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ABSTRACT

Most vision architectures assume that observations lie on a regular grid, an ef-
fective abstraction for natural images but a restrictive one for sensing data whose
channels, temporal sampling, spatial resolution, and geometry can vary. Generic
set-based architectures remove the grid, but also remove useful spatial inductive
biases. We introduce Atomizer-IO, an architecture that places observations first
and derives structure from their physical relationships. Building on top of an
atomic representation of the data, each observation is described by its measure-
ment and acquisition metadata, while local cross-attention maps observations to
anchor points that can be arbitrarily placed. We evaluate this design by progres-
sively relaxing the grid assumption, from varying input raster configurations and
incomplete channel sets to flexible output density and, ultimately, inputs without
a raster grid. Atomizer-10 is competitive with flexible EO-specific architectures
on most tasks, while offering post-training control over inference cost and com-
petitive compute—performance trade-offs. The same formulation extends without
architectural redesign to unordered 3D point clouds, showing that the atomic in-
terface generalizes beyond regular raster inputs. These results suggest that pixels,
patches, and grids do not need to define the interface of a sensing architecture.

1 INTRODUCTION

Most computer vision models, including convolutional neural networks (CNN) (LeCun et al., |1989)
and vision transformers (ViT) (Dosovitskiy et al.,|2020), see the world as a regular grid. They oper-
ate on tensors whose channels and spatial organization are known in advance. Natural images fit this
interface well: RGB channels have fixed semantics, pixels lie on a regular lattice, and neighboring
entries have a constant spatial offset. Convolutions exploit this structure explicitly, while ViTs retain
the same regular input organization even as they relax locality. In many sensing domains, however,
spectral content, spatial sampling, acquisition time, and even geometry vary, making a fixed tensor
overly restrictive.

Earth observation (EO) is an acute instance of this mismatch. Data in this field is heterogeneous by
nature, since different sensors observe different physical quantities, at different resolutions, and at
different times. Channel position therefore provides no stable physical identity across sensors. A
short-wave infrared measurement sensitive to moisture and a SAR backscatter measurement sensi-
tive to surface roughness may occupy analogous tensor positions while representing fundamentally
different physical quantities. In standard architectures, measurement identity is therefore encoded
implicitly through channel position rather than explicitly through physical characteristics (Jakubik
et al.,[2025). Measurement identity is only one axis: resolution, acquisition time, channel availabil-
ity, and geometry vary too.

Recent EO architectures increasingly accommodate these sources of variation through dedicated
mechanisms. Rather than changing the underlying representation, they typically adapt a tensor- or
patch-based interface to each source of variation. Within this fixed interface, a missing channel must
be padded (Sumbul et al.l |2025) with values the model cannot distinguish from real measurements,
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Figure 1: Sensing configurations considered in this work. All are processed through the same atomic
interface, without rasterization, resampling, or modality-specific branches.

differing resolutions resampled or handled by resolution-aware processing (Marsocci et al., [2024),
and irregular observations forced onto a grid before entering the model (Weinstein et al., [2021).
Each mechanism compensates for an assumption introduced by the representation itself.

Our proposed Atomizer-10 reverses this order: observations come first, structure second. Each
observation is represented independently by its measurement and acquisition metadata, without re-
quiring a fixed channel count, tensor shape, or neighboring measurement. Structure is introduced
afterwards from physical relationships between observations: locality and relative geometry are de-
fined directly in physical coordinates rather than inherited from tensor position.

Atomizer-10 implements this principle through an atomic encoder—processor—decoder architecture.
Following Atomizer (de Turckheim et al [2025)), each observation is represented as an atom; for
raster data, one atom corresponds to one measurement from one spectral band, at one pixel location
and one acquisition time. The encoder aggregates atoms into spatially anchored latent vectors, the
processor lets these latents interact, and a query-based decoder maps local latent neighborhoods
to requested output locations. Because atomic granularity can produce millions of observations
per scene, each latent attends only to a local neighborhood in physical space, while the number of
spatial latents scales with the number of input observations. The same local aggregation serves as
both input and output interface, allowing channel sets, input resolution, and output density to vary
while extending the same architecture from regular rasters to unordered 3D point clouds.

We evaluate this design by progressively relaxing the assumptions of a fixed grid. We first assess
competitiveness on conventional raster EO tasks, then vary available channels and output-query
density, and finally remove the raster assumption with unordered LiDAR and joint image—point
observations.

Our main contributions are:

* A physically grounded atomic representation in which measurement identity is de-
scribed explicitly rather than tied to tensor position. A single trained model spans sensor
configurations that a fixed-channel architecture can only reach by padding or redesign.

* A scalable, structured set-to-latent architecture that uses the same local geometric op-
eration to encode observations and decode arbitrary query locations, removing the need for
a fixed grid on either side.

* A single architecture across raster and irregular sensing geometries, spanning classifi-
cation, regression, 2D and 3D segmentation, and optical, radar, and LiDAR observations.
All models are trained from scratch under matched conditions, isolating architectural dif-
ferences from pretraining.

2 RELATED WORK

Regular grids supply useful spatial structure, including locality, stable neighborhoods, and regular
geometric relationships, that grid-based architectures can exploit directly. In Earth observation, the
representation must additionally accommodate several physical axes: spatial resolution determines
how space is sampled, spectral bands sample the electromagnetic spectrum, and acquisition times
sample an evolving scene.

Recent EO models increasingly expose these physical properties to grid-based architectures through

dedicated mechanisms. DOFA (Xiong et al. [2024), SenPa-MAE (Prex] & Schmitt, 2024), and
Panopticon (Waldmann et al.| [2025) primarily address spectral variation, while FlexiMo (L1 et al.}

[2025) additionally handles spatial variation but does not natively model temporal sequences. Scale-

MAE (Reed et al}[2023)) incorporates ground sampling distance, AnySat (Astruc et all[2024) defines
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Figure 2: The Atomizer-IO architecture. Atoms are locally aggregated into a compact spatial rep-
resentation, processed globally in latent space, and decoded through spatial output queries. The
same local context-to-query operation is used for encoding and decoding, with spatial relationships
defined in physical coordinates rather than by a fixed input grid.

patches in physical rather than pixel units, and Galileo (Tseng et al.,2025)) and Prithvi (Szwarcman
et al., [2025)) introduce temporal structure. RAMEN (Houdré et al., [2026) and UniverSat (Perron
et al.| [2026) jointly accommodate spectral, spatial, and temporal variation within a single architec-
ture, making them the closest flexible EO baselines to our framework.

A separate line of work relaxes this requirement by changing the unit on which the model operates.
Presto (Tseng et al.l [2023) discards image structure entirely, modeling individual pixel time series
and relying on temporal and multimodal signal instead, while Atomizer (de Turckheim et al., 2025)
retains atomic measurements as the input representation and processes them as an unordered set.
More generally, Set Transformer (Lee et al., |2019) showed that attention can operate directly on
unordered sets, while Perceiver (Jaegle et al.,[2021b) introduced cross-attention to a compact latent
bottleneck and Perceiver 10 (Jaegle et al.,|2021a) extended this paradigm to query-defined outputs.

Moving beyond grids does not mean abandoning spatial structure. 3D point-cloud methods routinely
operate on unordered, sparsely distributed points that do not fit the dense tensor representations
common in 2D vision (Guo et al., |2019). Various alternatives have been proposed: PointNet (Q1
et al.| 2017a)) operates on sets, PointNet++ (Qi et al.| 2017b) and KPConv (Thomas et al.,[2019) on
multi-scale Euclidean neighborhoods, and Superpoint Transformer (Robert et al., 2023)), not unlike
our work, on geometric graphs over 3D partitions. However, these approaches are not designed
to jointly accommodate multi-spectral, multi-temporal, and multi-resolution data. This creates a
tension: grid-based models preserve useful spatial structure but require observations to conform to a
fixed layout, while set-based models gain flexibility but provide no geometry by default. Atomizer-
IO resolves this by enabling reasoning over an arbitrary Voronoi tessellation of space. Sensor-
specific gridded structures are confined to the interfaces, where input observations are either read in,
or output predictions are queried out.

