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ABSTRACT

Recent progress in 3D foundation models has enabled rapid 3D reconstruction and
camera calibration by leveraging learned 3D priors from vast amount of spatial
data. However, the all-to-all global attention design leads to quadratic complex-
ity and limits long-sequence inference; unconstrained cross-view interactions also
can propagate unreliable evidence from occluded or visually similar but geomet-
rically distant views. In this paper, We introduce a Masked Geometric Encoder
(MGE), which promotes the learning of robust geometric representations under
incomplete cross-view context. During training, MGE strategically drops frame
tokens from global attention and distills from a pretrained full-context teacher
model. This allows the model to learn an intrinsically richer per-frame represen-
tation while providing sufficient intermediate supervision to avoid performance
degradation. Through extensive experiments, we show that MGE leads to much
stronger performance under occlusion and doppelganger views while retaining
high performance on standard benchmarks. Such a richer frame representation
also leads to more effective token reduction during inference. To this end, we
develop a novel Anchor-Guided Adaptive token merging technique that preserves
representative anchor frames while jointly merging redundant tokens from the re-
maining views. Compared to other efficient inference approaches, we can achieve
inference speedup while consistently maintaining higher reconstruction quality,
particularly in limited-view settings.

1 INTRODUCTION

Extracting 3D concepts from images is a fundamental research problem in computer vision, with
various applications in autonomous driving, geo-localization, augmented and virtual reality, and
robotics (Geiger et al} 2013} |Arandjelovic et al., [2016; Newcombe et al.l 2011} Mur-Artal et al.,
20135). Recent feedforward 3D foundation models (Wang et al., [2024;|2025a; |2026b)) have substan-
tially advanced this capability. These models jointly estimate camera parameters and dense scene
geometry from multiple images in one forward pass. By encoding geometric priors learned from
large-scale 3D data, these models produce scene-level predictions without requiring the iterative,
scene-specific optimization conventionally used in Structure-from-Motion (SfM) pipelines.

Despite impressive progress, scalability and robustness remain important challenges for current 3D
foundation models. Conventional encoder design aggregates multi-view information through dense
global attention. However, additional observations do not always provide reliable geometric evi-
dence. For example, visually similar but geometrically distinct structures, often referred to as Dop-
pelgangers (Cai et al., [2023)), can induce incorrect associations across views. Furthermore, the com-
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putation grows quadratically with the total number of frames, making long sequences increasingly
expensive to process.

Conventional SfM pipelines provide explicit mechanisms for dealing with these challenges.
COLMAP (Schonberger & Frahm), 2016) constructs a view graph from selected image pairs and
geometrically verified correspondences. As such, we can remove redundant or ambiguous match-
ing pairs in the view graph through additional prior (Schonberger & Frahm), 2016} |/Arandjelovic
et al} [2016; Berton & Masone, 2025} [Xiangli et al.l [2025)), leading to speedup or improved ac-
curacy in calibration. Current 3D foundation models compute all-to-all attention across all frames.
Naively removing or sparsifying these global interactions can lead to substantial performance degra-
dation (Wang et al.,[2026a; |Sun et al.,[2026), suggesting that the pretrained representations are highly
dependent on dense cross-view connectivity. By drawing an analogy between a calibration view
graph and global attention, we know that not every frame-to-frame relationship is required or can
even hurt in bundle adjustment. This prompts our question: Can 3D foundation models learn a
more robust representation to missing frames?

To this end, we introduce Masked Geometric Encoder (MGE), a flexible framework for learning
robust geometric representations in feed-forward 3D foundation models. MGE draws inspiration
from masked representation learning (He et al.| [2022)) and teacher—student learning (Caron et al.,
2021; |Oquab et al) 2023). Instead of masking image content, we randomly remove frame-to-
frame connections during global attention, restricting the available cross-view information to the
geometric encoder to simulate sparse calibration view graph. Importantly, the underlying scene
geometry remains unchanged: the network must still recover consistent 3D structure from the re-
maining cross-view interactions. Training under varying connectivity patterns therefore discourages
excessive reliance on particular view pairs and encourages each frame representation to retain more
geometrically informative context.

To supervise learning under incomplete context, we employ a self-distillation strategy that maintains
geometric knowledge from the pretrained base model to MGE. Instead of relying on direct ground-
truth supervision, which can be sparse (as shown in the Appendix[A.T), we align the masked student
with the teacher at two complementary levels: intermediate geometric features and predicted geom-
etry. The feature-level objective encourages the student to preserve the teacher’s geometric repre-
sentation despite reduced cross-view access, while the output-level objective constrains its resulting
3D predictions including point maps and camera poses. Consequently, MGE learns to recover the
same underlying geometry from different subsets of cross-view evidence, promoting representations
that remain stable when individual view relations are missing or unreliable.

Finally, we connect this robust representation learning objective to efficient long-sequence inference
through an Anchor-Guided Adaptive (AGA) token-merging strategy. Token merging (Bolya et al.,
2022) reduces inference cost by combining similar or redundant tokens before global attention.
Since MGE learns richer and more independent per-frame representations, it enables more effec-
tive merging than standard token-merging strategies (Shen et al.| 2025). During inference, AGA
uniformly selects a sparse set of full-resolution anchor frames and use their features to estimate the
redundancy of the remaining views. Non-anchor frames are then assigned adaptive merging ratios
according to their similarity to the anchor context, such that highly redundant views are compressed
more aggressively while complementary views retain more tokens. Compared to standard token
merging, our approach leads to significant performance improvement. The advantage is especially
pronounced when neighboring views are farther apart, where uniform token reduction (Shen et al.|
2025) can discard geometric information and cause severe reconstruction degradation, whereas our
method better preserves full-token performance.

To summarize, our contributions are as follows:

1. We introduce MGE, which uses random frame-feature dropping within global attention to
train feedforward 3D multi-view encoders under incomplete cross-view context.

2. During MGE training, we apply a self-distillation design from a pretrained base model
through intermediate-feature and geometry alignment, providing supervision beyond sparse
geometric ground truth that degrades performance.

3. Building on the robust representations learned by MGE, we propose AGA token merging,
achieving better reconstruction quality than existing token-merging methods at a compara-
ble computational cost, particularly in limited-view regimes.
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4. We perform large scale experiments and demonstrate that MGE is significantly more ro-
bust and accurate in challenging evaluation settings such as occlusions, and doppelgangers
compared to previous SoTA, while retaining top performance in conventional evaluations.

