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Figure 1: Teaser. We introduce simulated and real-world multi-view videos paired with 3D point
tracks (left), jointly forecast future videos and point trajectories (center), and show that point super-
vision improves visual forecasting (right).

ABSTRACT

Reliable multi-view forecasting requires videos from different cameras to describe
the same evolving 3D scene. To this end, we introduce Video-Point Model (VPM),
a world model that conditions on multi-view video histories and a language in-
struction to jointly forecast future videos from arbitrary viewpoints and the 3D
trajectories of persistent scene points. We extend a pretrained world model with
camera-conditioned multi-view processing that integrates complementary obser-
vations across cameras, and add a trajectory head that predicts how physical points
move through time. Each trajectory tracks a single point across all views, and su-
pervising these trajectories alongside video generation therefore anchors appear-
ance changes in every camera to a shared description of 3D motion. To support
training and evaluation, we build VPM-Data, a simulation corpus pairing synchro-
nized multi-view videos with persistent point trajectories, and VP-WorldBench, a
forecasting benchmark spanning simulated and real environments. We further ex-
tend VPM to robot control by adding robot actions as a token modality in the
generator. Action tokens share the point-supervised backbone and are denoised
jointly with future videos, thereby grounding the policy in the same 3D-aware rep-
resentation. On VP-WorldBench and existing 4D generation benchmarks, point
supervision improves both video fidelity and 3D motion accuracy over a video-
only counterpart, and in simulated and real-robot experiments, it also raises the
manipulation success of the action-enabled model.
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1 INTRODUCTION

World models aim to anticipate how scenes evolve from past observations. Recent models pursue
this goal by predicting future videos and, for robot interactions, the associated actions (Agarwal
et al., 2026). However, visual plausibility alone does not establish whether these forecasts describe
coherent 3D motion. Multi-view histories provide richer evidence for predicting this motion by
revealing scene structure and ongoing dynamics that may be obscured in individual cameras (Rajič
et al., 2025). To exploit this evidence, a model must relate observations across cameras to a common
prediction of scene evolution. Its forecasts from arbitrary viewpoints should therefore depict the
same future event, despite differences in perspective and visibility.

To connect these predictions, we build on geometric supervision (Lee et al., 2026b) for video model-
ing, including pointmap prediction and trajectory-derived representation alignment (Liu et al., 2026;
Yang et al., 2026). Specifically, we investigate jointly forecasting future images and persistent 3D
point trajectories. Because each trajectory follows the same scene point over time, it provides a
common description of motion across cameras. Learning this motion alongside image generation
encourages the model to relate appearance changes to the movement of identifiable points. Unlike
conventional tracking, both predictions extend beyond the observed history, requiring the model to
anticipate correspondences without access to future frames. Our hypothesis is that learning where
scene points will move helps the visual predictor produce more faithful forecasts.

Accordingly, we introduce VPM, a multi-view video–point world model built on Cosmos 3 (Agar-
wal et al., 2026). Given posed video histories and a language instruction, VPM predicts future videos
from arbitrary viewpoints together with the trajectories of points selected from observed frames. To
integrate information across cameras, we process their video tokens in a shared sequence, using ray-
based embeddings to encode camera geometry and a view axis in positional encoding to distinguish
camera streams. A trajectory forecasting head is optimized jointly with video generation, allowing
explicit point-motion supervision to shape the representation used for visual prediction.

To support this learning objective, we construct VPM-Data, a simulation corpus covering table-
top manipulation and urban dynamics. Each sequence pairs synchronized multi-view videos with
persistent point trajectories, camera geometry, visibility annotations, and language descriptions, pro-
viding aligned supervision for future appearance and motion. We complement this training corpus
with VP-WorldBench, an evaluation suite spanning simulated and real environments. Its simula-
tion component assesses visual and geometric forecasts on the same held-out events, allowing image
quality and motion accuracy to be examined together.

We evaluate VPM on our benchmark and existing benchmarks, assessing future-video quality and
3D trajectory accuracy. Controlled ablations demonstrate that point supervision improves visual
forecasting. We further investigate whether this benefit extends to robot control through an action-
enabled variant that jointly learns video prediction, point trajectories, and robot commands. Across
simulated benchmarks and real-robot experiments, point supervision consistently improves task suc-
cess rates of the action-enabled model. Our contributions are threefold:

• We introduce VPM, a camera-conditioned model that jointly forecasts multi-view videos
and persistent 3D point trajectories, using explicit point-motion supervision to improve
visual prediction from arbitrary viewpoints.

• We develop VPM-Data and VP-WorldBench, providing aligned visual and geometric train-
ing data and a forecasting evaluation suite spanning simulated manipulation, urban dynam-
ics, and real-world recordings.

• Through extensive experiments and controlled ablations, we demonstrate the benefits of
point supervision for multi-view forecasting and assess its contribution to robot action
learning in an action-enabled extension.

2 RELATED WORK

Geometry- and Motion-Aware Video Prediction. Auxiliary objectives improve video generation
by supervising internal features with 2D point tracking (Jeong et al., 2025; Lee et al., 2026a) or
optical flow (Chefer et al., 2025), or by aligning them with video and 3D foundation models (Zhang
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et al., 2025; Wu et al., 2026; Han et al., 2026). For multi-view prediction (Balice et al., 2026),
SV4D (Xie et al., 2025) synthesizes novel views of observed videos, Geometry-aware 4D Video
Generation (Liu et al., 2026) forecasts RGB and pointmaps, and X-WAM (Guo et al., 2026) adds ac-
tions to multi-view RGB-D forecasting, while GEM-4D (Zhou et al., 2026b), MECo-WAM (Zhang
et al., 2026c), and 4D-WAM (Yang et al., 2026) distill geometry or trajectory fields into video and
video–action representations. Unlike these single-view or per-frame targets, our persistent 3D tra-
jectories retain point identity across views and time. Closest to ours, MVTrack4Gen (Lee et al.,
2026b) supervises novel-view generation with multi-view point tracking; we differ from this in that
we forecast beyond observed frames, lift supervision from 2D to metric 3D, and extend it to action
learning.

Video World Models and Action Learning. Video foundation models such as HunyuanVideo-
1.5 (Wu et al., 2025) and Wan2.2-TI2V-5B (Team et al., 2025) provide pretrained representations
for visual prediction. VideoVLA (Shen et al., 2026) and Cosmos 3 (Agarwal et al., 2026) jointly
predict future observations and actions, while SpatialVAM (Li et al., 2026b) pairs multi-view RGB
prediction with spatial action heatmaps. We instead supervise multi-view forecasting with future 3D
point motion and examine whether it also benefits action learning.

3D Motion Forecasting and Benchmarks. Point trackers estimate correspondences within ob-
served videos (Karaev et al., 2025), and TAPIP3D (Zhang et al., 2026a) and MVTracker (Rajič et al.,
2025) extend tracking to 3D from monocular and multi-view input. MotionForesight (Bharadhwaj
& Jangir, 2026) and MolmoMotion (Zhang et al., 2026b) instead forecast motion beyond observed
frames, the latter also supporting video generation and robot learning. Among benchmarks, TAPVid-
MV (Koppula et al., 2026) provides multi-view tracking annotations and PointMotionBench (Zhang
et al., 2026b) targets language-conditioned motion prediction; ours adds paired visual and geometric
supervision for jointly evaluating future appearance and point motion.

3 METHOD

3.1 PROBLEM FORMULATION

Let Vin and Vout denote the input and output camera sets. For camera v at time τ , let Ov
τ ∈

RH×W×3, Kv , and Tv
τ ∈ SE(3) denote its RGB frame, intrinsics, and camera-to-world pose. Given

the observed histories {Ov
t−h′+1:t}v∈Vin , the camera parameters of the observed and requested fu-

ture views, and a language instruction ℓ, the model predicts the next h frames at arbitrary output
viewpoints and the future trajectories of N points selected from the observed frames. Each point
n is specified by a query (tn, vn,un) within the history, and Pτ,n ∈ R3 denotes its persistent 3D
position. Trajectories are expressed in a fixed reference frame defined by camera vref at the first
observed timestep t0 = t− h′ + 1. Our architecture overview is shown in Figure 2.