3 METHODOLOGY

Atomizer-10 builds on Atomizer (de Turckheim et al.l [2025), which decomposes an input into an
unordered set of atoms. Where Atomizer lets non-spatial latents cross-attend to all atoms, and
only for image classification, Atomizer-10 introduces locality. Each latent corresponds to a spatial
anchor and attends only to nearby atoms, while still exchanging information with every other latent.
Spatially dense outputs are produced by querying the latents near any requested location.

This section follows one observation through the model (Figure2)): token construction (Section[31)),
neighborhood assignment (Section [3.2)), aggregation into a spatial latent (Section [3.3), latent inter-
action (Section[3.4), and output queries (Section[3.5)). Notation is summarized in Appendix [I8]
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3.1 TOKEN CONSTRUCTION
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Figure 3: Token construction in Atomizer-IO. 2D imagery and LiDAR share the same atomic in-
terface of measurements and acquisition metadata; spatial latents, global latents, and output queries
use learned initializations.

Atomizer-10 represents an input as a set of elementary observations, or afoms. Each atom holds a
measured value v € R (e.g. reflectance) and metadata uq, ..., u; describing its acquisition. We
combine these into tokens f = [¢g(v), d1(u1),...,¢s(us)], where ¢, ..., d s are encoders for
each metadata field (e.g. wavelength and resolution). The input is represented as F = {(f;, p;)} Y1,
pairing each token with its spatial position p; € R?. Appendix further specifies our encoding
schemes. To prevent the model from learning position-specific features, p; is not included in f; and
is used only by the spatial sampler (Section [3.2). An atom’s metadata fields follow from the sensor,
and the architecture is indifferent to which ones it receives (Figure E]) For 2D rasters, v is the value
measured at one pixel, in one spectral band, at one acquisition time, and the metadata describe that
context: ground sampling distance, spectral support, and acquisition date. For 3D point clouds, v
is the elevation, with a sensor identifier, the position of the return within the LiDAR pulse, and the
return intensity when available as metadata. Nothing in the representation depends on a channel
count or a grid, and atoms of different kinds can coexist in the same input set, as when LiDAR
returns and co-registered image pixels are processed together.

3.2 SPATIAL SAMPLER

The spatial sampler (Figure i operates on two sets: a query set @ = {(g;, pj)}‘jg1 seeking infor-

mation from a context set C = {(c;, pl)}g1 It proceeds in two steps: first, it establishes which
context elements belong to the receptive field of each query; then, information flows from each re-
ceptive field to its query. In the encoder, input atoms form the context set and spatial latents the
query set; in the decoder, spatial latents form the context set and output locations the query set.

Query and context Sets Local assignment Query-centered coordinates Local information aggregation

iy . /i\ e \ ./ \

Context Set C= {(c,p )} Aenc : kNN=1 (1, {p;}) 8;j =pi —pj = (0, 0y) QK,V : Queries, Keys, Values
Query Set Q={(q,p)} (encoder) \—>Fourier features (®Attention Information flow
Euclidean Distance \—> RPE

e

Figure 4: Spatial sampler. From left to right: query and context sets; construction of a local receptive
field from spatial proximity, illustrated by the encoder’s nearest-latent assignment and resulting
Voronoi partition; query-centered relative coordinates; local cross-attention.

Assignment. We denote by A(C, Q) = {Vj}‘-gl the spatial assignment, where V; is the index set
of context elements in the local receptive field of query ¢;. Receptive fields are built by nearest-
neighbor search in the horizontal plane, which suits bird’s-eye-view reasoning in Earth observation
and applies to both rasters and 3D point clouds. In the encoder, each context element is assigned to
its nearest query, inducing a Voronoi partition, which we denote by A.,,c. In the decoder, each query

instead gathers its k nearest context elements, which we denote by Ag... Implementation details are
given in Appendix
Information flow. Cross-attention defines a one-way flow: each query gathers information from

its receptive field, while context elements themselves are not updated. Geometry is therefore ex-
pressed from the perspective of the receiving query. For a context element 7 € V;, we use the
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relative offset 4;; = p; — p; and encode it as ¢5(6ij) using Fourier features, analogous to the po-
sitional encoding used in NeRF (Mildenhall et al, 2021)). The encoded offset is concatenated to the
context feature before information is passed to the query through cross-attention (Appendix [B.5).

3.3 ENCODER

In the encoder, spatial latents form the query set and input atoms form the context set of the spatial
sampler.

Adaptive latent allocation. No operation in
the architecture requires a fixed number or lay-
out of spatial latents. In practice, we scale the
number L of spatial latents with the number
of input observations and place them uniformly
over the spatial extent of the input. The values
of L and the layouts used in our experiments
are given in Appendix Each latent has an
anchor position p, € R“ and shares the same
learned initialization h;,;; € RP, where D is the
latent embedding dimension. We denote the ini-
tialized latent set by H™* = { (i, Pr)}2 ;-
Figure [3] illustrates the one instance of a spatial
partition on a DALES scene.

Figure 5: Example spatial latent partition on
DALES (Section[d.4). Colors show the local re-
ceptive fields induced by assigning each input
atom to its nearest spatial latent.

Local encoding. For the encoder, the spatial sampler returns the assigned atoms for each anchored
latent {V,}L_, = Acnc(F, H™*). For an atom i € V), we compute the relative offset 8,1 = p; — pe,
concatenate its Fourier encoding to the atom feature, and process the result with a shared MLP: z;, =
MLP([f;; ¢5(di¢)]). Each spatial latent is then updated by local cross-attention over its processed

context, hﬁo) = CrossAttnene(hinit, {zi¢ : @ € Vo}). The MLP and cross-attention weights are
shared across latents, so the parameter count is independent of L. The resulting encoded latent set

is HO = {(h{” p)}L,.

For dense local contexts, we randomly sample at most m indices from each V), before cross-attention,
bounding the attention cost per latent. On SenlFloods11 (Section [4.I)), where inputs contain 15
channels at 512 x 512 resolution, a global cross-attention mechanism would need to discard 99.987%
of the input atoms to match the same number of query—context interactions. Local sampling instead
distributes this budget across the spatial partition and exposes the model to different subsets of each
local context over training (Appendix [B.7).

3.4 PROCESSOR

The processor operates on the encoded spatial latent set (0 = {(hg)), pg)}ngl together with G

learned global latents G(© = {g'”)}¢ | with g{”) € RP, similar in spirit to register tokens
2024). A processor of depth B stacks global multi-head self-attention blocks over the spatial
and global latents, (H(b), g<b>) = Blockb(H(bfl), Q(b’l)) forb = 1,..., B, allowing information
gathered from different local neighborhoods to propagate across the latent representation. The final
processed spatial latent set is (7).

Latent spatial processing. While the encoder introduces atom-latent geometry through relative
positional encoding in the spatial sampler, spatial relationships between latents are represented us-
ing two-dimensional rotary positional encoding (RoPE) based on their anchor
positions py. Because the distance between anchors depends on how they are distributed over the
input extent, no single compression scale suits every input; we therefore use a learned scale s, > 0,
initialized to a reference scale sy (Appendix @ Coordinates are compressed with s, before ap-
plying RoPE to the queries and keys of the spatial latents. Global latents have no associated spatial
position and are therefore left unrotated.

Temporal processing. Multitemporal inputs require no dedicated temporal module: atoms from
all acquisitions can be encoded jointly in the same input set, with acquisition time provided as
metadata. When explicit temporal aggregation is preferred, the encoder instead processes each
timestep independently, with shared weights and identical spatial anchor positions, producing

HEO) = {(hig), pe) ., for each timestep ¢. The processor is then applied independently within
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each timestep, yielding ’HEB) = {(hgf)7p5)}£=1. For each spatial anchor ¢, the T' representa-

tions {hif)}le are aggregated along the temporal axis by a small transformer with a learned
aggregation token, using temporal RoPE with the same coordinate compression and a dedicated
learned scale. This produces a temporally aggregated representation h, for each anchor, defining
HPB) = {(hy,pe)},. When temporal aggregation is used, this set replaces H(P) as decoder
context. Its contribution is evaluated in Appendix [B.T}

3.5 DECODER

The decoder predicts at a set of requested spatial positions {p; } ;”il Each output query shares the

same learned initialization qinit € RP, giving the initialized query set Qinit — {(dinit, Pj)}jM=1.
Below, 7(B) denotes the decoder context, replaced by H(Z) when explicit temporal aggrega-
tion is used. The spatial sampler returns {V;}}1, = Adec(HPB), QM) For a latent £ € V),
we compute the relative offset ;; = p; — p; and concatenate its Fourier encoding to the la-

tent feature. Each output query is then obtained by local cross-attention over this context, q; =

CrossAttngec(Qinit, {[hﬁB); ¢5(0¢5)] - € € V;}), and passed to a task-specific prediction head; for
dense prediction, the input q;y;¢ is replaced by the input-conditioned query q; defined below. Be-
cause output locations are queried explicitly, the decoder does not need to evaluate every spatial
position uniformly. We exploit this property in Section[4.3]

For dense prediction, we additionally condition each output query on the observations at its tar-
get location before it attends to the latent representation, a local pathway analogous to the skip
connections of U-Net (Ronneberger et al., [2015). Let S; C {1,..., N} be the indices of atoms
co-located with query j: the atoms at the pixel being predicted for a 2D raster, and the atoms at
the queried point for a point cloud. The query is first updated by cross-attention over their features,
q; = CrossAttneps(dinit, {fi : # € S;}), combining observations at the target location with the
processed information its surroundings provide through the latent cross-attention above.