2 RELATED WORKS

Camera Calibration with View Graphs. Traditional structure-from-motion pipelines such as
COLMAP (Schonberger & Frahm| |2016) estimate camera poses through pairwise feature match-
ing (Sun et al. 2021} [Edstedt et al., |2024; |2025} [Shao et al.| 2026)), geometric verification, and
bundle adjustment. These pipelines naturally form a view graph, where edges encode reliable ge-
ometric relations between image pairs. The quality of this graph is critical: incorrect connections
caused by visually similar but geometrically unrelated views can lead to erroneous camera esti-
mates and corrupted reconstructions. A line of work therefore focuses on identifying and removing
unreliable pairwise relations before geometric optimization. Doppelgangers (Cai et al.l [2023) and
Doppelgangers++ (Xiangli et al., 2025)), for example, detect visually ambiguous image pairs and
prune spurious view-graph edges. These studies show that dense connectivity is not necessarily
desirable: selectively restricting cross-view interactions can improve geometric consistency.

Feed-forward 3D Reconstruction. Recent methods replace explicit correspondence construction
and geometric optimization with learned geometric prediction. DUSt3R (Wang et al., [2024) re-
gresses dense pointmaps from uncalibrated image pairs, while MASt3R (Leroy et al.| [2024) aug-
ments this formulation with learned descriptors and matching supervision. Moving beyond pairwise
prediction, VGGT (Wang et al., [2025a)) jointly estimates cameras, depth, pointmaps, and tracks from
multiple images, whereas CUT3R (Wang et al.| 2025b) maintains a recurrent scene representation
for continuous geometric perception. In these models, pairwise geometric relations are no longer ex-
plicitly represented as view-graph edges, but are instead implicitly encoded through learned global
attention. This shifts the robustness problem from selecting geometric constraints before optimiza-
tion to learning how information should propagate across views.

Subsequent feed-forward approaches have also explored different organizations of multi-view in-
ference. GLUEMAP (Pan et al., 2026) combines local feed-forward reconstruction with global
StM, VGGT-Long (Deng et al.| 2025)) processes views in overlapping subsets, and Diversity-aware
VGGT (Park et al., 2026])) partitions views according to visual and spatial diversity. These approaches
modify which views interact or how their predictions are combined at inference time. In contrast,
MGE targets the learned interaction itself, training the geometric encoder under restricted cross-view
connectivity so that its representation remains robust to missing or unreliable view relations.

Long-Sequence and Efficient 3D Foundation Models. Existing approaches scale reconstruction
through joint prediction, incremental memory, and compressed attention. Fast3R predicts globally
aligned geometry from large image collections, while Spann3R and MUSt3R accumulate cross-
view information through spatial or multi-layer memory (Yang et al., 2025; Wang & Agapito, 2025}
Cabon et al. [2025). FlashVGGT and VGGT-Q2 reduce cross-view computation through compact
descriptor or scene tokens (Wang & Xu, [2026; Wang et al., [2026b). Other methods modify infer-
ence without retraining: STAC compresses the key—value cache for streaming reconstruction, while
HTTM and FastVGGT reduce computation through token merging (Wang et al.| 2026cfd; |Shen
et al., 2025). These methods improve scalability through architectural compression, memory man-
agement, or inference-time token reduction, with some also improving reconstruction quality. MGE
complements these directions by explicitly learning geometric representations that remain reliable
under partial cross-view connectivity, and AGA subsequently exploits this property to compress
redundant frames adaptively during inference.

3 METHODS

3.1 PRELIMINARY: MULTI-VIEW ENCODER IN FEED-FORWARD 3D RECONSTRUCTION

Recent feed-forward 3D foundation models (Wang et al.|[2025a} Lin et al.,[2025;|Wang et al.,[2026b;
Keetha et al., [2026} [Wang et al., [2026e) follow an encoder—decoder formulation. Given a set of
N input images Z = {I,;};',, an image encoder, such as DINOv2, first maps each image into



Preprint

Masked Geometric Encoder

Frame Attention Masked Global Attention &
| Camera
| | Head Yoy N
Ly 2
/ > — B AR -y
® ] # —Qma s
[ ot s
Head =
|
3
&
® — xL
oy ) Lyeat Lpoint + Leam
8 Frame Attention Global Attention
g
. Camera
\ || Head B
- 1
— W “|$ 1 =
| ‘Qw'm
o Point 7k
| Head 4

xL

Figure 1: Method overview. During training, MGE masks the global attention randomly to limit
the all-to-all cross-view information flow. To promote richer intermediate feature representation,
we further introduce constrain MGE to produce similar 3D features compared to the full-attention
teacher encoder output.

a sequence of visual tokens X; € RM*4 where M is the number of tokens per image and d is
the feature dimension. A multi-view encoder then alternates between frame attention and global
attention for L layers. Frame attention updates tokens independently within each image, while
global attention jointly processes tokens from all views:

F! = SelfAttnprame(GL), G’ = SelfAttngobal ([Fi;...;FY]), 1=1,--- L, (D)

where G} = X;. The output G is partitioned into per-frame representations {G!}Y | and used as
the input to the next frame attention layer.

By alternating frame and global attention, the multi-view encoder progressively integrates local ap-
pearance information with multi-view geometric context. The resulting per-frame representations
Gf are then decoded by task-specific prediction heads to recover scene geometry and camera infor-
mation, including point maps, depth maps, confidence maps, and camera poses.

3.2 MASKED GEOMETRIC ENCODER

Global attention provides unrestricted cross-view information flow in conventional 3D foundation
models; however, prior works (Arandjelovic et al., 2016} [Cai et al} 2023}, Xiangli et al., 2025)) in
camera calibration have demonstrated that eliminating certain cross-view pairs from bundle adjust-
ment can be beneficial. In dense acquisition, many cross-view pairs are redundant, while some pairs
can be harmful due to ambiguous features. By removing these pairs from a view graph, we can
obtain better efficiency and higher performance.

