known
ShapeNet categories using the dataset introduced by 3D-EPN [13]. This dataset differs from the
PatchComplete setup [34] in both data generation and problem formulation. In contrast to Patch-
Complete, which targets category-agnostic generalization, 3D-EPN benchmark evaluates completion
within a fixed set of known categories.

For this benchmark, we train our model in a category-wise manner on the 3D-EPN dataset with same
training parameters. Importantly, we use the same TSDF-DINO model learned on the PatchComplete
ShapeNet dataset, demonstrating its adaptability across different data distributions. Despite this
dataset shift, our method still achieves state-of-the-art performance. As shown in Table 9, our method
achieves the lowest average l1 reconstruction error among the compared methods. These results
indicate that our approach is not only effective for unseen-category generalization but also highly
competitive in standard category-specific shape completion settings, while preserving representations
learned from a different dataset.

We also present qualitative results in Figure 11. Our method generally mitigates overfitting across
diverse shapes. As shown in first example our model accurately preserves details of the individual
bulbs in a chandelier. In contrast, PatchComplete tends to underfit the task, while DiffComplete
shows signs of significant overfitting In the final bench example, DiffComplete produces a reasonable
reconstruction but fails to capture the correct surface extent, resulting in a shortened structure.
These observations demonstrate that our model maintains a strong balance between underfitting and
overfitting in shape completion.
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Table 10: Additional offline preparation cost before shape-completion training.

Stage Setting Time
(min)

Peak GPU memory
(GB)

3D DINO teacher construction
DINO feature extraction
and 323 voxel fusion 50 1,633

TSDF-DINO student pretraining Batch size 4 120 7,923

Total model preparation Offline target construction
and student pretraining 170 7,923

Table 11: Comparison between our model and
direct DINO feature injection on unseen cate-
gories.

Model CD ↓ IoU ↑
Ours 3.64 71.1
DINO input 3.27 75.4

Table 12: Branch-combination ablation on un-
seen categories.

Active branches CD ↓ IoU (%) ↑
F32 3.86 69.1
F8 3.73 70.0
F4 3.76 69.6
F8 + F4 3.75 69.6
F32 + F4 3.75 69.8
F32 + F8 3.67 70.3
F32 + F8 + F4 3.64 71.1

Table 13: Comparison of refinement architectures on unseen categories.

Refinement architecture CD ↓ IoU (%) ↑ Params ↓
(M)

Memory ↓
(GB)

Time ↓
(ms)

Multi-scale dilated Conv3D 3.72 70.3 21.24 0.237 31.70
Hierarchical window attention 3.79 69.5 21.29 0.287 31.81
Sparse window transformer 3.67 70.7 21.18 0.438 36.78
Multi-Scale Voxel Mamba (ours) 3.64 71.1 25.97 0.291 28.67

A.3.3 Offline Preparation Cost

Table 10 reports the additional offline preparation cost under our experimental setup. Teacher feature
volumes are constructed once, cached and reused during student pretraining. The pretrained student
weights then initialize the semantic branch for downstream shape-completion training. At inference,
the completion model uses the student without DINOv3 execution or teacher-volume construction.

A.3.4 Impact of Using Ground-Truth DINO Features

We compare our model with a variant that directly uses DINOv3 features instead of the learned
TSDF–DINO student features, as shown in Table 11. Directly injecting ground-truth DINO features
leads to improved performance, indicating that the quality of the distilled features remains a limiting
factor. However, we do not adopt this setting in our main model, as it requires image-based features
at inference time. Our goal is to maintain a TSDF-only input pipeline, which is more practical
in real-world scenarios where only depth observations may be available. This suggests that further
improving the TSDF–DINO distillation process could yield additional gains in shape completion
performance.

A.3.5 Multi-Scale Voxel Mamba Ablations

We evaluate the contribution of the full-grid and chunk-wise branches and compare our MSM module
with alternative refinement architectures. All experiments use unseen ShapeNet categories at 323
resolution under the protocol of Table 1. We keep the remaining architecture and training protocol
unchanged.