4 EXPERIMENTS

We evaluate Atomizer-10 by progressively relaxing the assumptions of a regular grid. We begin
with conventional raster Earth observation tasks, then vary input composition and output density,
remove the input grid entirely with irregular 3D point clouds, and finally test spatial reasoning under
unseen input geometries.

4.1 PERFORMANCE ACROSS DIVERSE EO TASKS

Architectures that relax fixed input structure for greater generality may give up useful task- or sensor-
specific priors, requiring more of the task structure to be learned from data. Before relaxing the grid,
we therefore verify that Atomizer-IO is competitive when it is fully present, across a deliberately
heterogeneous suite of eight datasets spanning different sensing modalities, channel counts, tempo-
ral lengths, spatial resolutions, input sizes, and prediction problems (Table[T). Each dataset is treated
as an independent task and a separate model is trained from scratch.

Table 1: Datasets used for evaluation, spanning raster Earth observation and irregular LiDAR inputs.
T: timesteps; C: input channels; Geometry: spatial structure of the input; GSD: ground sampling
distance, undefined for point clouds; Out. C: output classes or regression targets.

Dataset Sensor T C Geometry GSD Problem Out. C
ForestNet (Irvin et al., [2020) Landsat-8 1 6 3322 15m cls 12
BurnScars (Jakubik et al.,[2023) HLS 1 6 5122 30m seg 2
EuroSAT (Helber et al.,|2019) Sentinel-2 1 13 642 10m cls 10
Cashew (Jin et al., 2021} Sentinel-2 1 13 2562 10m seg 7
SenlFloods11 (Rambour et al.,[2020) S1 + S2 1 15 5122 10m seg 2
xView?2 (Gupta et al.,2019) RGB (VHR) 2 3 5122 0.5m seg 5
BioMassters (Nascetti et al., | 2023) S1+8S2 3 14 2562 10m reg 1
PASTIS (Garnot & Landrieu, 2021)  S1+ S2 6 10 1282 10m seg 19
DALES (Varney et al.| [2020) LiDAR 1 1 pointset - 3D seg 8
FRACTAL (Gaydon et al.|[2024) LiDAR+ VHR 1 4 points +image — 3D seg 7
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Table 2: Single-task performance. Best in bold, second best underlined. Classification uses macro
F1, segmentation mloU, and BioMassters RMSE (Mg/ha, |).

Model EuroSAT ForestNet BurnScars SenlFloods PASTIS xView2 Cashew BioMassters |
ResNet50 90.9 43.8 82.8 87.8 30.0 53.8 69.9 46.3
ViT 90.7 39.1 87.5 85.0 35.1 52.4 47.5 52.7
RAMEN 92.1 40.4 88.2 89.1 45.5 53.3 64.2 44.7
UniverSat 90.8 44.3 88.1 86.8 429 56.3 62.4 46.0
Perceiver-10 90.9 35.4 83.4 922 17.9 43.8 26.2 52.2
Atomizer-I0  90.2 35.8 88.8 93.2 44.1 54.6 72.0 42.4

We compare Atomizer-IO with grid-based baselines (ResNet50 (He et al.l [2016) and ViT ), flex-
ible EO-specific models (RAMEN and UniverSat), and Perceiver-10 as a generic set-based latent
architecture. All models are trained from scratch under matched conditions (Appendix [D.2)).

Across the eight tasks, Atomizer-IO excels at spatially-explicit tasks, ranking first on four and sec-
ond on two (Table [2), matching or exceeding grid-based and flexible EO architectures on their own
terms, on raster data. This establishes the baseline for the relaxations that follow. These tasks
rely on different sources of information. PASTIS benefits strongly from reasoning across acquisi-
tions, SenlFloods11 from local spectral and radar measurements, while Cashew shows a stronger
dependence on spatial context. Appendix [B] examines these differences directly by ablating tem-
poral aggregation, spatial reasoning, and local observation conditioning across representative tasks.
As expected, we also observe that Atomizer-IO does not have an edge over Perceiver-1IO for non
spatially explicit classification tasks, such as EuroSAT and ForestNet.

4.2 FLEXIBLE INPUT COMPOSITION: HANDLING MISSING CHANNELS

In Earth observation, available channels can change with sensor availability, weather conditions or
spectral coverage. Models built around a fixed channel layout must preserve that layout when obser-
vations are missing, whereas flexible representations can omit unavailable observations directly. We
evaluate this setting on SenlFloods11 and BioMassters, both combining Sentinel-1 and Sentinel-2
observations. In this experiment, all models use the same band-dropout augmentation, so variation
in channel availability is anticipated during training. Atomizer-IO and UniverSat omit unavailable
observations, whereas fixed-channel models are zero-padded at the corresponding positions. The
same trained model is evaluated under six input configurations, from the full observation set to
single-sensor and restricted spectral subsets.

Table 3: Performance under flexible input composition on SenlFloodsl1l (mloU, %) and
BioMassters (RMSE, Mg/ha). All models are trained under the same band-dropout protocol.

Senl1Floods11 1 BioMassters |
Test Configuration Atom. Res. ViT Perc. RAM. Uni. Atom. Res. ViT Perc. RAM. Uni.
All bands 929 88.1 845 92.1 87.0 88.7 41.5 47.6 529 52.0 434 457
S2 only 92.8 864 844 922 87.8 88.6 458 559 555 577 484 49.1
S1 only 80.0 664 753 772 751 794 481 52.1 555 58.6 492 49.1
RGB only 44.8 437 438 438 445 438 71.0 738 714 704 719 70.8
No SWIR 87.8 49.0 75.1 81.8 63.7 852 43.0 49.1 540 534 46.0 46.7
No red-edge 929 853 80.5 89.1 859 88.0 422 498 538 540 454 464
Average 819 69.8 739 794 740 789 48.6 547 572 577 50.7 513

Atom.: Atomizer-10; Res.: ResNet50; Perc.: Perceiver-10; RAM.: RAMEN; Uni.: UniverSat.

Table [3] shows that Atomizer-1IO achieves the best average performance on both datasets and leads
in most configurations. Its advantage is largest when specific bands or an entire sensor are removed,
but nearly disappears under RGB only, where much of the discriminative information is lost. More
broadly, architectures that relax the fixed channel layout tend to handle changes in input composition
better than conventional fixed-layout baselines, supporting the value of decoupling representation
from a prescribed channel structure.
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Figure 6: Compute cost (GFLOPs) versus segmentation performance (mloU). Dense, Zone-probe,
and Quadtree decoding vary inference cost through different output query strategies, using the same
Atomizer-10 checkpoint without retraining.

4.3 FLEXIBLE OUTPUT DECODING: INFERENCE-TIME COMPUTE CONTROL

Here we study various relaxations of the output grid. Atomizer-10 predicts at explicitly requested
spatial locations, so dense segmentation corresponds simply to placing one query at every pixel
(Dense decoding). Because the decoder does not require all locations to be queried uniformly,
output density can instead be adapted to the spatial complexity of the prediction.