As shown in Fig[I] to improve robustness to unreliable cross-view information and and overall effi-
ciency, we introduce a Masked Geometric Encoder that explicitly regularizes frame-to-frame atten-
tion during training. Let A € {0, 1}V*¥ denote a frame-level connectivity mask, where A;; = 1
indicates that view 7 is allowed to attend to view j, and A;; = 0 indicates that the correspond-
ing cross-view interaction is removed. During training, we randomly generate A according to a
predefined mask ratio p. Specifically, for each off-diagonal entry, we sample

A;; ~ Bernoulli(1 — p), i j. )

The diagonal entries are always preserved, i.e., A;; = 1, so that each frame can attend to itself.
We note that A can be realized in forms other than a Bernoulli distribution, and provide additional
experiments on other realizations in the Appendix [A8]

The frame-level mask is expanded to the token level and applied to the global-attention operation.
Given query, key, and value matrices Q, K, and V, the masked global attention is defined as

QK'
MaskAttna (Q, K, V) = Softmax W +Ma |V, 3)

4
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where M 4 is the token-level attention mask induced by the frame-level connectivity matrix A. For
a query token belonging to frame ¢ and a key token belonging to frame j, the corresponding mask
value is

0, ifA;=1
M i = ’ 1] I’
(Ma)i {—oo, if Ay = 0.

The masking operation is applied exclusively to global attention, while frame attention remains
unchanged. Specifically, we replace the standard self-attention operation for global attention in
Eq.[T] with the masked attention operator defined above:

“4)

G® = MaskAttna ([Fgl)3 . ';Fg\l’)]) ' ©

Therefore, each image can still fully model its intra-frame spatial structure, while cross-frame infor-
mation exchange is restricted according to the sampled connectivity pattern. During training, dif-
ferent frame-to-frame connections are removed across iterations, forcing the encoder to reconstruct
consistent 3D geometry from varying subsets of cross-view information. MGE is a model-agnostic
framework that can be integrated into feed-forward 3D architectures with cross-view attention. We
use 7> as the primary instantiation throughout the main paper and provide additional experiments
on VGGT in the Appendix[A.4]

3.3 GEOMETRY AND FEATURE DISTILLATION

We train the masked student model by distilling geometric predictions from a frozen pretrained
teacher. Given a multi-view sequence, the teacher is evaluated with dense global attention, while the
student uses the masked global attention introduced above. We use the teacher predictions as super-
vision instead of sparse ground-truth annotations, and further validate this design choice through the
ablations in Sec.[4.7]and analysis in the Appendix

Geometry distillation. Following previous works (Wang et al.| [2025a}; [2026¢), the geometric loss
consists of a scale-invariant point-map loss, a surface-normal loss, a confidence loss, and a relative
camera-pose loss:

»Cgeo = Cpoints + )\normal»cnormal + Aconfﬁconf + )\cam»ccan'v (6)

We describe the point-map loss below and provide the definitions of the normal, confidence, and
camera-pose losses in the Appendix[A.2] Since the point maps are defined up to a scene-level scale,
following [Wang et al.| (2026¢)), we align the student prediction to the teacher pseudo target with a
single scale factor s* . Let p? ; and p;j':j denote the student and teacher 3D points at pixel j of view

1, respectively, and let dzj denote the depth of the teacher point. The point-map distillation loss is

then defined as
N HW

1 1, .,
Lpoints = 5 ; ; T [s*p3; —s& (0i)l, » 7

where sg(-) denotes stop-gradient.
Feature distillation. In addition to output-level geometry supervision, we distill features before
the prediction heads. Let G”"% and G*” denote the final-layer features of the teacher and student.
We split them into register tokens R and image tokens Z,
GM' =[R";2"], G =[R%2Z%, ®)

We apply cosine-distance losses to the two token groups:

Licat = (1 — cos (RS, sg (RT))) + Aimg (1 — cos (ZS, sg (ZT))) , )
where cos(+, -) denotes the mean cosine similarity over tokens. The final training objective is

L= Lgeo + Afeatﬁfeat- (10)
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3.4 ANCHOR-GUIDED ADAPTIVE TOKEN MERGING

A key challenge for 3D foundation models is the quadratic cost of global attention, which limits
scalability to long image sequences. Existing methods typically reduce this cost through token-level
compression (Shen et al., 2025; Wang & Xu, [2026} |Shu et al., 2026). However, token-level sim-
ilarity does not necessarily imply geometric redundancy. Repetitive structures, such as windows
on a building facade, may produce similar features and thus be merged into a single token despite
corresponding to different 3D locations. Aggressive token merging can therefore remove spatially
distinct geometric evidence. To better preserve scene structure, we introduce Anchor-Guided Adap-
tive token merging (AGA) to compress at the frame level instead of token level.

Given N input frames, we uniformly sample a subset as anchor frames A, which are kept at full
token resolution and are distributed across the input sequence to provide a coarse but complete
coverage. To measure redundancy, we mean-pool the DINOv2 tokens X; into a frame descriptor
and compute the maximum cosine similarity between each non-anchor frame and the anchor frames:

.
2 Za i A (11)

1L
zi=— >y X, §; = Max ————
TP Z S W PRI P
p_
A high value of s; indicates that frame ¢ is well represented by the anchor context and is likely
to contain redundant information. Conversely, a low value of s; suggests that the frame provides
complementary content and should preserve more tokens.

Similarity-adaptive merging ratio. For each non-anchor frame i ¢ 4, we map the redundancy
score to a merging ratio as r; = ks;+b, where k and b are calibrated such that ) _, ¢A |7 P] = Riarget
under the constraint 0 < r; < 7y ax. Anchor frames use r, = 0 and remain uncompressed.

Token merging and recovery. For each non-anchor frame i ¢ A, we apply ToMe-style bipartite
matching (Bolya et al.l [2022) to its unprotected patch tokens and merge |r; P| tokens, obtaining

a compressed representation F, = Merge(F,;, ;). Global attention is then computed over full-
resolution anchor tokens and compressed non-anchor tokens during inference:

G = SelfAttngiopal ([{Fa}aeA; {Fi}ig A]) . (12)

The merged non-anchor outputs are finally restored to the original token layout using the recorded

merge assignments, i.e., G; = Unmerge(G;), and are passed to the subsequent layers and predic-
tion heads without architectural modification.