Contribution of individual branches. We denote the full-grid branch by F32 and the branches
using 43 and 83 voxel chunks by F4 and F8, respectively. The full-grid branch processes individual
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voxel tokens, while the chunk branches embed local regions into tokens and model interactions
across the chunk grid. Table 12 compares individual branches and their combinations. Combining
all branches achieves the lowest CD and highest IoU, supporting the benefit of regional context
complementary to full-grid voxel reasoning.

Comparison with alternative refinement architectures. We replace our MSM module with
multi-scale dilated Conv3D, hierarchical shifted-window attention, and a sparse-window transformer.
For each alternative, we report its strongest tested configuration. The convolutional variant uses
two residual stages with parallel depthwise dilated convolutions and an expansion ratio of two.
Hierarchical attention uses four heads and local 43 windows with a shift of two voxels. The sparse
transformer uses four heads and two alternating regular and shifted window blocks. Table 13 reports
completion accuracy, model parameters, peak inference memory, and per-sample latency. Our module
achieves the best completion accuracy and lowest latency among the tested alternatives, with a larger
parameter count. Its peak memory is close to hierarchical window attention and lower than the
sparse transformer, while dilated Conv3D uses less memory. These results support our multi-scale
refinement formulation as an effective choice for accurate completion with fast inference.

Input TSDF DINO Output GT TSDF

ShapeNet

ScanNet

Figure 12: The effect of occlussion between synthetic and real data on our TSDF-DINO model.

B Evaluation Variablity and Error Bars

The evaluations are conducted on large-scale test sets with 1325 ShapeNet [7] models(with 4 partial
scans for each model) and 1191 ScanNet [11] samples across multiple unseen categories, providing
statistically reliable and stable results. Table 1 and Table 2 report category-wise error bars on
ShapeNet and ScanNet, respectively. Each method is evaluated over n = 2 independent runs. For
SC-Diff [37] and BridgeShape [27] we use their published results because complete implementations
were unavailable during our experiments. Their unreported error bars are marked as –.
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C Licenses and Terms of Use

This work uses the DINOv3 pretrained models available at https://github.com/
facebookresearch/dinov3, the ShapeNet dataset available at https://shapenet.org/, the
depth rendering implementation available at https://github.com/yinyunie/depth_renderer,
and the ScanNet dataset and code available at https://github.com/ScanNet/ScanNet. Access
to ShapeNet, ScanNet, and DINOv3 was obtained through the official registration and agreement
procedures, and the corresponding terms of use were accepted.

D Limitations

Despite its strong performance, our model still has room for improvement. As indicated in Table 11,
there remains a gap between the learned TSDF–DINO features and directly injected DINO features,
suggesting that the current distillation into voxel space is not yet optimal. Improving this alignment
could further enhance performance.

There remains a significant domain gap between synthetic and real-world data. Compared to
ShapeNet [7], ScanNet [11] inputs show substantially more unordered scanning artifacts. As shown
in Figure 12, this results in degraded semantic feature quality. Since our model is trained primarily on
synthetic data, it does not explicitly account for this domain shift and lacks mechanisms to robustly
handle noisy real-world inputs.

E Broader Impact

By improving generalization to unseen data while using fewer computational resources, our approach
has the potential to support real-time reconstruction on limited hardware. This is important for
applications in robotics and virtual systems operating in dynamic spaces. Furthermore, improved
reconstruction quality can enable more accurate and semantically consistent 3D representations,
benefiting tasks such as object understanding, manipulation, and scene interaction in robotics, vision
systems, and virtual environments.

However, these advancements also introduce potential risks. The ability to efficiently reconstruct
detailed objects could be misused to recreate private spaces or personal belongings without consent,
raising privacy concerns. There are also potential economic implications, as increased automation in
reconstruction pipelines may reduce reliance on manual 3D modeling in some scenarios.

Overall, while our method advances scalable 3D reconstruction, it is important for future work to
incorporate safeguards, such as consent-aware data practices and clear usage guidelines, to minimize
misuse while preserving its potential benefits.
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Figure 6: The main architecture of TSDF-DINO model. D denotes feature dimension r denotes
downsampling rate.
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Figure 8: The main overview of shape completion model.
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Figure 9: The generated ground truth data for TSDF-DINO model.
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Figure 10: Additional qualitative results of our TSDF-DINO model.
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Figure 13: Additional shape completion results on both synthetic (blue) and real-world (yellow)
objects from entirely unseen categories.
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