We exercise this property by approximating dense predictions while querying fewer locations. For
each region, we first probe a small number of locations. If all probes predict the same class, that class
is assigned to the remaining locations without querying them; otherwise, additional computation is
allocated to the region. Zone-probe applies this rule to regions associated with individual latents,
while Quadtree recursively subdivides disagreeing regions and probes them at finer spatial scales.
All strategies use the same trained checkpoint and differ only in how densely the output space is
queried. Details and complexity are given in Appendix [C.I] Figure [6] shows that a single trained
checkpoint spans a broad range of inference costs, with Dense decoding being competitive with the
flexible EO baselines at the high-compute end. The two adaptive strategies reduce cost differently:
Zone-probe couples output regions to the model’s latent partition, while Quadtree adapts output
density independently of that partition through recursive refinement.

Atomizer-10 therefore exposes complementary inference-time controls: like RAMEN and Univer-
Sat, compute can be reduced through a coarser latent representation, while the query-based decoder
additionally allows output density to vary after training. Probe agreement is a heuristic rather than
a guarantee, reflecting the trade-off between exact dense evaluation and reduced inference cost.

4.4 FLEXIBLE INPUT GEOMETRY:

UNORDERED LIDAR POINT CLOUDS Table 4: DALES and FRACTAL segmentation

results (mloU, %).

We break free of the input grid for semantic seg- DALES
mentation of 3D point clouds. Our goal is not

to outperform 3D-specific architectures, but to Method mloU
demonstrate the flexibility of our framework. On  KPConv (Thomas et al.}[2019) 81.1
DALES and FRACTAL (Table [T)), each LIDAR  SPT (Robert et al., [2023) 79.6
point becomes an atom (Appendix[D). On FRAC-  pointNet++ (Qi et al,[2017b) 68.3
TAL, RGB pixels from co-registered orthophotos  ConyPoint (Boulch}2020) 67.4
are additionally encoded as atoms, allowing both A tomizer-IO 66.7
modalities to be jointly processed. Training and  gpg (Landrieu & Simonovsky, 2018)  60.6
inference .tiling, point sampling, and batching de-  pintCNN (Liet all 2013) 58.4
tails are given in Appendix [D.4} ShellNet (Zhang et al., 2019) 57.4
Atomizer-IO is competitive on both datasets Perceiver-IO (Jaegle et al.,[2021a) 48.7
without 3D-specific design beyond its tokenizer, FRACTAL

ahead of three of the DALES 3D baselines and -

best on FRACTAL (Table . Perceiver-10 per- Atonpzer-lO 78.4
forms poorly on DALES, highlighting the impor-  Perceiver-IO (Jaegle et al., 2021a) 78.1
tance of geometric structure in the latent reason- ~RandLA-Net (Hu et al., 2020) 77.5

ing, but both models outperform RandLLA-Net on
FRACTAL, suggesting the image modality alone may already be a strong predictor for this bench-
mark. Our gap to KPConv and SPT on DALES suggests opportunities for geometry-adaptive 3D
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latent partitions, hierarchical reasoning, and finer local 3D modeling. We leave these extensions to
future work.

4.5 CONTROLLED ANALYSIS OF SPATIAL STRUCTURE

Removing the input grid does not remove the need for spa-

Table 5: RoPE ablation. Ac- tial structure. In remote-sensing tasks, however, this is dif-

curacy on MNIST and mloU on ficult to isolate because individual observations can already

Senl1Floods11. be highly informative: a local spectral signature may indicate

water, vegetation, or other materials without requiring much

MNIST SenlFl11 Spatial context. We therefore use MNIST as a controlled set-

ting. Because MNIST images are nearly binary, individual

NoRoPE  29.43 9242 pixel intensities carry little information in isolation, and clas-
RoPE 99.37 93.17 sification depends primarily on their spatial arrangement.

Atomizer-10’s spatial latents share the same learned initialization and attention weights and are dis-
tinguished by the observations they aggregate and their relative geometry. On MNIST, each latent
carries only local intensity information; removing RoPE therefore prevents the processor from re-
covering their spatial arrangement and reduces accuracy from 99.37 to 29.48. On Sen1Floods11, in
contrast, removing RoPE only reduces mloU from 93.17 to 92.42, consistent with the strong predic-
tive content already present in the local multispectral and radar observations. Broader ablations in
Appendix Bl further examine how different tasks rely on local observation content, spatial reasoning,
and temporal structure.

We finally test whether the same model can process in- Table 6: MNIST accuracy (%) under
put geometries not seen during training. Atomizer-I0 unseen input geometries. Digit pixels
and a parameter-matched ViT with 1 x 1 pixel patches are always retained; both models use the
are trained only on complete MNIST images. At test same checkpoint trained on complete in-
time, the same background pixels are removed entirely puts.

from both models while all digit pixels are retained, so
both receive exactly the same sur\{iving observatiogs. As  Back ground . .
the background becomes increasingly sparse and irreg-  ept (%) Atomizer-I0  ViT
ular, Atomizer-I0 degrades more gracefully, retaining

94.93% accuracy when only 25% of the background pix- 100 99.26 98.11
els are kept, compared with 72.17% for ViT (Table[). 75 98.72 97.65
This suggests that Atomizer-I10 better preserves its abil- 50 98.37 94.85
ity to exploit task-relevant observations under substantial %8 gjgg ;%%Z

changes in input geometry.

5 CONCLUSION

Computing on a regular grid is not required for competitive performance under a competitive com-
pute budget. Across eight Earth-observation benchmarks and two LiDAR datasets spanning classifi-
cation, regression, and 2D/3D segmentation, Atomizer-IO remains competitive with grid-based and
flexible EO architectures while progressively relaxing assumptions on input and output structure.
To our knowledge, no other EO architecture has been evaluated on both multispectral rasters and
unordered LiDAR point clouds through the same encoder and without modality-specific processing
branches.

Unlike architectures whose structure reflects assumptions about the data, Atomizer-10 encodes sens-
ing information explicitly in its input tokens. Each atom represents a measurement at a particular
place, time, and sensor, without requiring a fixed shape, channel count, or neighboring measurement;
locality and geometry are introduced afterwards from physical relationships between observations.

As future work, we expect this perspective to be particularly relevant to large-scale pretraining,
where a central challenge is reconciling observations that differ in what they measure and how
they are sampled. Existing architectures typically begin from a tensor representation and introduce
dedicated mechanisms to accommodate each axis of variation. Atomizer-10 starts from the opposite
premise: the observation itself is the common unit. The results in this paper, in which the exact same
architecture provides competitive results across a wide range of modalities, suggest that Atomizer-
IO could make a good candidate architecture for a multi-modal EO foundation model.
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Our results allow us to conclude that pixels, patches, and grids need not define the interface of
a sensing architecture. They can instead be treated as particular discretizations of observations,
introduced when useful rather than assumed from the start.

10
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Al USE STATEMENT

In this work, we used generative Al tools to implement the methods, correct grammar, and edit the
research paper to improve readability. We have not used generative Al tools to generate synthetic
data sets, develop theoretical models, formulate or prove mathematical claims, propose hypotheses,
design experiments, translate text, clean data sets, or interpret results, and all other required disclo-
sure tasks are not applicable to this work. We have reviewed all Al-assisted work. Specifically, all
Al-generated code and text suggestions were thoroughly reviewed, manually verified for correct-
ness, and substantially modified by the authors. We take responsibility for the final content of this
work, including text, claims, or artifacts produced with the aid of generative Al
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A  SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL
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Local cross-attention follows the same query-context principle as the spatial sampler,

but restricts the context of each output query to atoms at the same spatial location (the same pixel for raster inputs).

Figure 7: Detailed Atomizer-10 architecture. The encoder aggregates local neighborhoods of input
atoms into spatial latents through the spatial sampler; the processor applies latent self-attention
with optional temporal aggregation; and the decoder maps local latent neighborhoods to spatial
output queries, optionally conditioning first on raw observations at the target location. Relative
positional information is introduced locally, and MLP and attention weights are shared across spatial
neighborhoods.

B ABLATION STUDIES

We examine three complementary sources of structure in Atomizer-IO: temporal organization across
acquisitions, spatial relationships between latents, and direct target-local observations in the de-
coder. These ablations are evaluated across tasks with different sensing characteristics to assess how
strongly each source of information contributes to prediction.

B.1 TEMPORAL AGGREGATION

The temporal aggregation module changes how observations across time are organized in the latent
representation. Without it, atoms from all acquisitions are encoded jointly into a single temporally
mixed latent set, with acquisition time provided as metadata. With temporal aggregation, each
acquisition is encoded independently into its own spatial latent set, and corresponding latents are
merged across time by a temporal transformer.