4 EXPERIMENTS

4.1 TRAINING DATASETS

We distill our model on a large-scale multi-domain mixture following the data protocol of prior feed-
forward 3D foundation models (Zhuo et al.,|2026). The training set consists of 13 datasets, including
ARKitScenes (Baruch et al., [2021)), BlendedMVS (Yao et al., 2020), Co3Dv2 (Reizenstein et al.,
2021)), HyperSim (Roberts et al, [2021), MegaDepth (Li & Snavely, [2018), MVS-Synth (Huang
et al.|, 2018), OmniObject3D (Wu et al. 2023), PointOdyssey (Zheng et al., [2023), ScanNet (Dai
et al., 2017), Spring (Mehl et al.l 2023), Virtual KITTI (Cabon et al.l 2020), Waymo (Sun et al.,
2020), and WildRGB (Xia et al., [2024). This mixture covers indoor and outdoor scenes, object-
centric and scene-level captures, synthetic and real-world data, as well as both static and dynamic
sequences. Such diversity is important for distilling robust geometric priors under masked cross-
view connectivity. Details of model training can be found in Appendix [A.3]

4.2 EVALUATION DATASETS AND METRICS

We evaluate MGE on four aspects: robustness to visual ambiguity (Sec. [.3), robustness to occlu-
sion (Sec. f.4), token merging performance (Sec. [4.3)), and standard reconstruction performance
(Sec.[4.6). Qualitative point-map visualizations are provided in Figure 2] Figure[6|and Figure[9] We
further conduct ablation studies to analyze the contribution of each component (Sec. 4.7).
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Figure 2: Qualitative comparison of multi-view 3D reconstruction. Compared with VGGT and
73, our method produces more consistent reconstructions in standard scenes (Street, Oats) and in
regions with repeated or visually similar structures, including building doors, temple signboards,

and church benches, where the baselines often produce shifted or duplicated geometry.

For 3D reconstruction task, predicted point maps are aligned to the ground truth using a similarity
transformation followed by ICP. We report accuracy (Acc.), completeness (Comp.), chamfer dis-
tance (CD) and normal consistency (NC), where lower Acc./Comp./CD and higher NC are better.
For camera trajectories, we report Sim(3)-aligned absolute trajectory error (ATE), relative transla-
tion error (RPE-t), and relative rotation error (RPE-r). For relative camera poses estimation, we
report pose AUC@30, RRA@15 and RTA@15. Best and second-best results are shown in bold and
underline.

4.3 ROBUSTNESS TO VISUAL AMBIGUITY

Visual ambiguities, i.e., regions with similar appearance but different geometric locations, often dis-
rupt camera calibration. Since no official multi-view Doppelganger benchmark exists, we build a
camera-pose benchmark under visual ambiguities from Heinly et al.| (2014), using COLMAP re-
constructions with Doppelgangers++ (Xiangli et al.} [2025) as pseudo ground truth. The benchmark
contains 43 subsets, each consisting of 15 geometrically consistent reference views and 5 visually
similar but geometrically inconsistent “Doppelganger” views. Each feed-forward model processes
all 20 images jointly in a single forward pass. We also include LoFTR as a tra-
ditional matching-based baseline, which estimates correspondences independently for each image
pair and then performs geometric verification, triangulation, and global pose optimization.

As shown in Table[T] LoFTR achieves the highest AUC@30 on the reference pairs. Since we use se-
quential pairwise matching, unrelated Doppelganger views have limited impact on the reconstruction
of the reference images. However, some images fail to register, and the performance on reference—
doppelganger cross pairs is much lower. Among the feed-forward methods, MGE achieves the best
overall performance, with the strongest results on all-pair, reference-pair, and cross-pair evaluations.
Qualitative camera-pose visualizations are provided in Appendix Figure[7}

Table 1: Visual ambiguity evaluation. We report relative-pose accuracy over all image pairs,
reference-only pairs, and reference—doppelganger cross pairs. Higher is better.

All Reference Cross
Method ~,jc@30 RRA@I5 RTA@I5 AUC@30 RRA@I5 RTA@I5 AUC@30 RRA@I5 RTA@I5
LoFTR __ 59.60 60.34 64.68 88.22 89.13 91.30 16.86 16.90 2478
VGGT  55.56 76.40 65.95 65.75 93.47 75.90 4221 50.95 53.95
73 51.23 70.73 62.48 59.42 85.40 69.50 39.10 47.41 52.34
MGE 58.68 77.52 70.07 70.51 94.99 81.48 0272 51.60 54.60

4.4 ROBUSTNESS TO OCCLUSION

We evaluate occlusion robustness on ETH3D (Schops et all [2017), progressively corrupting
10%/30%/50% views using a centered white patch to formulate small/medium/large occlusion sce-
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Table 2: Occlusion evaluation on ETH3D.

Condition Clean Small Medium Large

Methods Acc.l Comp.| NC.t Acc./ Comp.| NC.T Acc.l Comp.| NC.1T Acc.| Comp.] NC.T

VGGT 0.149 0.124 0.849 0.178 0.133 0.841 0.268 0.168 0.818 0.327 0.224 0.799

s 0.122 0.092 0.872 0.114 0.092 0.871 0.181 0.144 0.855 0.278 0.195 0.823

MGE 0.116 0.101 0.871 0.121 0.096 0.863 0.142 0.107 0.860 0.171 0.129 0.847

FastVGGT 0.313 0.351 0.800 0.321 0.281 0.791 0.383 0.359 0.783 0.423 0314 0.767

Fast-7° 0.163 0.141 0.837 0.184 0.156 0.824 0.188 0.155 0.829 0.225 0.172 0.816

MGE+AGA  0.156 0.138 0.838 0.154 0.126 0.832 0.175 0.136 0.823 0.182 0.143 0.819

Methods ATE| RPEt| RPEr] ATE| RPEt| RPEr| ATE| RPEt] RPEr| ATE] RPE-t] RPEr]
VGGT 0.716 0.887 2.122 0.738 0.941 2.155 0.758 0.961 2.948 0.898 1.227 4.673

s 0.248 0.334 2.047 0.155 0.230 1.679 0.264 0.355 4.502 0.361 0.458 7.969

MGE 0.214 0.319 1.750 0.159 0.250 1.614 0.199 0.286 2.140 0.205 0.293 2.043

FastVGGT 1.178 1.529 8.490 1.147 1.486 8.085 1.213 1.552 10.537 1.290 1.659 10.699
Fast-7° 0.499 0.668 3.140 0.542 0.711 3.170 0.587 0.765 3.894 0.556 0.774 5.034

MGE+AGA  0.448 0.602 2.379 0.432 0.561 2.526 0.456 0.631 2.819 0.427 0.589 2.798
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Figure 3: Comparison of 3D Reconstruction on NRGBD. Following FastVGGT (Shen et al.,
2025)), we uniformly sample keyframes with strides from 200 to 3.

narios. We evaluate dense reconstruction and camera pose under increasing levels of occlusion,
considering both full-attention and token-merging methods. Table [2] shows that our method per-
forms best under medium and large occlusion. As occlusion increases from clean to large, VGGT
and 72 suffer 119% and 128% increases in accuracy error, respectively. Their fast variants show
smaller relative degradation, but start from substantially worse reconstruction quality because of to-
ken merging and therefore remain less accurate overall. In contrast, our masked cross-view training
improves representation robustness: the point accuracy error increases by only 48%, while pose es-
timation even improves by 4% under heavy occlusion. AGA further benefits from this robustness by
retaining more tokens from less-occluded views, leading to a smaller performance drop as occlusion
becomes more severe.