3.2 PRELIMINARIES: MIXTURE-OF-TRANSFORMERS FOR WORLD MODELING

We build on Cosmos 3 (Agarwal et al., 2026), whose Mixture-of-Transformers backbone comprises
a reasoner and a generator. The two towers are initialized from a pretrained vision-language model
and maintain separate layer parameters, interacting through a joint attention operation. In the fore-
casting configuration, the reasoner processes instruction tokens with causal attention restricted to its
own sequence, while generator tokens attend to both sequences.

The generator is trained with rectified flow matching (Liu et al., 2022; Lipman et al., 2022). Given
clean future-video tokens x0 and Gaussian noise ϵ, we construct xσ = (1−σ)x0+σϵ at noise level
σ ∈ [0, 1]. The denoiser vθ predicts ϵ− x0, conditioned on the noise level and context c:

LFM = Ex0,c,ϵ,σ

[
∥vθ(xσ, σ, c)− (ϵ− x0)∥22

]
. (1)

Here, c contains the observed history and conditioning information. Clean conditioning tokens are
excluded from the generation loss.
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Figure 2: Overview of VPM. From posed multi-view histories and a task instruction, VPM forecasts
future videos and the trajectories of points queried from observed frames. The 3D point tracker
iteratively refines point positions and depths before lifting them to 3D. Joint point supervision shapes
the generator’s representation, and the action-enabled extension also outputs robot action chunks.

3.3 CAMERA-CONDITIONED MULTI-VIEW PREDICTION

We pack latent video tokens across cameras into a single sequence on a shared temporal grid. Ob-
served history tokens provide context, while noisy future tokens are associated with the requested
output cameras. To distinguish camera geometry from view identity, we introduce per-token camera
embeddings and an additional view axis in rotary positional encoding.

Camera embeddings. For each video token i, we compute the Plücker ray (Sitzmann et al., 2021;
He et al., 2024) of its image region using the corresponding intrinsics and pose. Expressed in
the fixed reference frame, the ray is ri = (di,oi × di), where oi and di are its origin and unit
direction. A lightweight encoder produces ei = ϕ(ri), which conditions the backbone through
additive features and camera-dependent rotations of attention queries and keys:

hi ← hi +Wei,

qi ← R
(
ψ(ei)

)
qi, ki ← R

(
ψ(ei)

)
ki.

(2)

Here, W is a learned projection and R(·) applies per-head rotary phases predicted by ψ. These
query and key rotations are applied in each transformer layer (Park et al., 2026), allowing attention
to depend on the camera geometry associated with its tokens.

4D RoPE. Tokens from different cameras can share the same temporal and spatial coordinates.
Standard 3D rotary positional encoding therefore does not distinguish their view identities. We add
a fourth axis, assigning pview,i = v to tokens from camera v. The rotary phase becomes

θi,k = pt,iω
t
k + ph,iω

h
k + pw,iω

w
k + pview,iω

view
k , (3)

where ωt, ωh, and ωw are the pretrained frequencies, and ωview is learnable. Initializing the view
frequencies to zero recovers the original 3D positional encoding at initialization. This formula-
tion preserves the temporal and spatial indexing within each view while accommodating different
numbers of camera streams.

3.4 JOINT VIDEO AND TRAJECTORY LEARNING

We connect point-motion supervision to video prediction in two ways. A trajectory head forecasts
point locations from intermediate generator features, while a correspondence objective directly su-
pervises the attention features from which those trajectories are inferred. Both objectives provide
geometric learning signals to the shared video representation.

4



Preprint

Trajectory forecasting head. The head operates on query and key features from an intermediate
self-attention layer, reshaped into per-view feature grids Fv

q and Fv
k over the latent frames. For each

query (tn, vn,un), it samples a source feature and computes correlations with key features around
the current point estimate in each view and timestep. A transformer with attention factorized over
space, time, and views (Koo et al., 2026) refines the estimates over M iterations. At each latent
timestep, the head predicts a 2D position ûv

τ,n, depth d̂vτ,n, and confidence ĉvτ,n for every view.

We unproject each estimate into the fixed reference frame. Let Gv
τ = (Tvref

t0 )−1Tv
τ be the camera-

to-reference transform, with rotation Rv
τ and translation bv

τ . The corresponding 3D estimate is

P̂ v
τ,n = Rv

τ

(
d̂vτ,n(K

v)−1
[
ûv
τ,n

1

])
+ bv

τ . (4)

During training, future-frame features are obtained from partially denoised tokens rather than clean
future observations. The head therefore learns to infer motion from the model’s predictive features.

Trajectory supervision. Extending the multi-view tracking objective (Lee et al., 2026b), we super-
vise the iterative predictions with

Ltrack = λseqLseq + λdepthLdepth + λconfLconf . (5)

Lseq and Ldepth apply a truncated Huber loss to 2D positions with their frame-to-frame displace-
ments and to log-depth, respectively; truncation limits the influence of large errors from unstable re-
finements on heavily noised features. Lconf is a binary cross-entropy whose target indicates whether
the predicted position lies within a threshold of the ground truth. All terms are summed over the
M refinement iterations and averaged over visible points. The 2D and depth targets are projected
from the same ground-truth 3D trajectories using known camera parameters, keeping supervision
geometrically consistent across views.

Cross-view correspondence supervision. To supervise the features used for trajectory refinement
directly, we treat correspondence as classification over the spatial cells of a target frame. Let Cv1,v2

i,j
denote the attention map between latent frame i in view v1 and frame j in view v2, obtained by nor-
malizing query–key similarities over target cells and averaging across attention heads. We minimize

Lcorr = −
1

|Ω|
∑

(n,v2,j)∈Ω

logCvn,v2
tn,j

[
un,u

v2
j,n

]
, (6)

where Ω contains query–target pairs for which the ground-truth correspondence is visible, and the
bracket selects the attention weight at that correspondence. This objective encourages the genera-
tor’s attention features to associate the same physical point across views and time, complementing
supervision of the head’s predicted positions.

3.5 TRAINING AND INFERENCE

Training. We first adapt the generation pathway, camera embeddings, and view frequencies using
LFM on all multi-view sources, including those without trajectory annotations. Next, we train only
the trajectory head and view frequencies with Ltrack, freezing the remaining parameters. Finally,
we jointly optimize the video backbone and trajectory head with

Lforecast = LFM + λtrackLtrack + λcorrLcorr. (7)

Inference. Conditioned on the observed histories, camera parameters, and instruction, we denoise
future-video tokens from Gaussian noise at σ = 1 to 0, keeping history tokens clean. Trajectories
are decoded from the predicted clip’s backbone features and transformed into the reference frame.

4 DATASET AND BENCHMARK

We construct VPM-Data, 10K training clips pairing synchronized multi-view videos with persistent
3D trajectories for tabletop manipulation and urban dynamics, and VP-WorldBench, an evaluation
benchmark spanning tabletop, indoor, and urban scenes in simulation and the real world (Table 1).
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Table 1: Overview of VPM-Data and VP-WorldBench.

Domain Samples Views fps Frames 3D tracks/clip Hard

VPM-Data
Tabletop manipulation 8,000 3 20 81–181 768–2,048 -
Urban dynamics 2,000 4 15 81–181 256 -

VP-WorldBench (Sim)
Tabletop manipulation 500 3 20 81–680 768–1,536 27
Urban dynamics 500 4 15 81–181 256 95

VP-WorldBench (Real)
Tabletop manipulation 100 2 15 139–325 768 -
Indoor scenes 100 48 15 150 512 -

SIMULATION

Urban
2,000

Tabletop manipulation · 8
,000

Humans & vehicles

Robot  +  objects  +  clutter

10K
clips

SIMULATIO
N

REAL
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Figure 3: Qualitative examples of VPM-Data and VP-WorldBench.