Both conditions process the same total number of atoms; the difference is how the resulting latent
capacity is organized. In the joint formulation, each latent receives information from observations
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spanning both space and time. With temporal aggregation, spatial encoding is performed indepen-
dently within each acquisition before aligned latent representations are combined temporally.

We evaluate this structural difference on PASTIS by varying the number of input acquisitions while
keeping the remaining training setup fixed.

Explicit temporal aggregation be-
comes increasingly beneficial as the
number of acquisitions grows. With
three timesteps, it improves PASTIS
by only 0.47 mloU, compared with
4.85 mloU at six timesteps and 8.58
mloU at twelve. Since both condi-
tions process the same observations
and the latent capacity scales with the
number of input atoms, the growing
gap is better explained by how that
capacity is structured than by its over-
all size. Encoding each acquisition
spatially before aggregating aligned
latents across time provides an in-
creasingly useful inductive bias as the
temporal context grows.

Temporal aggregation ablation on PASTIS

3 6

Timesteps

-e—e With temporal aggregation
-#—= Without temporal aggregation

Figure 8: Temporal aggregation ablation on PASTIS as the
number of input timesteps increases.

B.2 SpPATIAL ROPE ABLATION

We ablate the two-dimensional rotary positional encoding used in the latent processor while keeping
the remaining architecture unchanged. This isolates the contribution of explicit spatial structure
within latent self-attention.

Table 7: Effect of spatial RoPE across tasks. MNIST reports accuracy (%), while the EO datasets
report mloU (%).

MNIST Cashew PASTIS BurnScars SenlFloodsl1

No RoPE 29.48 62.65 40.65 86.16 92.42

RoPE 99.37 72.01 44.10 88.81 93.17
The contribution of spatial RoPE depends RoPE Ablation I\
strongly on how informative the local obser- < & . \006
vations already are. On MNIST, individual gxg\% @goe %9'09’ QO\Q
pixel values carry little semantic information o i S
in isolation, so the model must rely heavily on 0 o

spatial relationships between latents; remov- 130
ing RoPE therefore causes a 70.3% relative
performance drop. On Cashew, multispec-
tral measurements provide useful local cues,
but spatial context remains important, lead-
ing to a substantial 13.0% degradation with-
out RoPE. The effect is more moderate on
PASTIS (7.8%) and BurnScars (3.0%), and
small on SenlFloods11 (0.8%), where local

30

40

50

60

70
703

Peformance degradation (%)

80

Figure O:

Relative degradation when spatial

spectral and radar observations already pro-
vide strong evidence for the prediction.

RoPE is removed, computed as 100(RoPE —
No RoPE)/RoPE.

PASTIS provides an additional contrast: spa-

tial RoPE gives a moderate gain, while the temporal aggregation ablation in Appendix [B.1|shows a
much larger dependence on temporal structure. Together, these results suggest that the usefulness
of explicit positional structure depends on which physical relationships are most informative for the
task.
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B.3 LoCAL OBSERVATION CONDITIONING

For dense prediction, Atomizer-1O can condition each output query directly on the raw observations
at its target location before attending to the latent representation. We ablate this pathway while
keeping the remainder of the architecture unchanged.

Table 8: Effect of conditioning output queries on the raw observations at their target location. All
values are mloU (%).

SenlFloodsll Cashew PASTIS BurnScars

Without local observations 89.26 70.58 43.30 88.20
Full model 93.17 72.01 44.10 88.81

The contribution of direct local observations

Local content Ablation varies across tasks. Removing this path-
way reduces SenlFloodsll by 3.91 mloU

006‘5\\ o 8°  points and Cashew by 1.43 points. The
O\Q\ goe 5{\5 &9’% reductions are smaller on PASTIS (0.80
o° o N4d o points) and BurnScars (0.61 points). Thus,
SenlFloodsl1 shows the greatest depen-
07 dence on target-local evidence among these

datasets.

Together with the spatial and temporal ab-
lations, these results show that the relative
importance of target-local evidence, spatial
relationships, and temporal organization is
task dependent. PASTIS provides a comple-
mentary example: it benefits strongly from
Figure 10: Relative degradation when local ob- explicit temporal aggregation while showing
servation conditioning is removed, computed as only a modest dependence on direct target-
100(Full — No Local) /Full. local observations.

Peformance degradation (%)

B.4 AtoMmiCc FEATURE ENCODING

We detail the feature encodings used to build the atomic representation f introduced in Section

For a raster atom, (@, ¢1, P2, ¢3) are the encoders (¢, @y, Px, ¢¢) defined below. Unless stated

otherwise, continuous quantities are encoded with Fourier features. For a scalar w, we define
fourier (w; F, vmax) = [ w, sin(rnw), cos(mriw), ..., sin(rvpw), cos(rvrw) |,

where the F' frequencies v; are linearly spaced between 1 and vy,.x. The encoding has dimension
2F + 1.

Measurement. The measured value v is encoded as

¢y (v) = fourier(v; Fy, v, )-

max

Spatial scale. For raster observations, spatial scale is represented by the ground sampling distance
(GSD) g. We first compress it as

g = compress(g, Sg),
where s, is a reference GSD, and then encode

¢g (g) = fourier(g; Fga Vrgnax)'

Spectral configuration. Following Atomizer (de Turckheim et al. [2025)), optical channels are
represented from their physical spectral support rather than a discrete channel index. For a band
with central wavelength )\ and bandwidth A\,

A+AN/2

¢>\()‘?A)‘)l:/ N()‘/;/Jivo—i)d)‘/a izla"'7K7
A—AN/2
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where p; and o; are the center and width of the i-th Gaussian basis function. The resulting vector
depends on both central wavelength and bandwidth. Channels without meaningful spectral support,
such as SAR polarizations or elevation, use learned embeddings of the same dimensionality.

Acquisition time. Acquisition time is represented by day of year ¢ using periodic Fourier features,

60(t) . [ 27kt okt \ 15
= |sin| —— | ,cos| —— .
‘ 365 365 /|,
This gives a 2K;-dimensional encoding with annual periodicity. When acquisition time is unavail-
able, a zero vector is used.

B.5 RELATIVE POSITION ENCODING

Horizontal spatial coordinates are kept separate from f and enter through the offset 6 between a
context element and its query. Each component § is encoded as

¢5(0) = fourier(compress(é7 s0);, Fs,, anax),

and the component encodings are concatenated. The reference scale s is the cross-attention spatial
scale of Table and F, VI‘; are in Table

ax

B.6 PROPERTIES OF THE COMPRESSION FUNCTION

For physical quantities spanning a large range, we use
w

compress(w, §) = m,

where s > 0 is a reference scale. The function maps signed inputs to (—1, 1) and non-negative inputs
to [0,1). Near zero, compress(w, s) = w/s, and its magnitude saturates toward one for large |w|.
In particular, |compress(w, s)| = 0.5 when |w| = s. Thus, s sets the characteristic physical scale
before Fourier encoding. Separate reference scales are used for GSD and relative spatial positions.

B.7 SCALABILITY OF THE SPATIAL SAMPLER

We analyze the encoder instantiation of the spatial sampler, where each input atom is assigned to
its nearest spatial latent. This Voronoi assignment replaces global input-to-latent cross-attention
with local cross-attention, reducing the number of query—context interactions. During training, the
context available to each latent can additionally be subsampled to a user-defined budget m, providing
direct control over cross-attention cost.

Table [9] compares this local formulation with global cross-attention for the Senl1Floods11 configu-
ration used in our experiments: 15 channels at 512 x 512 resolution (N = 3.9 x 10° atoms) and
L = 2000 spatial latents.

Without subsampling, every atom participates in exactly one encoder cross-attention neighborhood,
so the Voronoi assignment reduces the number of input-to-latent interactions from LN to N. With

a per-latent budget m, the number of interactions becomes Y+, min(m, [V;|) and is therefore
bounded by min(N, Lm).

For comparison, we report the equivalent global drop rate, 1 — m/N: the fraction of atoms that
would need to be removed from the context of each global latent for global cross-attention to use at
most m context elements per latent. For m = 500, this corresponds to 99.987%: each latent in a
global formulation would retain only approximately 500 atoms out of 3.9 million. The spatial sam-
pler instead distributes interactions spatially: every atom remains assigned to a local cell, although
dense cells may be subsampled at a given training step.