4.5 TOKEN MERGING PERFORMANCE

Following FastVGGT (Shen et al., [2025), we evaluate 3D reconstruction on NRGBD (Azinovic
et al.| 2022)) by measuring the distance between predicted point maps and the ground-truth point
cloud. Figure [3| shows that our method consistently outperforms streaming approaches, including
TTT3R (Chen et al.||2026) and StreamVGGT (Zhuo et al.,[2026), as well as existing token-merging
method FastVGGT [Shen et al.| (2025) across different sequence lengths. Applying AGA to the
original VGGT already yields consistent gains over FastVGGT, while combining AGA with MGE
further improves robustness, particularly in limited-view settings where aggressive token merging
tends to discard important geometric evidence. Detailed quantitative results are provided in the

Appendix [A.6]
4.6 STANDARD BENCHMARKS

We evaluate camera pose estimation on Sintel (Bozic et al.l [2021), TUM-Dynamics (Sturm et al.|
2012), and ScanNet (Dai et all 2017), following the standard pose error metric used in prior
work (Zhang et al., 2025a; [Wang et al. |2025b). As shown in Table [3| the masked student re-
mains highly competitive with the pretrained teacher across all datasets, matching its performance
on TUM-Dynamics and slightly improving results on Sintel and ScanNet. The occasional gains
further suggest that the proposed MGE can act as an effective regularizer rather than merely approx-
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Table 3: Camera pose estimation over standard benchmarks.

Sintel TUM-dynamics ScanNet (seen)
Method ATE| RPEt| RPEr| ATE]| RPE-t| RPE-r| ATE| RPE<t] RPEr|
Fas3R (Yang ct al.|025) 0371 0298 1375 0090 0.101 1425 0155 0.123 3491

CUT3R (Wang et al.[2025b)  0.217 0.070 0.636 0.047 0.015 0.451 0.094  0.022 0.629
FLARE (Zhang et al./2025b)  0.207 0.090 3.015 0.026 0.013 0.475 0.064  0.023 0.971
VGGT (Wang et al.[[2025a) 0.167 0.062 0.491 0.012 0.010 0.311 0.035 0.015 0.382
73 (Wang et al.[|[2026¢] 0.074 0.040 0.282 0.014 0.009 0.312 0.031 0.013 0.347
MGE 0.071 0.033 0.234 0.014 0.009 0.306 0.029  0.012 0.348

Table 4: Effect of mask ratio p. We  Table 5: Ablation of merging designs on ETH3D. All
compare different masking ratios under  variants retain the same overall token ratio for a fair

two keyframe sampling strides. comparison.
Setting stride=100 stride=10 Method Acc. | Comp.| NCT
Cb, NCt CD| NCT? MGE+FastVGGT-style merging 0.308 0311  0.815
»=03 00150 09184 0.0134 0.7607 MGE+Replace with anchor frames ~ 0.230 0256  0.838
p=05 00159 09104 0.0126 0.7660 VGGT+AGA 0.305 0311 0.821
p=0.7 00182 08983 00156 0.7440 MGE+AGA 0216  0.243  0.842

imating the dense teacher. Further quantitative evaluations on additional benchmarks are provided
in the Appendix

4.7 ABLATION STUDY

Mask Designs. We ablate the masking ratio on NRGBD in Table f] The results reveal a trade-off
between representation independence and reconstruction fidelity. Stronger masking encourages each
frame to rely less on dense cross-view communication, but excessive sparsification removes useful
geometric context and degrades reconstruction even when all tokens are retained at inference. Con-
versely, weaker masking preserves reconstruction quality but reduces the effectiveness of subsequent
token merging on long sequences. In practice, moderate masking provides the best balance, with
p = 0.3-0.5. We further compare different masking patterns during training in the Appendix [A.8

Merging Designs. We evaluate different
merging designs on ETH3D (Schops et al., o GTaervsn —a e T aton e dichn

Surface accuracy Surface completeness Normal consistency

2017), which contains many low-texture ..
and repetitive regions.  Starting from the .7 \/\"\@

FastVGGT-style baseline, we replace uni- §oe \/\f\@

formly protected tokens with uniformly sam- ... \—’\—;x:q %g: \/A/@—

pled anchor frames, and then further introduce SR EEREER Siiiivaaw EEREREREE:
adaptive frame-wise merging. All variants re- . . -

tain the same overall token ratio for a fair com- Figure 4: Ablation of various training strategies
parison. As shown in Table [5] anchor-frame on NGRBD

protection substantially improves reconstruc-

tion quality over token-level protection, while adaptive merging provides additional gains. Com-
paring AGA to both VGGT and MGE weights, the marginal gains show that the representations
learned by MGE are more robust to aggressive frame-level compression.

Completeness
Normal consistency T

Distillation Strategies. To assess the effectiveness of our training strategy, we compare direct
ground-truth supervision, output-level pseudo supervision, and additional feature supervision on
NRGBD. All variants are trained with the same optimization budget, and intermediate checkpoints
are evaluated to compare convergence. Figure[d]shows that direct supervision converges more slowly
and yields consistently higher reconstruction error. Pseudo supervision improves both convergence
and reconstruction quality, while feature supervision further narrows the gap to the teacher.

5 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we presented a masked geometric encoder for improving the robustness and efficiency
of feed-forward 3D reconstruction. By randomly masking frame-to-frame connections during fine-
tuning, the model is encouraged to recover consistent geometry from incomplete cross-view com-
munication and to rely less on individual, potentially misleading interactions. A teacher-guided
distillation strategy preserves the geometric capability of the pretrained model while enabling more
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efficient optimization of the masked student. At inference time, we further exploit the resulting
frame-level redundancy through anchor-guided adaptive token merging, preserving complete anchor
views while allocating token budgets according to cross-view redundancy.