4.1 TRAINING DATASET

Generation and capture. Tabletop clips replay physics-simulated pick-and-place episodes of a
Fourier GR-1 T2 robot in Unreal Engine 5, with randomized clutter, surface appearance, scene
placement, and camera poses. Distractor interactions are validated and recorded before rendering.
Urban clips capture pedestrians and vehicles from a running traffic and crowd simulation, varying
their appearance, camera intrinsics, and camera paths. In both domains, images and geometric
annotations are exported from the same simulation timestep to maintain alignment across views.

Annotations and validation. We annotate 256 surface points per object and 512 additional points
on the robot’s arms and hands. Rigid transforms or triangle identities and barycentric coordinates
propagate these points through motion and occlusion. Each clip also provides metric depth, cam-
era parameters, point-validity and per-view visibility masks, object visibility states, and a vision-
language-model-generated caption. Clips undergo checks for geometric alignment, annotation com-
pleteness, depth validity, camera motion, target visibility, and caption consistency, followed by a
final human audit. Generation and validation details are provided in Appendix C.

4.2 VP-WORLDBENCH

Evaluation splits. The simulation benchmark covers three generalization regimes: 436 new table-
top episodes at varied locations in city C1, whose scenery appears in VPM-Data only as static back-
ground; 64 tabletop episodes in two unseen kitchens; and urban clips of moving agents in C1, whose
traffic and crowd dynamics are unseen, as urban training uses a separate city C2. Each domain in-
cludes a hard subset in which individual cameras lose sight of the target for at least 30 consecutive
frames while at least one camera sees it at every frame. In tabletop hard clips, all three cameras
meet this threshold and the target moves while hidden; in urban hard clips, all four cameras lose and
re-acquire the target, with two or three meeting the threshold. Details are in Appendix D.

Real-world benchmarks. For robot manipulation, we collect 100 teleoperated episodes and sam-
ple 3D point tracks on the robot surface from recorded robot states (Appendix B.2). For general
scenes, we record 100 ten-second sequences of people moving, handling objects, and interacting
with furniture in a furnished home-like space with 48 synchronized RGB cameras. Each sequence
pairs multi-view videos with a 4D reconstruction for evaluating visual forecasting and geometric ac-

6



Preprint

Table 2: Results on VP-WorldBench. Numbers in parentheses denote clips per split. V and T
denote video and point-trajectory supervision.

Simulation Real-world

Robot (500) General (500) Robot (100) General (100)

Method MV FVD ↓ PSNR ↑ MEt3R ↓ δ3D
avg ↑ FVD ↓ PSNR ↑ MEt3R ↓ δ3D

avg ↑ FVD ↓ PSNR ↑ MEt3R ↓ δ3D
avg ↑ FVD ↓ PSNR ↑ MEt3R ↓ δ3D

avg ↑
HV-1.5 ✗ 98.34 20.21 0.023 41.62 115.63 11.45 0.061 23.10 426.76 16.04 0.102 36.17 105.83 20.00 0.014 21.35
Wan2.2-5B ✗ 315.13 15.84 0.108 29.51 205.73 10.43 0.076 18.00 550.55 14.58 0.159 29.65 115.52 16.97 0.030 16.82
X-WAM ✓ 203.83 19.97 0.038 38.80 - - - - 492.31 17.63 0.091 50.86 - - - -
Cosmos3-N ✗ 104.74 20.05 0.040 39.03 167.02 10.99 0.062 22.12 326.11 16.37 0.099 41.50 66.24 20.89 0.015 20.47

VPM (V) ✓ 78.52 21.41 0.022 43.62 101.37 16.95 0.057 28.71 296.83 18.42 0.074 50.83 62.85 20.96 0.010 26.54
VPM (V+T) ✓ 67.35 22.08 0.016 50.05 81.92 19.16 0.050 36.80 255.19 20.57 0.064 64.75 56.48 22.10 0.007 33.92

Table 3: Results of 4D generation on ReCamMas-
ter and CMU Panoptic.

ReCamMaster (100) CMU Panoptic (100)

Method MV FVD ↓ PSNR ↑ FVD ↓ PSNR ↑ MEt3R ↓ δ3D
avg ↑

HV-1.5 ✗ 183.48 14.03 352.15 21.60 0.041 31.67
Wan2.2-5B ✗ 457.16 12.10 258.06 18.65 0.061 27.88
Cosmos3-N ✗ 125.70 13.99 162.36 20.72 0.060 30.12

VPM (V) ✓ 103.12 15.09 150.63 20.85 0.037 34.72
VPM (V+T) ✓ 79.63 17.06 128.64 23.24 0.029 42.03

Table 4: Results of 4D generation on Robo-
Casa Kitchen.

RGB Geometry

Method MV PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ MEt3R↓ δ3D
avg ↑

DreamZero ✗ 20.47 0.7612 0.1651 0.061 30.83
Robot4DGen ✓ 22.05 0.8035 0.1078 0.025 46.96
X-WAM ✓ 22.41 0.8729 0.0571 0.042 42.10

VPM (V) ✓ 22.61 0.8752 0.0558 0.033 46.94
VPM (V+T) ✓ 22.83 0.8801 0.0537 0.020 53.70

curacy, and passes the same quality checks as the training data. Ground-truth 3D tracks are obtained
by tracking points in 2D across all views, triangulating them per frame, and keeping only tracks that
are depth-consistent across views. Details are in Appendix D.7.

5 EXTENSION: ROBOT CONTROL AND JOINT ACTION LEARNING

To test whether point supervision also benefits control, we extend VPM with robot action generation.
The action-enabled model keeps the multi-view video and trajectory objectives and additionally
learns robot commands from action-annotated interactions. Following Cosmos 3, we represent a
future action sequence At ∈ RhA×dA , with horizon hA and dimension dA, as an additional token
modality that shares the predictive backbone with video tokens. Action learning can thus draw on
representations trained with point-motion supervision.

Clean action tokens a0 are corrupted as aσa
= (1 − σa)a0 + σaϵa, where ϵa is Gaussian noise

and σa is sampled independently of the video noise level. The shared denoiser’s action output vaθ is
trained jointly with the forecasting objective in the final training stage:

Lrobot = Lforecast + λact E
[
∥vaθ (aσa

, σa,xσ, c)− (ϵa − a0)∥22
]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Lact

. (8)

At inference, video and action tokens are initialized from noise and denoised jointly, conditioned
only on the observations and instruction.

6 EXPERIMENTS

We validate the effectiveness of VPM and its components by investigating the following questions:

• Can VPM improve the generation quality of multi-view videos? (Table 2, 3, 4)
• Does point supervision benefit robot control? (Table 5)
• Can explicitly learning future point motion improve world models? (Figure 4, Table 6)

6.1 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

Evaluation setup. We evaluate VPM on three aspects: the fidelity of generated videos, their ge-
ometric consistency, and the performance of robot policies built on the action-enabled model. For
a fair comparison, no method, including VPM, receives camera parameters for future frames; thus,
all methods must infer camera motion from the observed history. Additional results with camera
conditioning can be found in the Appendix. For video fidelity, we report FVD and PSNR, which
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Table 5: Robot manipulation results. A denotes action. △ denotes methods that observe multiple
cameras without camera conditioning, either as separate input images or tiled into a single frame.
✓ denotes camera-conditioned multi-view generation.