The budget m is not an architectural limit on local context. The complete context available to latent
¢ is its Voronoi cell V5. If |V;| < m, the full cell is used; otherwise, m controls how much of that
context is processed at a given training step. For L = 2000, spatial latent self-attention contributes
L? = 4 x 10° pairwise interactions, compared with 7.86 x 10° for global input-to-latent cross-
attention.
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Table 9: Cross-attention complexity for global and local spatial sampling on Sen1Floods11 (IV ~
3.9 x 108 atoms, L = 2000 spatial latents). The equivalent global drop rate is 1 —m /N, the fraction
of atoms that global cross-attention would need to discard to match a budget of m context elements
per latent.

Interaction bound Equiv. global drop Context/query
Global LN ~7.86 x 10° 0% N
Local (m=500) < Lm =1.0x 10° 99.987% < 500
Local (m=1000) < Lm =20 x 108 99.975% <1000
Local (m=2000) < min(N, Lm) = 3.93 x 10° 99.949% <2000

When a cell contains more atoms than the selected budget m, atoms are sampled uniformly without
replacement at each training step. This controls training cost without permanently restricting a
latent to a fixed subset of its local context. Implementation details are given in Appendix and
sensitivity to m is reported in Appendix [IT]

When the input and latent geometries are fixed, the Voronoi assignment depends only on their spatial
positions and can be precomputed and cached. The only per-step operation is then the optional
subsampling of each local cell.

B.8 IMPLEMENTATION DETAILS OF THE SPATIAL SAMPLER

We detail three implementation steps for the encoder: Voronoi assignment, per-step subsampling,
and masking of variable-size local contexts.

Voronoi partitioning. For each atom 4 at position p; € R?, we store its nearest spatial latent,
(i) = kNNg=1 (P, {1e' } o),

where pyr € R? denotes the position of latent ¢/. We then invert this assignment to obtain the
complete cell associated with latent ¢,

Vi = {i: 0() = £}

The complete local context available to latent £ is therefore determined by V;. Any subsequent
subsampling is performed from this full cell.

Variable latent layouts. Because no learned parameter depends on the number or placement of
spatial latents, both can be varied on the fly during training. We precompute the Voronoi assignments
for several latent layouts, corresponding to different values of x (Appendix [D.2), and randomly
assign one layout to each batch. Since assignments are computed in advance, varying the layout
adds no cost to the training step. At test time, we evaluate a single configuration (x, m), selected on
the validation set.

Per-step random subsampling. During training, the local context can be limited to a user-defined
budget m. At step ¢, we sample uniformly without replacement,

S Ve, 18] = min(m, [Ve).

When m > |V, the complete cell is used. Otherwise, m directly controls the number of local
query—context interactions processed at that step. Repeated sampling exposes the model to different
subsets of dense cells rather than permanently restricting each latent to a fixed subset of atoms.

Masking. Because local contexts can contain different numbers of atoms, they are batched to a
common capacity and invalid slots are suppressed with an attention bias,

0, if position ¢ is valid,
Bei = .
0o, otherwise.
After the attention softmax, invalid positions receive zero weight. When a cell is empty, a dummy
token is inserted so that the softmax remains well defined. The cardinality of V, determines the

available local context, while m controls how much of that context is processed when subsampling
is used.
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C GFLOPs

C.1 ADAPTIVE DECODING STRATEGIES

As in the encoder, Atomizer-IO uses cross-attention in the decoder so that predictions can be pro-
duced at explicitly specified spatial locations. For dense segmentation, this can mean querying every
pixel, while other output layouts can be queried without changing the architecture.

Dense decoding processes every output query independently. For each of the O output queries,
the decoder gathers a local neighborhood of k latents, computes their relative positional encoding,
and applies cross-attention. The resulting cost therefore scales linearly with the number of decoded
locations.

We exploit the spatial redundancy of dense predictions with two adaptive decoding strategies (Zone-
probe, Quadtree) that reduce the number of locations receiving a full decode. Both operate on the
same trained checkpoint as (Dense) decoding; they differ only in where output queries are evaluated
and where predictions are propagated spatially.

Both strategies use agreement between a small number of probes as a proxy for local label homo-
geneity. In Zone-probe, the regions are the Voronoi cells associated with the spatial latents. A small
number of locations is sampled within each cell; if all probes predict the same class, that class is
assigned to the remaining locations, whereas disagreeing cells are fully decoded. In Quadtree de-
coding, the same principle is applied hierarchically. Disagreeing regions are recursively subdivided
and probed at finer spatial scales, while homogeneous regions terminate early and broadcast their
predicted class. A full per-pixel decode is recovered at the finest scale sy, = 1.

Probe agreement is a heuristic rather than a guarantee: small or thin objects may be missed if no
probe falls on them. The resulting approximation is evaluated empirically on Senl1Floods11 and
BurnScars in Figure [[TI]  Both adaptive strategies recover the dense prediction wherever a full

Table 10: Decode cost of the three inference strategies. M is the number of output queries, L the
number of spatial latents, k, the number of probes per region, and sy, the initial quadtree cell size.
Both adaptive strategies reduce to dense decoding in the worst case when no region can be treated
as homogeneous.

Full decode calls Best case Worst case
Dense M M M
Zone-probe kpL + 3 scnara IWel O(k,L) M
k,HW
Quadtree S kp x (levels x active cells) O< - ) M
Sstart

decode is issued. Their savings therefore depend on prediction homogeneity at the scale of a latent’s
Voronoi cell for zone-probe and an image-plane cell for quadtree.

C.2 COMPUTE-PERFORMANCE SENSITIVITY

Figure [T examines how the main architectural and decoding parameters affect both computational
cost and segmentation performance on Senl1Floods11 and BurnScars. We vary the number of atoms
per latent, the encoder cross-attention budget, and the decoder spatial neighborhood size for dense,
zone-probe, and quadtree decoding. For all strategies we use the same trained checkpoint.
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Figure 11: Sensitivity of segmentation performance and inference cost to three architectural param-
eters: atoms per latent, encoder cross-attention budget, and decoder neighborhood size. Results are
shown on Senl1Floods11 and BurnScars for Dense, Zone-probe, and Quadtree decoding.

Increasing the number of atoms per latent reduces the number of spatial latents and eventually de-
grades mloU across all three decoding strategies. Because the same trend appears independently
of the decoding policy, the loss reflects reduced representational capacity in the latent representa-
tion rather than a decoder-specific approximation. Increasing the encoder cross-attention budget
improves performance until saturation, while increasing the decoder neighborhood size increases
computation once sufficient local context is available.

The two adaptive decoders also have different computational floors. Zone-probe is coupled to the
number of spatial latents L: reducing its cost through a lower latent density eventually also reduces
encoder capacity. Quadtree instead controls how densely the existing latent representation is read
out through sy, leaving the representation itself unchanged. It can therefore reach more aggressive
low-cost operating points before representational quality is affected. The two strategies are thus
complementary: zone-probe covers the regime closest to dense decoding, while quadtree extends
toward stronger compute reduction.

D EcHO ENCODING FOR LIDAR TOKENS

Airborne LiDAR sensors may record multiple returns from a single emitted pulse as it interacts with
structures along its path. Each return stores two integer attributes: the return number r, indicating its
order within the pulse, and the number of returns R, indicating the total number of returns associated
with that pulse, with 1 < r < R. Together, (r, R) describes the position of an observation within
the return sequence. This provides useful information for semantic interpretation: surfaces such as
buildings or ground often produce isolated returns, while vegetation canopies can produce several
returns at different depths along the beam path.
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D.1 ENCODING

We encode each return using two normalized quantities,
r—1

(preceding returns) (D)

(subsequent returns). )

Both lie in [0, 1). The first measures the normalized number of returns preceding the current obser-
vation, while the second measures those following it.

Pulse 1 Pulse 2 Pulse 3 Pulse 4 Pulse 5

Single Return First of 2 Last of 2 Middle of 3 First of 5

. The pulse hit a single . The pulse penetrated O Could be ground O An echo with The pulse
surface with nothing a thin upper layer beneath a thin structure both encountered
above or below. ‘ with one surface canopy. above and substantial
Typical for buildings, O below. ‘ . below it. structure
water surfaces, and Could be the top of Could be below.
bare ground. a sparse canopy ‘ mid-canopy Typical of dense

O return

canopy tops.