Extensive experiments show that MGE preserves dense-teacher reconstruction quality while improv-
ing robustness to occlusion and visually ambiguous Doppelganger views. AGA further improves
long-sequence efficiency, especially in low-texture and repetitive scenes. Together, these results
demonstrate that regularizing cross-view connectivity is an effective way to improve the robustness
and scalability of feed-forward 3D foundation models.
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A APPENDIX

A.1 DENSE PSEUDO-GROUND-TRUTH SUPERVISION

Fig. [5] qualitatively compares the input RGB images (left), dense pseudo-ground truth pre-
dicted by the pretrained teacher (middle), and the available ground-truth depth maps (right) from
MegaDepth (L1 & Snavely,|[2018)). For visualization, the pseudo-depth is aligned to the ground-truth
scale independently for each view, and both depth maps use the same color range. The MegaDepth
annotations contain missing and invalid regions, shown in black, whereas the pretrained 3D feed-
forward model produces spatially dense depth estimates over the complete image. Despite being
dense, the pseudo-ground truth preserves the principal scene structure, object boundaries, and rela-
tive depth ordering observed in the available annotations, which encourages us to use it as supervi-
sion.

14
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A.2 TRAINING LOSS

We train the masked student by distilling the geometric predictions of a pretrained 72 teacher. Given
a multi-view sequence Z = {I;}¥ ,, the frozen teacher is evaluated with dense global attention,
while the student uses the masked global attention. Following the 72 output formulation, the pre-
diction heads decode the final per-frame representations into camera poses, local point maps, and
confidence maps:

(T], P}, C]) = ho, (G), (T7,P7,CY) = hes(G), i=1,...,N. (13)

Here, T; € SFE(3) denotes the camera pose, P; € R¥*W>3 denotes the pixel-aligned local point
map in the coordinate system of view i, and C; € R *W denotes the confidence map.

Normal distillation. Following 73, we further supervise local surface geometry with a normal
loss. Let n? ; and n?. denote the surface normals computed from the student and teacher point

maps, respecﬁvely. We define

N HW
Liormal = ! Z Z arccos (n-s- - sg (n-T-)) . (14)
NHW 0] i,j

i=1 j=1

Confidence distillation. We supervise the student confidence map using a binary target derived
from the pseudo geometric error. Specifically, the target confidence is set to one if the scale-aligned
point-map error is below a threshold e, and zero otherwise:

1
Yij =1 ﬁ|s*xfj—sg (XlTJ)H1 <e€l. (15)
1‘7-]
The confidence loss is
1 N HW B
Leont = N7 ; ]; BCE (C?;,vi;) - (16)

Relative camera-pose distillation. Because the predicted camera poses are defined up to a global
similarity transformation, we supervise the student using relative poses between views. For each
ordered pair i # j, we compute

TS

]

—1 -~ -1
=(T9) T, Ti,=(T]) T]. (17)

VR i—j

Let ].?{ZSe ; and ESH ; denote the relative rotation and translation of the student, and let ]:T{ZTe ; and fiTe j
denote the corresponding teacher targets. The rotation loss is

Tr <(sg (f{iTHj))T f{ise]) -1

Lot (i, 7) = arccos 5 (18)
The translation loss uses the same scale factor s* as the point-map alignment:
£trams(imj) = H5 (S*Eisl—j —sg (%\EZ—J)) ) (19)
where Hs(-) denotes the Huber loss. The camera distillation loss is
1 .y .
Ecam = m Z (Erot (27.7) + )\transﬁtrans(za ])) . (20)
i#]
Lpoints is defined as Eq.[7] The overall training objective is
L= l:points + /\normalﬁnormal + /\confﬁconf + /\camﬁcam + /\featl:feat- (21)
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True GT depth

RGB input Pseudo GT depth

Figure 5: Qualitative comparison of supervision signals on MegaDepth. From left to right: RGB in-
put, scale-aligned 3 pseudo-GT depth, and dataset GT depth. 7 supplies dense, spatially coherent
geometry where the original annotations are incomplete; black pixels indicate missing GT.

Input images Ours

Figure 6: More qualitative comparison of multi-view 3D reconstruction. The second row highlights
a representative occlusion case, where a person moves over the bench and causes severe cross-view
occlusions. Our method better recovers the occluded part and preserves its geometry.

A.3 IMPLEMENTATION DETAILS

We initialize the weights for the encoder and the alternating attention module from the pretrained
teacher model, and we keep the encoder frozen during training. For our loss function, we set the
weights for each component as follows: Anormal = 1.0, Acam = 0.1, Agear = 0.1, Ajmg = 100. We
employed the AdamW optimizer and a hybrid schedule of linear warm-up (first 0.5 epochs) followed
by cosine decay, reaching a peak learning rate of le-6. For each training iteration, we randomly
sampled a batch of 24 frames from diverse training scenes. Following Point3R 2026),
we processed input images with variable aspect ratios while resizing the maximum edge length to
518 pixels. Training was conducted on 4 NVIDIA H200 GPUs for 6 days. We train the confidence
head separately. After completing the main training stages, we freeze the rest of the network and
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train the confidence head in isolation by setting Acons = 0.05. This stage converges rapidly and has
no impact on the model’s overall performance.

A.4 GENERALIZATION TO VGGT.

Our masked training framework is not specific to 73 and can be applied to other feed-forward 3D
reconstruction models. We further validate this by using VGGT (Wang et al.,|[2025a)) as the teacher
model. Unlike 73, VGGT represents the scene in the coordinate system of the first input camera and
uses the first frame as the reference view. We therefore preserve the connection from every frame to
the first frame when sampling the random attention mask, while masking the remaining cross-frame
interactions in the same way as our default setting.

Following the output formulation of VGGT (Wang et al.| |2025a)), the teacher predicts camera pa-
rameters g7 , depth maps DY, and point maps P}, which are used as pseudo supervision for the
masked student. The geometry distillation objective is

ﬁgco = Ecam + ﬁdcpth + Epmap~ (22)

For camera prediction, we follow VGGT and use a Huber loss,

cam Z ng - bg gz |

where sg(-) denotes stop-gradient on the teacher prediction. For depth and point maps, we follow
the uncertainty-weighted formulation used by VGGT:

) (23)

€

N

Lacpn =Y _ [|BP © (D7 =D])||, + |=P © (VD] - VD])||, —alog=P,  (24)
=1

Lomap = ZHEP PT)|, +|=F o (VP — VPT)||, — alog=F. (25)

We use the same feature distillation as Eq.[9] Therefore, the overall training objective is

L= ‘Cpmap + ‘Cdepth + Acamﬁcam + )\featﬁfeab (26)

We refer to the resulting model as MGE-VGGT and evaluate it on the ETH3D occlusion benchmark.
As shown in Table[6} MGE-VGGT remains close to the original VGGT under the clean setting and
becomes increasingly better as the occlusion level increases. For dense reconstruction, VGGT’s
accuracy error increases from 0.149 to 0.327 from clean to large occlusion, whereas MGE-VGGT
increases from 0.158 to 0.287. A similar trend is observed for completeness.