Simulation Real-world

Method MV Backbone LIBERO LIBERO-Plus RoboCasa PnP Banana PnP Cup PnP Cube

VLA-based Methods
π0.5 △ - 96.8 68.0 62.1 41.7 47.9 12.5
GR00T N1.5 △ - 86.6 66.4 65.6 - - -
GR00T N1.7 △ - - - 70.0 31.3 27.1 4.2

WAM-based Methods
Cosmos3-Nano △ - 96.8 81.6 72.0 50.0 54.2 41.7
DreamZero △ Wan2.1-14B - - - 54.2 68.8 45.8
X-WAM ✓ Wan2.2-5B - - 73.8 14.6 27.1 4.2

VPM (V+A) ✓ Cosmos3-Nano 96.8 82.0 73.4 58.3 64.6 43.8
VPM (V+T+A) ✓ Cosmos3-Nano 97.2 84.6 76.2 79.2 70.8 54.2

Table 6: Modality-wise ablation on VP-WorldBench.
Simulation Real-world

Robot (500) General (500) Robot (100) General (100)

Method FVD ↓ PSNR ↑ MEt3R ↓ δ3D
avg ↑ FVD ↓ PSNR ↑ MEt3R ↓ δ3D

avg ↑ FVD ↓ PSNR ↑ MEt3R ↓ δ3D
avg ↑ FVD ↓ PSNR ↑ MEt3R ↓ δ3D

avg ↑
Cosmos3-Nano 104.74 20.05 0.040 39.03 167.02 10.99 0.062 22.12 326.11 16.37 0.099 41.50 66.24 20.89 0.015 20.47

VPM (V) 78.52 21.41 0.022 43.62 101.37 16.95 0.057 28.71 296.83 18.42 0.074 50.83 62.85 20.96 0.010 26.54
VPM (V+A) 74.29 21.59 0.021 44.27 98.08 17.42 0.054 30.20 291.05 18.87 0.069 53.21 61.31 21.24 0.009 28.06
VPM (V+T) 67.35 22.08 0.016 50.05 81.92 19.16 0.050 36.80 255.19 20.57 0.064 64.75 56.48 22.10 0.007 33.92
VPM (V+T+A) 58.97 22.43 0.015 53.14 71.23 20.02 0.048 38.57 234.59 21.10 0.058 66.94 55.48 22.85 0.006 37.03

measure distribution-level and pixel-level fidelity, respectively. For geometric consistency, we use
cross-view MEt3R (Asim et al., 2025) and extract 3D point tracks from the generated videos with
MVTracker (Rajič et al., 2025) and compare them with ground-truth trajectories, reporting the av-
erage fraction of points within depth-adaptive thresholds (δ3D

avg). For robot manipulation, we report
task success rates (%). Results for the trajectory head’s own forecasts are provided in Appendix E.4.

Baselines. We compare VPM with recent video world models, which are fine-tuned on the same
data as ours for fair comparison, and world-action models: HunyuanVideo-1.5 (Wu et al., 2025),
Wan2.2-5B (Team et al., 2025), Cosmos3-Nano (Agarwal et al., 2026), DreamZero (Ye et al., 2026),
Robot4DGen (Liu et al., 2026), and X-WAM (Guo et al., 2026). Single-view models generate each
requested view independently. We additionally include VLA models for real-world robot manipula-
tion experiments: π0.5 (Intelligence et al., 2025) and GR00T N-series (NVIDIA et al., 2025).

6.2 VP-WORLDBENCH RESULTS

Setup. We first evaluate VPM on VP-WorldBench, which covers the same domains as VPM-Data,
robot manipulation and general scene dynamics, using held-out episodes and environments along
with real-world recordings. Video fidelity metrics are computed for each generated view and av-
eraged across views. We compare two variants: VPM (V), trained only on multi-view videos, and
VPM (V+T), our default model, trained on both multi-view videos and 3D point trajectories. Both
variants use the same training budget, so the comparison isolates the effect of point supervision.

Results. As shown in Table 2, VPM (V+T) achieves the best performance on every split and metric,
generating videos with higher fidelity and stronger geometric consistency in both simulated and
real-world scenes. Even without point supervision, VPM (V) improves over its Cosmos3-Nano
backbone, showing the benefit of multi-view processing. Adding point supervision under the same
training budget further improves both fidelity and 3D motion accuracy on all splits, supporting our
hypothesis that learning where scene points will move yields more faithful multi-view forecasts.

6.3 ZERO-SHOT 4D GENERATION RESULTS

Setup. To assess out-of-domain generalization, we further evaluate on three datasets: ReCamMas-
ter (Bai et al., 2025), CMU Panoptic (Joo et al., 2015), and RoboCasa Kitchen (Nasiriany et al.,
2026).

Results. As shown in Table 3, VPM (V+T) achieves the best results on both ReCamMaster and
CMU Panoptic. Compared with VPM (V), point supervision improves both video fidelity and 3D
motion accuracy, indicating that the generated videos depict more coherent 3D motion. The same
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t = 0

t = T/2

t = T

Robot Rollout
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Zero-shot Robot Manipulation from 3D Point Track 

Figure 4: Predicted 3D point trajectories guide generation and action. Left: Predicted tra-
jectories alone and overlaid on generated videos. Right: Zero-shot real-robot rollout obtained by
converting predicted trajectories into commands with inverse kinematics.

trend holds on RoboCasa Kitchen (Table 4), where VPM (V+T) outperforms all baselines. Notably,
VPM (V) trails the geometry-aware Robot4DGen on multi-view consistency, whereas VPM (V+T)
surpasses it, suggesting that point supervision is key to the 3D consistency of generated videos.

6.4 ROBOT MANIPULATION RESULTS

Setup. We test whether point supervision also benefits robot control using the action-enabled ex-
tension of VPM (Section 5). Simulation experiments follow each benchmark’s standard protocol
with three synchronized views: one wrist camera and one or two third-person cameras on either
side of the robot. In the real world, we use the DROID platform (a Franka Research 3 arm with a
Robotiq 2F-85 gripper) and train only on an 89K-trajectory subset of DROID dataset. We evalu-
ate three pick-and-place tasks of varying difficulty, with 24 trials each. We provide more details in
Appendix A.3.

Results. As shown in Table 5, VPM (V+T+A) achieves the best success rates on all simulation
benchmarks, outperforming both VLA policies and world-action models. This advantage carries
over to the real world (Table 5), where VPM (V+T+A) achieves the highest success rate on every
task. In both simulated and real-world settings, VPM (V+T+A) consistently improves over VPM
(V+A), which is trained without point supervision. These results indicate that forecasting persistent
3D point trajectories provides a useful learning signal for robot actions.

6.5 ANALYSIS AND ABLATION STUDIES

Modality-wise ablation. We train VPM with combinations of video (V), point trajectories (T), and
actions (A). In Table 6, adding trajectories yields the largest gains in video fidelity and 3D motion
accuracy on every split, while adding actions yields modest improvements. Training with all three
performs best on all splits and metrics, indicating that action supervision complements point super-
vision. Together with Table 5, where point supervision raises success rates on every benchmark,
these results show point trajectories benefit both generation and action. We next examine why.

Why 3D point trajectory forecasting helps multi-view video generation. The trajectory head
predicts point motion from the generator’s intermediate features, which the remaining blocks process
into future frames, so point supervision directly shapes the representation from which videos are
generated. Figure 4 illustrates this coupling: the robot hands and the pedestrian closely follow
the predicted trajectories overlaid on the generated frames. Since each trajectory follows a single
physical point, generation that follows them remains consistent across views.

Why 3D point trajectory forecasting helps action prediction. 3D point forecasting supervision
consistently improves the action-enabled model (Table 5), which we attribute to three properties.
First, on robot data, trajectories are computed from joint states by forward kinematics, describing the
same motion as actions but grounded in 3D and in every view, which teaches the backbone to connect
visual features with where the robot will move. Second, they are dense, constraining the robot’s full
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future configuration with hundreds of points per timestep rather than one low-dimensional action.
Third, object trajectories, where available, specify where manipulated objects should go, encoding
the task’s intended outcome. Action tokens, sharing this backbone, thus draw on a representation
that already encodes the robot’s future motion. Supporting this, converting predicted trajectories
into commands via inverse kinematics, without action tokens, completes unseen real-robot tasks
zero-shot (Figure 4). Though not yet consistent enough for quantitative evaluation, these rollouts
show that forecast trajectories alone carry actionable information (Appendix A.4).

7 CONCLUSION AND LIMITATIONS

We presented VPM, a multi-view world model that jointly forecasts future videos and persistent 3D
point trajectories from posed video histories and language instructions. With VPM-Data and VP-
WorldBench, our experiments show that supervising where scene points will move improves visual
forecasting on simulated and real benchmarks and carries over to robot action learning. Limitations
remain. Our point supervision covers only the robot and annotated objects rather than the full scene;
skeletal annotations also omit independent cloth and hair motion. VPM assumes known camera
intrinsics and poses at inference, and its cost grows with the number of views, as all camera streams
share one token sequence. Future work includes deriving trajectory supervision from real multi-
view videos at scale, extending it to denser, non-rigid content, and relaxing the need for calibrated
cameras.
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Dan Kondratyuk, Lijun Yu, Xiuye Gu, José Lezama, Jonathan Huang, Grant Schindler, Rachel
Hornung, Vighnesh Birodkar, Jimmy Yan, Ming-Chang Chiu, et al. Videopoet: A large language
model for zero-shot video generation. arXiv preprint arXiv:2312.14125, 2023.