(r,R)=(1,1) (r,R)=(1,2) (r,R)=
(a,b)=(0,0) (a,b)=(0,3 (a,b)=

2) (r,R)=(2,3)
0) (a,b)=(4.4)

O-0-0-0-@

Figure 12: LiDAR return encoding. The pair (a, b) describes the relative position of each observa-
tion within its pulse’s return sequence. Normalization by the per-pulse return count R makes the
representation independent of the sensor-specific maximum number of returns while preserving the
original (r, R) attributes.

Unlike normalization by a fixed sensor-specific maximum return count, this encoding depends only
on the returns observed for the current pulse. The same representation can therefore be used for
sensors supporting different maximum numbers of returns without changing the architecture.

The transformation is also invertible on its valid domain. Since

R-1
b= ——
a+ R
the original attributes can be recovered as
1
R=——— =aR+1.
—(@+p) ot

Thus, the transformation preserves all information contained in the original (r, R) pair.

D.2 TRAINING DETAILS

All models are trained from scratch under matched, task-specific training protocols. Hyperparam-
eters such as batch size and training duration are selected at the dataset level and shared across all
architectures evaluated on that dataset. Architecture-specific settings required by individual methods
are reported below.

Model capacity. Model sizes are selected so that the compared architectures operate in a similar
parameter regime within each task family. We use the ViT-Small configuration for all Vision Trans-
former baselines. Table[[]reports the number of trainable parameters used in the 2D experiments.

For Atomizer-10, the dense single-temporal model contains 33.5M parameters. Adding the temporal
aggregation module increases this to 34.8M, while the model without temporal aggregation remains
at 33.5M. The number of spatial latents scales with the number of input atoms, but this changes the
size of the intermediate representation rather than the number of learned parameters, since the same
weights are shared across latents.
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Table 11: Number of trainable parameters for the architectures used in the 2D experiments. Values
are given in millions of parameters. ViT refers to ViT-Small.

Architecture Classification Segmentation Multitemporal seg.

ResNet50 23.6 37.3 37.3
ViT-Small 21.7 30.3 31.5
Perceiver 10 19.7 34.5 34.5
RAMEN 23.1 33.7 33.7
UniverSat 36.1 36.1 36.1
Atomizer-10 19.2 33.5 34.8

For context, EO-specific models evaluated in PANGAEA (Marsocci et al. [2024) typically use ap-
proximately 30-47M trainable parameters. Our dense-prediction models contain approximately 30—
37M parameters and therefore operate in a comparable capacity regime.

Decoders, temporal aggregation, and classification heads. For dense prediction, we follow the
PANGAEA protocol (Marsocci et al., [2024) and equip ResNet50 and ViT with a UPerNet de-
coder (Xiao et al.,[2018). RAMEN natively uses a UPerNet decoder, while Perceiver-IO and Univer-
Sat use their native decoders. For multitemporal inputs, we also follow PANGAEA: ResNet50 ap-
plies a convolution before temporal aggregation, and ViT aggregates timesteps with an L-TAE (Gar-
not & Landrieu, |2020). RAMEN, UniverSat, Perceiver-IO, and Atomizer-IO natively handle the
temporal dimension. For classification, Atomizer-IO and UniverSat use mean pooling over their
latent representations, ViT uses a CLS token, and ResNet50 and RAMEN use their native classifi-
cation heads.

Baseline-specific hyperparameters. RAMEN and UniverSat require a small number of
architecture-specific spatial hyperparameters. We contacted the authors of both methods to inform
the choice of these settings. For RAMEN, we set the encoding resolution to four times the na-
tive ground sampling distance, except for ForestNet, where we use 40 m. UniverSat uses the same
encoding resolutions and a one-pixel subpatch size for all datasets.

For UniverSat, we follow the authors’ recommendation to use the smallest decoder stride that is
computationally tractable. We use a stride of one pixel for Cashew and PASTIS and a stride of four
pixels for the remaining dense-prediction datasets; for BioMassters in particular, the substantially
larger training set makes the one-pixel configuration computationally impractical. Classification
tasks do not use a decoder. The resulting configurations are summarized in Table[12]

For Perceiver-10, we use 512 latents, one cross-attention layer, and six self-attention layers. Its
metadata encodings use the same dimensions as those of Atomizer-IO.

Table 12: Architecture-specific spatial hyperparameters used for RAMEN and UniverSat. Encoding
resolutions are expressed in physical units.

RAMEN UniverSat
Dataset Enc. res. (m) Enc. res. (m) Subpatch (px) Dec. stride (px)
ForestNet 40 40 1 -
BurnScars 120 120 1 4
EuroSAT 40 40 1 -
Cashew 40 40 1 1
SenlFloodsl11 40 40 1 4
xView2 2 2 1 4
BioMassters 40 40 1 4
PASTIS 40 40 1 1

Training protocol. All models are optimized with AdamW using a learning rate of 1074, 3, =
0.9, B2 = 0.999, and ¢ = 1078, We use a cosine annealing learning-rate schedule with a lin-
ear warm-up over the first 5% of training steps. Models are trained for 100 epochs by default.
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SenlFloods11 and BioMassters are trained for 150 epochs, as preliminary experiments showed that
several architectures had not fully converged after 100 epochs. The 3D experiments on DALES
and FRACTAL are trained for 100 epochs. Within each dataset, the same batch size, learning-rate
schedule, and epoch budget are used for all architectures.

Atomizer-I0 hyperparameters. For the 2D benchmarks,
Table 13: Batch size used for each Atomizer-IO uses a latent dimension of 512, 128 global la-
dataset. The same batch size is tents, and eight attention heads in both cross-attention and self-
used across architectures within a  attention. Each decoder query attends to its nine nearest spa-

dataset. tial latents. Relative positions used in local cross-attention are
normalized with a fixed spatial scale of 100 m. For latent self-

Dataset Batch size attention, the learned spatial scale is initialized to half the phys-
ForestNet 3 ical extent of the input,
BurnScars 8 5 — gn
EuroSAT 8 P2
Cashew 8 where ¢ is the ground sampling distance in meters per pixel and
Sen]Floods11 4 n is the image size along one spatial dimension. The scale is
xView2 8 then optimized jointly with the rest of the model.
BioMassters 16
PASTIS 4 Given N input atoms and a target number of atoms per spatial
DALES 32 latent k, we use L = [N/k] spatial latents. Their anchors are
FRACTAL 20 placed on a hexagonal lattice covering the horizontal spatial ex-

tent of the input. The density of the spatial latent representation
and the local encoder cross-attention budget can be randomized jointly during training. For each
batch, we sample one configuration (k,m), where m is the maximum number of atoms sampled
from each latent neighborhood for cross-attention. For PASTIS, the configurations are

(k,m) € {(100,100), (250, 250), (350, 350)};
for the other 2D benchmarks, they are
(k,m) € {(1000, 1000), (1500, 1500), (2000, 2000)}.

Varying k changes the number and density of spatial latents without changing the learned parame-
ters, while varying m changes the local encoder attention budget.

For dense prediction, we follow the query-subsampling strategy of Perceiver IO and supervise at
most 100,000 spatial output queries per training sample. When an output contains more than
100,000 locations, the supervised queries are sampled uniformly at random; otherwise, all loca-
tions are supervised. A 512 x 512 prediction map therefore uses 100,000 sampled queries during
training, whereas a 128 x 128 output is supervised densely.

Table 14: Main Atomizer-1O architectural hyperparameters used for the 2D and 3D experiments.
Here, k denotes the target number of atoms per spatial latent and m the maximum number of atoms
sampled per latent for local cross-attention.

Hyperparameter 2D 3D
Latent dimension 512 768
Global latents 128 128
Attention heads 8 8
Decoder neighbors 9 9
Latent layout Hexagonal Hexagonal

Other 2D: {(1000, 1000), (1500, 1500), (2000, 2000)}

(k,m) PASTIS: {(100, 100), (250, 250), (350, 350)} (1000, 1000)
Cross-attention spatial scale 100 m 100 m
Maximum supervised queries 100,000 100,000

For the 3D experiments on DALES and FRACTAL, we increase the latent dimension to 768 and
use six self-attention layers. The model retains 128 global latents, eight attention heads, and nine
decoder neighbors. Both 3D datasets use the fixed configuration (k, m) = (1000, 1000), with spatial
latent anchors placed on the same hexagonal lattice over the horizontal extent of each input.
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Fourier feature encoding. The continuous metadata used by Atomizer-IO are encoded with
Fourier features using the parameters reported in Table[I5] The same encoding and hyperparameters
are used for Perceiver IO, so both models receive the same continuous metadata representation.