The difference is more pronounced for camera pose. Under large occlusion, MGE-VGGT reduces
ATE from 0.898 to 0.805 and RPE-r from 4.673 to 2.111 compared with VGGT. While the two mod-
els perform similarly under clean and small occlusion, VGGT degrades rapidly under medium and
large occlusion, whereas MGE-VGGT remains relatively stable. These results show that the robust-
ness brought by masked cross-view training also transfers to VGGT, despite its different architecture
and prediction heads, suggesting that MGE is not specific to our default 7 teacher.

We also evaluated MGE-VGGT on other standard benchmarks, which are reported in Appendix

Table 6: Occlusion evaluation on ETH3D for VGGT.

Condition Clean Small Medium Large

Methods Acc.] Comp.| NC.T Acc.| Comp.] NC.t Acc.l Comp.| NC.t Acc.] Comp.| NC.1
VGGT 0.149 0.124 0.849 0.178 0.133 0.841 0.268 0.168 0.818 0.327 0.224 0.799
MGE-VGGT 0.158 0.132 0.840 0.175 0.128 0.836 0.252 0.160 0.808 0.287 0.185 0.792
Methods ATE| RPEt| RPEr| ATE] RPE-t] RPEr| ATE| RPE-t] RPEr| ATE| RPE-t] RPEr]
VGGT 0.716 0.887 2.122 0.738 0.941 2.155 0.758 0.961 2.948 0.898 1.227 4.673

MGE-VGGT 0.723 0.885 1.790 0.733 0.899 1.774 0.757 0.926 1.936 0.805 0.995 2.111
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Figure 7: Visualizations of camera poses on visual ambiguity evaluation.

Table 7: Dense reconstruction results under different keyframe strides. Lower is better for Acc,

Comp, and CD, while higher is better for NC.

Method stride=200 stride=100 stride=40

Acc| Comp|l CD] NCtT Accl Comp|l CD] NCtT Accl Comp|l CD] NCtT
TTT3R 0.097 0.064 0.0805 0.812 0.085 0.051 0.0680 0.811 0.079  0.033  0.0560 0.792
StreamVGGT 0.092  0.083  0.0875 0.827 0.086 0.060 0.0730 0.820 0.090 0.052 0.0710 0.799
FastVGGT 0.047  0.072 0.0595 0.869 0.034 0.047 0.0405 0.871 0.016 0.015 0.0155 0.843
VGGT+AGA  0.041 0.054 0.0475 0.876 0.027 0.028 0.0275 0.879 0.016 0.014 0.0150 0.848
Ours 0.021  0.022  0.0215 0.904 0.018 0.018 0.0180 0.892 0.014 0.014 0.0140 0.856
Method stride=25 stride=10 stride=3

Acc] Comp)l CD] NCtT Accl Comp), CD| NCtT Acc) Compl CDJ| NC?T
TTT3R 0.081 0.034  0.0575 0.767 0.085 0.029 0.0570 0.706 0.123  0.042  0.0825 0.623
StreamVGGT 0.096  0.052  0.0740 0.782 OOM OOM
FastVGGT 0.019 0.017 0.0180 0.811 0.015 0.011 0.0130 0.734 0.016 0.010 0.0130 0.636
VGGT+AGA 0.018 0.016 0.0170 0.811 0.014 0.012 0.0130 0.734 0.015 0.009 0.0120 0.637
Ours 0.017 0.016 0.0165 0.829 0.014 0.011 0.0125 0.763 0.012 0.009 0.0105 0.678

A.5 VISUAL AMBIGUITY EVALUATION.

A.5.1 BENCHMARK

We first run COLMAP with Doppelgangers++ to obtain pseudo ground-truth camera poses and scene
structure. For each scene, we identify an anchor pair with low normal-pair probability and negligible
COLMAP covisibility, which defines two visually similar but geometrically separated sides of the
scene. Starting from one anchor, we construct a 15-view reference set using farthest-point sampling
over COLMAP camera centers. Reference views are required to be consistent with the reference
side and geometrically connected to the selected set. We then sample 5 Doppelganger views from
the opposite side, choosing views that are visually similar to the reference set but geometrically
inconsistent with it. To reduce redundancy, we remove duplicate or highly overlapping subsets
and manually verify the retained samples. This procedure produces 43 subsets, each containing 15
reference views and 5 Doppelganger views.

A.5.2 CAMERA VISUALIZATIONS

We visualize the predicted camera poses from two scenes by projecting them onto the 2D ground
plane, as shown in Figure[7l VGGT and 72 often place the reference and Doppelganger cameras on
the same side of the scene whereas MGE better preserves the separation between the two geometri-
cally distinct groups, consistent with its higher cross-pair pose accuracy.
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A.6 QUANTITATIVE METRICS FOR TOKEN MERGING COMPARISON

We provide the detailed metrics in Table[7| which are visualized in Figure[3] Our method consistently
outperforms existing long-sequence baselines across different keyframe strides. The advantage is es-
pecially pronounced under sparse keyframe sampling, where our model achieves substantially lower
reconstruction errors and higher normal consistency than TTT3R, StreamVGGT, and FastVGGT.
As the sequence becomes denser, our method remains robust and continues to deliver the best or
comparable performance across all metrics. Notably, StreamVGGT runs out of memory for denser
settings, whereas our method scales to all evaluated strides. We have a favorable balance between
reconstruction quality and long-sequence scalability.

Table 8: Point map estimation on 7-Scenes and NRGBD.