Jahyeok Koo, Inès Hyeonsu Kim, Mungyeom Kim, Junghyun Park, Seohyeon Park, Jaeyeong Kim,
Jung Yi, Seokju Cho, and Seungryong Kim. Mv-tap: Tracking any point in multi-view videos.
In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, pp.
20932–20941, 2026.

Skanda Koppula, Frano Rajic, Abdullah Faiz Ur Rahman, Yi Yang, Ignacio Rocco, Jeet Thakwani,
Rishabh Kabra, Andrew Zisserman, Joao Carreira, Siyu Tang, et al. Tapvid-mv: A benchmark for
tracking any point in 3d across multiple views. arXiv preprint arXiv:2609.01899, 2026.

JoungBin Lee, Jaewoo Jung, Jisang Han, Takuya Narihira, Kazumi Fukuda, Junyoung Seo, Sungh-
wan Hong, Yuki Mitsufuji, and Seungryong Kim. 3d scene prompting for scene-consistent
camera-controllable video generation. In International Conference on Learning Representations,
volume 2026, pp. 73753–73777, 2026a.

12



Preprint

JoungBin Lee, Jaewoo Jung, Jongmin Lee, Tongmin Kim, Hyunsung Kim, Takuya Narihira, Kazumi
Fukuda, Jahyeok Koo, Jisang Han, Yuki Mitsufuji, et al. Mvtrack4gen: Multi-view point tracking
as geometric supervision for 4d video generation. arXiv preprint arXiv:2606.26087, 2026b.

Nahyuk Lee, Zhiang Chen, Marc Pollefeys, and Sunghwan Hong. Tora: Topological representation
alignment for 3d shape assembly. arXiv preprint arXiv:2604.04050, 2026c.
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A IMPLEMENTATION DETAILS

A.1 TRAINING DETAILS

We adopt Cosmos3-Nano (Agarwal et al., 2026) as the backbone and follow its Mixture-of-
Transformers architecture (Liang et al., 2024). We train VPM with the three-stage pipeline described
in Section 3.5.

In Stage 1, we train the generation pathway, camera embeddings, and view frequencies with LFM

on all multi-view sources, including those without trajectory annotations. In Stage 2, we freeze
the remaining parameters and train only the trajectory head and view frequencies with Ltrack. In
Stage 3, we jointly optimize the video backbone and the trajectory head with Lforecast. The reasoner
is frozen throughout all stages. For video supervision, we treat the camera pose of each view as
an optional condition. For instance, views from VPM-Data, where camera control is important,
are conditioned on their future camera poses, whereas wrist-camera views from the robot datasets,
whose future poses depend on the actions being predicted, are not conditioned on any pose. This
also allows VPM to forecast without future camera parameters, as required by our main evaluation
protocol. Detailed hyperparameters are provided in Table 7.

The trajectory head operates on query and key features from the 18th self-attention layer of the
generator and performs M = 4 refinement iterations. During training, we sample N = 512 query
points per clip from the observed history. For the action-enabled variants, we apply Lact in Stage
3 on action-annotated interactions. Following Cosmos 3 (Agarwal et al., 2026), unified actions are
represented as 9-dimensional vectors (Zhou et al., 2019). VPM (V) and VPM (V+A) are trained
without Ltrack and Lcorr. All training is conducted on 32 NVIDIA GH200 Grace Hopper GPUs.

Table 7: Hyperparameters for each training stage.

Hyperparameter Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3

Trainable modules Generator, Camera emb. Traj. head Generator, Traj. head
Objective LFM Ltrack Lforecast (+λactLact)
Optimizer AdamW
Learning rate 1e-4 1e-4 2e-5
Tokens 60,000 60,000 24,000
Training iterations 5,000 2,000 5,000
Warm-up steps 100
Video resolution 256–480px
Maximum frames 181
History frames (h′) 1-16
Query points (N ) - 512 512
Refinement iterations (M ) - 4 4
λseq / λdepth / λconf - 1 / 1 / 1 1 / 1 / 1
λtrack - - 0.01
λcorr - - 0.01
λact - - 0.1

A.2 EVALUATION DETAILS

Evaluation protocol. For Image-to-Video (I2V) evaluation, each model receives a single frame. For
Video-to-Video (V2V) evaluation, each model receives h′ = 16 frames of multi-view history. The
model then predicts the next h = 64 frames and the output videos are resized to 480p. We use each
model’s default number of denoising steps. To evaluate single-view baselines, i.e., HunyuanVideo-
1.5, Wan2.2-5B, and Cosmos3-Nano, we generate videos from each view independently.

Video fidelity. We compute FVD (Unterthiner et al., 2018) using I3D (Carreira & Zisserman, 2017)
features and PSNR between generated and ground-truth frames. Both metrics are computed inde-
pendently for each output view and averaged across views.

Geometric consistency of multi-view videos. We measure geometric consistency with cross-view
MEt3R and δ3D

avg. MEt3R (Asim et al., 2025) scores the 3D consistency of two images I1 and I2 with-
out ground truth, comparing their DINO features (Oquab et al., 2023) in a common view. Chosen
over different geometric foundation models (Wang et al., 2024; Han et al., 2025), MASt3R (Leroy
et al., 2024) regresses point maps of both images in the camera frame of I1, and upsampled features
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Zed 2i
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Zed 2i
Stereo Camera

7-DoF Franka
Research 3

Robot Arm

Zed Mini
Wrist Stereo Camera

Robotiq 2F-85
Gripper

View 1

View 2

Figure 5: Real-world hardware platform. A 7-DoF Franka Research 3 robot arm equipped with
a Robotiq 2F-85 gripper and a wrist-mounted Zed Mini stereo camera. Two external Zed 2i stereo
cameras (view 1 and view 2) observe the workspace from different viewpoints, providing synchro-
nized multi-view observations.

through FeatUp (Fu et al., 2024) attached to these points are rendered into the view of I1, yielding
F̂1 and F̂2. The score averages their cosine dissimilarity over the co-visible pixels Ω12, symmetrized
over the two orderings:

S(I1, I2) =
1

|Ω12|
∑

p∈Ω12

[
1− cos(F̂1(p), F̂2(p))

]
, MEt3R(I1, I2) = 1

2

[
S(I1, I2) + S(I2, I1)

]
.

(9)
However, MEt3R is typically applied to consecutive frames of a monocular video, assuming large
overlap between the two images. On multi-view videos, raw MEt3R fails to rank videos by quality:
real view pairs with little overlap already score high, while generated views drifting apart go unpe-
nalized, since a pair without overlap scores 0. We thus introduce cross-view MEt3R, measuring the
deviation of a generated video’s consistency from that of the ground truth. For each clip s in a split
S, we average MEt3R over all pairs of output views at timesteps T = {t+4k}h/4k=1, obtaining m(s),
and report

Cross-view MEt3R =
1

|S|
∑
s∈S

∣∣mgen(s)−mgt(s)
∣∣. (10)

Both videos are evaluated with the official implementation on 256× 256 center crops.

For δ3D
avg, we track query points sampled from the observed history with MVTracker (Rajič et al.,

2025), using the generated videos and depth maps from MoGe-2 (Wang et al., 2026), expressing the
trajectories in the fixed reference frame. With eτ,n = ∥P̂τ,n −Pτ,n∥2 denoting the error of point n
at future timestep τ ,

δ3D
avg =

1

|D|
∑
δ∈D

1

Nh

N∑
n=1

t+h∑
τ=t+1

⊮
[
eτ,n < δ

dτ,n
f

]
, (11)

where the pixel thresholds D = {1, 2, 4, 8, 16} are converted into 3D distances at the ground-truth
depth dτ,n with focal length f , following TAPVid-MV (Koppula et al., 2026).