Table 15: Fourier feature parameters used by Atomizer-IO and Perceiver 10.

Feature Frequency bands Maximum frequency / period
Position 16 16

Resolution 2 2

Acquisition time 12 365 days
Measurement value 8 8

D.3 MNIST SPARSIFICATION PROTOCOL

MNIST is used as a controlled test of spatial reasoning
under changes in input geometry. To control for model
capacity on this relatively simple dataset, we com-
pare a 7.40M-parameter Atomizer-1O with a parameter-
matched 7.44M-parameter ViT. The ViT operates on
1 x 1 patches, giving both models the same pixel-level
spatial granularity.

Atomizer-10 uses a latent dimension of 256, four global
latents, four cross-attention heads, and eight latent
self-attention heads. The encoder contains one cross-
attention layer, followed by a processor with four self-
attention layers. Each retained input pixel is associated
with one spatial latent centered at the same location.
Spatial RoPE is used only in latent self-attention; en-
coder cross-attention receives no relative positional en-

Information removal experiment

ixels dropped
p Pp

Figure 13: MNIST sparsification proto-
col. Models are trained on complete im-
ages. At evaluation, pixels with value
v < 0.5 are progressively removed, while
pixels with value v > 0.5 are always re-

coding. Pixel coordinates are expressed in units of one  &in€d-

per pixel, and the learned RoPE scale is initialized to 14 coordinate units, corresponding to half the
width of the 28 x 28 image.

Both models are trained for 50 epochs with batch size 64 using AdamW with a learning rate of 10~4
and weight decay 1073, Training uses complete MNIST images with no input sparsification.

At evaluation, we progressively remove only pixels with value v < 0.5, while pixels with v > 0.5
are always retained (Figure[I3). The same pixels are removed for both architectures, and removed
pixels are absent from the input rather than replaced by zero-valued tokens. For the ViT, retained
tokens keep the learned absolute positional embeddings associated with their original pixel locations,
so removing pixels does not re-index the remaining observations. Neither model is retrained or fine-
tuned for the resulting sparse input geometries.

D.4 LIDAR TRAINING AND INFERENCE PROTOCOL

FRACTAL. We follow the RandLA-Net training protocol used in the FRACTAL benchmark for
the LiDAR stream. For each sample, all atoms generated from the co-registered VHR image are
retained, and 40,000 LiDAR points are sampled and converted to LiDAR atoms. The VHR and
LiDAR atoms are concatenated into a single input set before being passed to Atomizer-IO. No
modality-specific processing branch is used: both modalities are processed jointly through the same
atomic encoder.

DALES. DALES scenes are cropped into 50 m x 50 m tiles for training, and atom-to-latent assign-
ments are precomputed for each tile. At evaluation, each scene is covered by 50 m x 50 m sliding
windows with a 25 m stride. For each window, the encoder context contains up to the prescribed
LiDAR-point budget, with subsampling when necessary, while every point in the window is used as
an output query.
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Table 16: Architecture and training hyperparameters for the capacity-matched Atomizer-IO and ViT
models used in the MNIST sparsification experiment.

Parameter Atomizer-10 ViT
Parameters (total) 7.40M 7.44M
Hidden / latent dimension 256 224

Encoder / processor depth 1 cross-attn + 4 self-attn 12 transformer blocks
Attention heads 4 (cross) / 8 (self) 4

MLP dimension 768 896 (4x)
Positional encoding Relative (RoPE, self-attn) Absolute (learned)
Tokens / latents 1 spatial latent per retained pixel + 4 global 1 token per retained pixel + CLS
Attention dropout 0.05 0.05

FF dropout 0.10 0.10
Optimizer AdamW AdamW
Learning rate 1x107* 1x107*
Weight decay 1x1073 1x1078
Batch size 64 64

Epochs 50 50

Because adjacent windows overlap, a physical point may receive predictions from multiple windows.
We average the softmax class probabilities over all windows covering that point and apply a single
argmax afterwards, yielding exactly one prediction per physical point. Predictions and ground-truth
labels from all scenes are then accumulated into a global confusion matrix from which per-class loU
and mean IoU are computed.

Table [17] reports the resulting per-class IoU together with the point-cloud baselines reported for
DALES. Atomizer-I0 reaches 66.7% mloU, substantially above Perceiver IO in the same evaluation
setting, while remaining below the strongest task-specific point-cloud methods.

Table 17: Per-class IoU on DALES. Values are reported as fractions. Baseline values are those
reported for the corresponding methods on DALES.

Method Mean Ground Buildings Cars Trucks Poles Power lines Fences Vegetation
KPConv 0811 0971 0.966 0.853 0.419 0.750 0.955 0.635 0.941
PointNet++  0.683  0.941 0.891 0.754 0303  0.400 0.799 0.462 0.912
ConvPoint 0.674  0.969 0.963 0.755 0.217 0.403 0.867 0.296 0.919
Atomizer-I0  0.667  0.962 0.941 0.670 0.095 0.549 0.829 0.395 0.895
SuperPoint ~ 0.606  0.947 0.934 0.629 0.187 0.285 0.652 0.336 0.879
PointCNN 0.584  0.975 0.957 0.406 0.048 0.576 0.267 0.526 0.917
ShellNet 0.574  0.960 0.954 0.322  0.396 0.200 0.274 0.600 0.884
Perceiver IO 0.487  0.944 0.895 0362 0.032 0.144 0.453 0.228 0.840
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Table 18: Notation used throughout the methodology.

Stage Symbol Meaning
N Number of input atoms
Vi Measured value of atom ¢
J Number of metadata fields of an atom
Uily ooy Ui Metadata fields of atom 7
Input ¢o() Encoder of the measured value
é1()y...,¢0s(-) Encoders of the metadata fields
f; Token (feature vector) of atom ¢
Pi Horizontal position of atom 4, p; € R?
F Input set {(f;, p:) } 2,
C Context set {(cs, pl)}‘zc:l1
Ci Feature of context element %
Q Query set {(¢;, p;)},2}
q; Feature of query element j
Sampler Aenc Encoder assignment: each context element to its nearest query
Adec Decoder assignment: k nearest context elements per query
V; Index set of the local receptive field of query j
dij Relative offset p; — p; of context element ¢ from query j
os(+) Fourier encoding of a relative spatial offset
L Number of spatial latents
D Latent embedding dimension
Pr Spatial anchor of latent ¢
hinit Shared spatial-latent initialization
Encoder — #{init Initialized spatial latent set
dic Offset of atom ¢ relative to latent ¢
Zio Atom feature processed relative to latent ¢
héo) Latent ¢ after encoder cross-attention
HO Encoder output / processor input
G Number of global latents
B Processor depth (number of blocks)
b Processor block index, b = 0, . . ., B (0: before the first block)
ggb) Global latent r after processor block b
Processor 9 Global latent set after processor block b
héb) Spatial latent £ after processor block b
H®) Spatial latent set after processor block b
HE) Final processed spatial latent set (decoder context)
Sp Learned spatial RoPE scale
S0 Reference scale used to initialize s,
T Number of acquisition timesteps
t Timestep index
hg) Encoded latent ¢ at timestep ¢
Temporal Hgo) Encoder output at timestep ¢
hi? Processed latent ¢ at timestep ¢
HgB) Processed spatial latent set at timestep ¢
h, Temporally aggregated latent at anchor ¢
HEB Temporally aggregated set; replaces HB) as decoder context
M Number of output queries
P; Position of output query j
k Number of nearest spatial latents gathered per output query
Qinit Shared output-query initialization
Decoder ~ Qinit Initialized output-query set
d¢j Offset of latent ¢ relative to output query j
S; Indices of input atoms co-located with output query j
q; Query conditioned on co-located observations
q; Decoded representation at output query j
Budgets K Target number of atoms per spatial latent
m Maximum number of atoms sampled per Voronoi cell
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