7-Scenes NRGBD

Method View Acc. | Comp. | NC 1 Acc. | Comp. | NC 1t

Mean Med. Mean Med. Mean Med. Mean Med. Mean Med. Mean Med.
Fast3R (Yang et al.|[2025) 0.095 0.065 0.144 0.089 0.673 0.759 0.135 0.091 0.163 0.104 0.759 0.877
CUT3R (Wang et al.|[2025b) 0.093 0.049 0.102 0.051 0.704 0805 0.104 0.041 0.079 0.031 0.822 0.968
FLARE (Zhang et al.[[2025b) 0.085 0.057 0.145 0.107 0.696 0.780 0.053 0.024 0.051 0.025 0.877 0.988
VGGT (Wang et al.]2025a)  P¥*¢ 0.044 0.025 0056 0.033 0733 0.845 0051 0029 0066 0.038 0.890 0.981
73 (Wang et al.||2026¢} 0.047 0.029 0.075 0.049 0.742 0.841 0.026 0.015 0.028 0.014 0.916 0.992
MGE-VGGT 0.037 0.023 0.054 0.032 0743 0.851 0.050 0.028 0.060 0.033 0.891 0.990
MGE-73 0.044 0.027 0.066 0.042 0.744 0.846 0.027 0.016 0.030 0.016 0.901 0.989
Fast3R (Yang et al.|2025) 0.040 0.017 0.056 0.018 0.644 0.725 0.072 0.030 0.050 0.016 0.790 0.934
CUT3R (Wang et al.|[2025b) 0.023  0.010 0.027 0.008 0.669 0.764 0.086 0.037 0.048 0.017 0.800 0.953
FLARE (Zhang et al.|[2025b) dense 0.019 0.007 0.026 0.013 0.684 0.785 0.023 0.011 0.018 0.008 0.882 0.986
VGGT (Wang et al.|[2025a) 0.022 0.008 0.026 0.012 0.666 0.760 0.017 0.010 0.015 0.005 0.893 0.988
% (Wang et al.|[2026e) 0.016 0.007 0.022 0.011 0.689 0.792 0.015 0.008 0.013 0.005 0.898 0.987
MGE-VGGT 0.019 0.008 0.027 0.009 0.683 0.784 0.014 0.007 0.016 0.006 0.889 0.987
MGE-73 0.016 0.007 0.022 0.010 0.687 0.789 0.014 0.007 0.014 0.006 0.897 0.988

A.7 EVALUATION ON MORE STANDARD BENCHMARKS
A.7.1 POINT MAP ESTIMATION

We evaluate the quality of reconstructed multi-view point maps on the scene-level 7-Scenes (Shotton
et al.} 2013)) and NRGBD (Azinovi¢ et al., 2022)) datasets under both sparse and dense view condi-
tions (Wang et al., 2025bj; 2026e). Consistent with prior works (Azinovic et al., 2022; Wang et al.,
2024; |2025b)), we report Accuracy (Acc.), Completion (Comp.), and Normal Consistency (NC) in
Table[8] Our MGE models achieve significant improvements on 7-scenes with the masked training
especially under sparse input, and achieve comparative results on NRGBD to full-attention models.

A.7.2 VIDEO DEPTH EVALUATION

For the task of video depth estimation, we use the Sintel (Bozic et al.,[2021)), Bonn (Palazzolo et al.,
2019)), and KITTI (Geiger et al., [2013) datasets, and report the Absolute Relative Error (Abs Rel)
and the prediction accuracy at a threshold of & < 1.25, following previous works (Wang et al|
2025b;2026¢)). We align the video depth to the ground truth with a scale per sequence. As reported

Table 9: Video depth estimation on Sintel, Bonn and KITTI.

Sintel Bonn KITTI
Method AbsRel | 6 <1251 AbsRel| &<1251 AbsRel| <1251
DUSGR (Wang et al.| 2024) 0.662 0434 0.151 0.839 0.143 0.814
MASGR (Leroy et al.| 2024) 0.558 0.487 0.188 0.765 0.115 0.848
MonST3R (Zhang et al.|2025a)  0.399 0519 0.072 0.957 0.107 0.884
Fast3R (Yang et al| 2025) 0.638 0.422 0.194 0.772 0.138 0.834
MVDUSGR (Tang et al.|2025)  0.805 0.283 0.426 0357 0.456 0.342
CUT3R (Wang et al.| 2025b) 0.417 0.507 0.078 0.937 0.122 0.876
Acther (Zhu et al]2025) 0324 0.502 0273 0.594 0.056 0.978
FLARE (Zhang et al.| 2025b} 0.729 0336 0.152 0.790 0356 0.570
VGGT (Wang et al.| 2023a) 0.299 0.638 0.057 0.966 0.062 0.969
3 (Wang et al.|2026¢) 0.233 0.664 0.049 0.975 0.038 0.986
MGE-VGGT 0.283 0.663 0.054 0.970 0.061 0.972
MGE-73 0.232 0.676 0.049 0.975 0.038 0.985
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Sliding Window Mask Random Mask Table 10: Ablation of mask pattern. We compare
the sliding-window attention (SWA) mask with the
proposed random masking strategy under different
keyframe strides.

stride=100 stride=10
CDh | NC 1 CDh | NC 1t

SWA 0.0152 09125 0.0135 0.7902
Random 0.0145 0.9194 0.0117 0.8000

Shape

Figure 8: Visualization of two mask patterns.

in Table 0] compared with the full-attention baseline, our masked-trained model yields consistent
improvements on Sintel and Bonn, achieving new SoTA on them while remaining competitive on
KITTIL

A.8 ABLATION ON MASKING PATTERN

We further compare random masking with Sliding-Window Attention (SWA) during masked train-
ing. The corresponding mask patterns are visualized in Figure [§] with comparable masking ratios
used for a fair comparison. We evaluate both strategies on NRGBD (Azinovi¢ et al.l [2022) using
keyframe strides of 100 and 10, representing limited- and redundant-view settings, respectively. As
shown in Table[T0] random masking consistently outperforms SWA under both settings, with a larger
advantage for denser sequences. We attribute this to the limited propagation range of local sliding
windows: similar to sequential matching, information must be relayed through intermediate views,
whereas random connectivity enables more diverse long-range interactions and better approximates
exhaustive multi-view reasoning.

A.9 VISUALIZATIONS

Figure 9] presents qualitative reconstruction results on the 13 ETH3D scenes of our MGE+AGA
and FastVGGT. Compared with FastVGGT, our method generally recovers more complete scene
geometry while maintaining a coherent global structure. The improvement is particularly visible
in challenging scenes such as courtyard, delivery area, and relief 2, where FastVGGT produces
missing regions or disconnected fragments, whereas our reconstruction preserves a larger portion of
the observed surfaces.
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Figure 9: Qualitative comparison on ETH3D. For each scene, our reconstruction is shown on the left
and FastVGGT on the right. Our method generally produces more complete and globally coherent
geometry, with fewer missing surfaces and disconnected structures.
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