Neither metric reaches its ideal value even for a perfect generator. For δ3D
avg, we report an upper

bound, evaluating the ground-truth videos with the same pipeline. For cross-view MEt3R, a gen-
erator as consistent as the ground truth still scores above 0 when forecasting a different future, as
MEt3R fluctuates over time with the content. We estimate this floor from the ground-truth videos as

floor =
1

|S|
∑
s∈S

1√
2

∣∣x̄(1)s − x̄(2)s

∣∣, (12)
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red cube without touching the pile of boxes in

the middle

object goal visible partially occluded occluded

Figure 6: Examples of the robot manipulation tasks.

where x̄(1)s and x̄(2)s average the per-timestep MEt3R of clip s, relative to the split average, over the
first and second halves of T , with 1/

√
2 compensating for the half-length averages.

Robot manipulation. For LIBERO (Liu et al., 2023), we evaluate on the four standard suites,
i.e., LIBERO-Spatial, LIBERO-Object, LIBERO-Goal, and LIBERO-Long, each consisting of 10
tasks, with 20 trials per task. For LIBERO-Plus (Fei et al., 2025), we evaluate the policy trained on
LIBERO in a zero-shot manner on 10,030 tasks spanning seven perturbation dimensions with one
trial per task. For RoboCasa Kitchen (Nasiriany et al., 2026), we evaluate on 24 manipulation tasks
with 200 trials per task across five evaluation scenes (10 trials per scene), and average the success
rates over three random seeds. For real-world tasks, we use two exo cameras and one wrist camera,
and conduct 24 trials per task.

A.3 ROBOT MANIPULATION TASKS

We evaluate all policies on three pick-and-place tasks with a Franka Research 3 arm and the DROID
camera setup (left and right exterior cameras and a wrist camera), as shown in Figure 5. All tasks
share a tabletop layout with a pile of boxes in the middle, and the object and its goal are placed on
opposite sides of the pile so that no single camera shows the whole task (Figure 6). The robot puts
a banana into a basket among other fruits, places a green cup on a plate among cups of other colors,
and stacks a small blue cube on top of a red cube next to a green distractor cube, which additionally
requires precise placement in height. Solving these tasks requires fusing the three views into a
consistent 3D understanding of the scene, moving across the pile without touching it, and grounding
the instruction among same-category distractors.

Each trial is scored as 1 if the object is placed at the goal without touching the pile of boxes, 0.5 if
the pick-and-place succeeds but the robot hits the pile on the way, and 0 otherwise. The success rate
of a task is the average score over its 24 trials, which is why some entries in Table 5 correspond to
half-integer counts.
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Left view

Right view

1
2

Predicted 2D Tracks Stage 1.  3D Lifting1 Stage 2.  Point-to-Point IK2

Time

Figure 7: From predicted point trajectories to joint-space actions. Predicted 2D trajectories
from both views are lifted to 3D (Stage 1) and converted into a joint trajectory by fitting the robot’s
kinematic model to the lifted points (Stage 2).

A.4 DETAILS OF ROBOT MANIPULATION THROUGH 3D POINT TRAJECTORY

To examine whether the forecast trajectories alone carry actionable information, we bypass the ac-
tion tokens and convert the predicted trajectories directly into robot commands with a training-free
two-stage procedure (Figure 7 and Algorithm 1). We sample N=128 query points on the robot
surface from its kinematic model at the current joint state and project them into both exterior views.
Their trajectories are read from the trajectory head at the third of four denoising steps (σ ≈ 0.83).
We choose this step because σ ≈ 0.83 is the mode of the noise-level distribution used to train the
trajectory head, where its predictions are most reliable. In the first stage, each trajectory is lifted
to 3D by triangulating the two views, weighting each observation by its predicted confidence ĉvτ,n.
In the second stage, since every query point is attached to a known robot link, we obtain the joint
configuration at each future frame by fitting the robot’s forward kinematics (FK) to the lifted points
with a robust loss, regularized toward the previous frame for a smooth trajectory. Each point is
weighted by wτ,n, its predicted confidence averaged over views, so that unreliable tracks contribute
less to the fit. The resulting joint trajectory, together with the gripper opening recovered from the
finger points, is executed in a receding-horizon manner, without action labels or any robot-specific
training.

Algorithm 1 Zero-shot joint-space control from predicted point trajectories

Require: calibrated exterior views V , current joint state qt, robot kinematics FK, read-out noise
level σ⋆

1: Sample N query points on the robot surface at qt and project them into each view
2: Read 2D tracks {ûv

τ,n} and confidences {ĉvτ,n} from the forward pass at noise level σ⋆

3: for τ = t+ 1, . . . , t+ h do
4: {Stage 1: 3D lifting}
5: P̂τ,n ← TRIANGULATE

(
{ûv

τ,n, ĉ
v
τ,n}v∈V

)
for all n

6: wτ,n ← 1
|V|

∑
v∈V ĉ

v
τ,n for all n

7: {Stage 2: point-to-point IK}
8: qτ ← argminq

∑
n wτ,n ρ

(
∥FKn(q)− P̂τ,n∥

)
+ λ∥q− qτ−1∥2

9: end for
10: Execute the first steps of {qτ} and re-plan from the new observation
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B DATASET CURATION

To train VPM, we construct 600K samples from three sources: (i) VPM-Data, our multi-view videos
with persistent 3D point trajectories from simulation, (ii) robot manipulation video datasets an-
notated with kinematics-grounded 3D point trajectories, and (iii) open-source video datasets from
diverse domains, e.g., MolmoMotion-1M (Zhang et al., 2026b) and Ego-Exo4D (Grauman et al.,
2024). We provide detailed statistics in Section B.1, and elaborate on the construction of VPM-Data
in Section C and robot data in Section B.2, respectively.

B.1 DATA STATISTICS

We collect 600K samples in total, as summarized in Table 8. VPM-Data contains 10,000 multi-view
samples, consisting of 8,000 tabletop manipulation clips and 2,000 urban dynamics clips. The robot
datasets contain 91K episodes from DROID (Khazatsky et al., 2024) and HRDexDB (Lim et al.,
2026). The remaining clips are collected and sampled from open-source datasets.

Table 8: Statistics of the training data.

Source Domain Real/Sim Samples Views 3D traj. Action

VPM-Data Tabletop manipulation Sim 8,000 3 ✓ ✗
VPM-Data Urban dynamics Sim 2,000 4 ✓ ✗
DROID Tabletop manipulation Real 89,312 3 ✓ ✓
HRDexDB Tabletop manipulation Real 1,601 2 ✓ ✓
MolmoMotion-1M Mixed domain Real 480,000 1-2 ✓ ✗
Ego-Exo4D Human activities Real 24,000 1-4 ✓ ✗

Total 604,913

B.2 3D POINT EXTRACTION PIPELINE FROM ROBOT VIDEOS

We describe our pipeline for extracting the 3D point trajectories used to train our model. Our objec-
tive is to recover metric, temporally consistent 3D trajectories of action-relevant geometry through-
out each manipulation episode. Rather than relying on noisy pseudo-labels from visual point track-
ers, we construct these trajectories directly from known robot and object geometry together with
recorded kinematic states. In particular, robot CAD models provide accurate surface geometry,
which can be transformed according to the robot state at each timestep to obtain geometrically
grounded 3D point trajectories. We detail this procedure below.

3D Point Extraction. We begin with the CAD or visual meshes of each robot link and manipulated
object. We assume calibrated cameras and a known transformation between the robot base and each
camera coordinate frame. For each mesh, we sample surface points using area-weighted triangle
sampling. Sampling is performed once in the mesh-local coordinate system with a fixed random
seed, and the same points are reused throughout the entire episode. By subsequently transforming
these fixed local points according to the corresponding link or object pose at each timestep, we
obtain temporally consistent 3D point trajectories without resampling noise.

We allocate a fixed point budget to each action-relevant component: we sample 256 3D points from
the whole robot body. In cases where the 3D points of the target object are available, such as in
simulation settings, we also sample 256 points from the object being manipulated. For articulated
components composed of multiple meshes, the budget is distributed approximately in proportion to
mesh surface area. Let pℓ

n denote a point sampled on the local CAD geometry of link or object ℓ.
Its world-space location at timestep τ is obtained as

pw
τ,n = Rw

ℓ,τ p
ℓ
n + bw

ℓ,τ ,

where (Rw
ℓ,τ ,b

w
ℓ,τ ) denotes the pose of the corresponding link or object. Because pℓ

n is fixed, point
n retains the same physical identity over the complete trajectory. For these sampled points, we
apply forward kinematics of the robot via saved robot states, and obtain their 3D positions per time
step. For simulated datasets, we replay the recorded simulator state and directly query the per-frame
poses of robot links, objects, and cameras. The sampled CAD points can therefore be transformed
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using the simulator’s underlying geometry without requiring visual pose estimation. For real-robot
datasets, we load the corresponding robot model and visual meshes, and manipulate the robot CAD
via saved robot states and forward kinematics.

Camera-frame trajectories and projection. Using the extracted 3D points, we first construct point
trajectories in a common world frame and subsequently transform them into each camera coordinate
system. For camera v, the position pv

τ,n of point n at timestep τ is given by

pv
τ,n = Rv←w

τ pw
τ,n + bv←w

τ ,

where (Rv←w
τ ,bv←w

τ ) denotes the world-to-camera extrinsics of camera v at timestep τ . Because
the same point identities are preserved under these transformations, this representation provides
explicit point correspondences (Yue et al., 2025; Chen et al., 2026; Lee et al., 2026c) across both
time and viewpoints.

Data Filtering for Robot Data. Although the real-robot datasets provide camera calibration, even
relatively small errors, such as errors in camera extrinsics or in the robot-base calibration can create
substantial image-space misalignment between the projected CAD model and the observed robot.
We therefore explicitly validate the geometric alignment of each real episode before retaining it.

We evaluate calibration quality using agreement between the projected CAD geometry and an in-
dependently obtained image-space robot mask. We first use the recorded joint configuration and
camera calibration to solve the robot kinematics and render the corresponding CAD model into
every frame, producing a binary projected CAD mask MCAD

t .

Rather than evaluating all frames equally, we select the frame τ⋆ in which the projected robot occu-
pies the largest image area, defined as

τ⋆ = argmax
τ

∣∣MCAD
τ

∣∣ .
This frame provides the strongest calibration signal because a larger visible robot region reduces
sensitivity to small masks, truncation, and weak overlap statistics.

For the selected frame τ⋆, we obtain an image-derived robot mask MSAM
τ⋆ using SAM2 (Ravi et al.,

2025) and compare it against the rendered CAD mask. We use CAD-mask recall, defined as

RecallCAD =

∣∣MCAD
τ⋆ ∩MSAM

τ⋆

∣∣∣∣MCAD
τ⋆

∣∣ ,

which measures the fraction of geometry predicted by the calibrated robot model that is supported
by the observed image mask. We retain episodes with a recall of at least 0.9 and discard those below
this threshold. Low recall indicates substantial disagreement between the kinematically projected
CAD model and the image evidence, suggesting that the resulting 3D supervision may be unreliable.

We find recall preferable to symmetric mask-overlap metrics, as the SAM2 mask may include re-
gions that do not belong to the robot or may merge the robot with nearby objects. Our primary
requirement is instead that the geometry used to construct the 3D supervision projects consistently
onto the robot observed in the image.

Output representation. The resulting sample contains synchronized multi-view RGB observations
together with persistent 3D surface-point trajectories for the robot arm, gripper or hand, and manip-
ulated objects. We additionally retain the recorded joint states and all camera metadata required to
reproduce the trajectories and their image-space projections, including intrinsics, distortion param-
eters, and per-frame extrinsics. Consequently, each point index refers to the same physical surface
location across both time and camera viewpoints.
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C TRAINING DATA GENERATION

We use separate pipelines for tabletop manipulation and urban capture, with a shared annotation
format. This section describes training-data generation; benchmark construction is detailed in Sec-
tion D.

C.1 CAPTURE SETTINGS AND ENVIRONMENTS

Table 9 summarizes the capture settings; corpus composition is reported in Table 1. Tabletop training
uses city environment C1 as static scenery, whereas urban training captures live agents in C2. The
benchmark additionally uses unseen kitchen environments H for manipulation and moving agents
in C1 for urban evaluation. The latter environment is therefore familiar as scenery, but its traffic and
crowd dynamics are absent from training.

Table 9: Training-data capture settings. Both domains use 1280×1280 images and distortion-free
pinhole cameras.

Setting Tabletop Urban

Motion source Recorded manipulation Live traffic and crowds
Views / frame rate 3 / 20 fps 4 / 15 fps
Clip length 81–181 frames 81, 100, 121, 144, or 181 frames
Intrinsics Authored Sampled per camera and clip
Camera motion Static or planned hard-clip paths Static, arc, translation, random polyline,

or pan–tilt
Visibility Rendered depth, 3 cm tolerance Surface-point ray casting
Reference camera cam00 cam01

C.2 TABLETOP GENERATION

Motion and scene composition. We replay physics-simulated pick-and-place episodes of a Fourier
GR-1 T2 robot using recorded joint configurations and object transforms. Each clip contains 1–4
targets or receptacles, augmented with 5–8 non-contact and 0–2 contact distractors drawn from 306
props with annotated resting poses. All distractors avoid the manipulated objects’ swept volumes.
Contact distractors additionally overlap the robot’s swept volume, with at least 25% of a 3×3×3
grid inside their bounding box lying within that volume. Non-contact props alternate between the
robot’s left and right.

Physics validation. Distractors are simulated at 60 Hz, with three substeps per video frame. They
first settle for up to 60 frames, requiring translation below 0.1 cm and rotation below 0.5◦ for five
consecutive frames. Placements with falling props are rejected. During replay, contact distractors
must reach 1 cm contact depth for at least two frames and move by at least 1 cm. We allow up to five
placement attempts, then bake the accepted per-frame transforms for rendering.

Camera and background placement. Camera poses are perturbed in robot-local coordinates: dis-
tance is scaled by [0.94, 1.06], azimuth by ±4◦, and elevation by ±3◦. Cameras are re-aimed at the
work surface while remaining at least 5 cm above it and 3 cm clear of the robot. The complete scene
and camera rig are then relocated into C1, accepting only placements where the entire camera path
remains clear of scene geometry.

C.3 URBAN CAPTURE

The camera rig is placed at one of 13 surveyed locations inC2. After the traffic and crowd simulation
settles, we select a visible pedestrian or vehicle satisfying the motion criteria, with a separate quota
of stationary targets. Targets use 12 vehicle models and six pedestrian body meshes; procedural
combinations of clothing, hair, and footwear provide additional appearance variation.

Each camera independently samples a horizontal field of view between 25◦ and 90◦ and a trajectory
type from Table 9. Cameras aim at the target except during scheduled departures. Images and
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Table 10: Hard-clip criteria for the training pipelines. An invisible interval comprises frames
labeled occluded or out of frustum. Benchmark definitions and measured statistics are reported
separately in Section D.

Criterion Tabletop Urban

Invisible interval ≥ 30 consecutive frames per
camera

≥ 30 per camera, followed by
re-acquisition

Collective coverage At least one visible camera per
frame

At least one visible camera per frame

Motion in interval Target displacement ≥ 5 cm Target moving in ≥ 40% of interval
frames

Additional condition ≥ 20 occluded frames summed
over cameras

Two-phase departure schedule

annotations are exported from the same simulation timestep across all views. The scheduler balances
the five clip-length buckets, with hard clips restricted to 181 frames.

C.4 GEOMETRIC AND LANGUAGE ANNOTATIONS

Persistent surface points. We sample 256 points per annotated object. Tabletop samples are cached
per mesh and propagated using recorded transforms; urban samples are initialized per acquired tar-
get. On deforming meshes, component and triangle identities with barycentric coordinates recover
the same surface points from the deformed vertices at each timestep. Tabletop clips additionally
contain 512 robot points, split equally between the arms. Allocation is proportional to link surface
area with a minimum of four points per link, reserving half of each arm’s budget for the hand.

Visibility. Tabletop visibility uses rendered depth with a 3 cm tolerance. Urban visibility tracks
up to 32 in-frustum surface points per camera and frame, excluding the target itself from collision
tests and allowing a 15 cm margin. The target is visible if at least three points are unoccluded, out
of frustum if none is in frame, and occluded otherwise. Invalid surface reconstructions count as
occluded. Urban clips retain separate bounding-box and traced visibility arrays: the former supports
the visibility acceptance check, while the latter controls departures, re-acquisition, and hard labels.

Annotation format. Camera files store intrinsics and per-frame 4×4 world-to-camera matrices.
Point arrays use reference-camera coordinates in metres under the OpenCV axis convention. Object
trajectories have shape (T, 256Nobj, 3) for a T -frame clip with Nobj annotated objects, includ-
ing contact distractors, and tabletop robot trajectories have shape (T, 512, 3). Metadata records
object index ranges, roles, point validity, per-view visibility, and hard-label measurements. Each
clip contains per-camera RGB videos, depth.zip, cameras.json, points target.npz,
visibility.json, meta.json, and caption.txt.

Captions. Motivated by SpatialBoost (Jeon et al., 2026), we generate captions per clip through a
vision-language model and filter them. Captions must agree with recorded motion, omit numerical
claims and camera descriptions, and satisfy the single-sentence format. Failures are regenerated
with the validation feedback for up to two rounds; unresolved failures are excluded.

C.5 VISIBILITY-CONTROLLED CLIPS

Hard clips introduce incomplete individual-camera observations while retaining target coverage
across the camera set. Table 10 states the training-label criteria; labels are verified from measured
visibility rather than assigned from the camera schedule alone.

Tabletop construction. One camera starts 8–12 cm above the work surface. Non-contact occluders
are placed along camera–target segments at relative positions 0.40–0.85; when placement fails,
cameras may rotate away by up to 75◦. Paths are limited to 2.5 cm translation and 2◦ rotation per
frame, with 30 cm inter-camera separation, 20◦ yaw separation, and 15 cm forward lens clearance.
Invisible-window starts are searched within ±60 frames at two-frame intervals. Collision tracks to
32 target points verify the schedule during physics replay. Failed attempts revert to ordinary camera
jitter and receive a normal label.
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Urban construction. All four cameras depart and re-acquire the target in two phases. A new
phase starts only while a camera from the preceding phase remains traced-visible; capture aborts if
collective visibility is lost. Hard clips use the 181-frame bucket, with a scheduler target of 10–20%
of the urban training corpus. Failed hard attempts are discarded and replaced.

C.6 VALIDATION AND RENDERING

Clips are checked against the criteria in Table 11. Failed samples are replaced, and samples with
unavailable validation inputs are held rather than accepted. The training profile records departure–
re-acquisition as a label; the stricter benchmark profile additionally enforces it as an acceptance
condition.

Table 11: Configured acceptance checks. Departure–re-acquisition is recorded but not required by
the training profile.

Check Threshold

Target visibility Minimum visible ratio ≥ 0.1 over all cameras
Survival and motion Target present throughout; travel ≥ 1.0m per 81 frames, with a 0.5m floor
Track completeness No track breaks; completeness ≥ 0.99
Depth validity Sky, near, and constant-value pixel ratios each ≤ 0.25
Camera clearance At most two cameras with blocked paths; view-block ratio ≤ 0.6
Caption Present, at least 20 characters, and passes format checks
Departure cycle At least one cycle per scheduled camera, with ≥ 8 frames out and ≥ 8 frames

visible
Camera smoothness Jolt ≤ 40 cm; step ≤ 160 cm; rotation ≤ 0.08 of horizontal field of view per

frame; vertical vibration ≤ 4 cm peak-to-peak at 1.3–3.0Hz
Motion persistence Target speed ≥ 40 cm/s in at least 40% of frames

For urban surface tracks, reprojection checks require at least 99% of points to agree within one pixel,
with no track breaks. Tabletop rendering uses two spatial samples per pixel and 32 warm-up frames;
urban capture uses a warm-up and settling schedule. RGB is encoded as H.264, and optical-axis
depth is stored as 16-bit PNG in centimetres, valid from 1 cm to 200m. Per-camera valid-depth
ratios are recorded. Images and annotations use the same evaluated scene state.

Tabletop randomization uses per-clip seeds, and validated transforms are replayed during rendering.
Urban seeds are recorded, but the live traffic and crowd simulation does not guarantee bit-exact
regeneration.
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D VP-WORLDBENCH: CONSTRUCTION AND STATISTICS

This appendix documents the simulation component of VP-WorldBench, which pairs synchronized
multi-view videos with metric surface-point trajectories, camera geometry, and per-view visibility.
Its capture pipelines are distinct from the training-data pipelines in Section C. Real-world benchmark
details are reserved for Section D.7.

D.1 COMPOSITION AND CAPTURE SETTINGS

The simulation benchmark contains 500 tabletop and 500 urban clips, with 661,071 images and
716,544 persistent point trajectories (Table 12). Images and annotations correspond to the same
simulation timesteps, and point identities remain defined during occlusion. Reported statistics are
measured from the released files.

Table 12: Simulation benchmark composition and capture settings. Timesteps are counted once
per synchronized camera set; images count all views. Trajectory counts sum persistent point identi-
ties over clips. All images are 1280×1280, with distortion-free pinhole cameras.

Property Tabletop Urban

Clips (hard) 500 (27) 500 (95)
Views / frame rate 3 / 20 fps 4 / 15 fps
Clip length 81–680 frames 81–181 frames
Synchronized timesteps 129,441 68,187
RGB images 388,323 272,748
3D point trajectories 588,544 128,000
Horizontal field of view 93.0◦, 100.5◦, 67.0◦ 25.0◦–89.9◦

Camera translation None within clips Median 10.7 cm/frame
Reference camera cam00 cam01
Median target path length 0.867 m 19.0 m

Tabletop clips cover city environment C1 (436 clips) and two kitchens, k1 (28) and k2 (36). They
contain 1,299 tracked objects: 693 manipulation targets and 606 receptacles. Of the 500 clips, 392
retain their source-episode length and 108 are windowed to 81–181 frames. Urban clips contain
332 pedestrians and 168 vehicles spanning 55 target models, with at most 11 clips per model. Their
lengths are 81, 100, 121, 144, and 181 frames, containing 79, 79, 83, 82, and 177 clips, respectively.
All 95 hard urban clips belong to the 181-frame group. The relationship of these environments to
training is described in Section C.1.

D.2 TABLETOP CAPTURE

Scene composition. Each clip replays a physics-simulated Fourier GR-1 T2 pick-and-place episode
in Unreal Engine. Source sequences contain 54 robot joint tracks, 1–4 replay objects, a work surface,
three cameras, and swept-volume geometry for the robot and objects. Seeded randomization varies
camera poses, surface materials, and clutter. Distractors avoid the moving objects’ swept volumes,
with a quota of 0–2 props intersecting the robot’s swept volume. Props settle and interact with the
robot under physics, after which their transforms are recorded for rendering. Released clips contain
1–12 distractors (median 8); contacts and subsequent motion are retained.

Cameras and rendering. The three cameras retain their authored intrinsics and receive robot-local
pose perturbations: distance scaled by [0.94, 1.06], azimuth by±4◦, and elevation by±3◦. They are
aimed at the manipulation region. Camera positions remain fixed within each benchmark clip; hard
clips additionally use the rotations described in Section D.5. Per-frame world transforms are read
back for all objects, 36 robot links, and cameras, including their parent transforms. RGB and depth
are rendered at these timestamps with two spatial samples per frame. All clips use a fixed AgX tone
curve and recorded lighting settings; lighting is not randomized in this benchmark.
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D.3 URBAN CAPTURE

Agents and synchronization. Urban clips are captured in an open-source driving simulator built on
Unreal Engine, using six transformed city tiles with 60 additional building models and fixed noon
weather. Vehicles follow the traffic manager and pedestrians follow navigation destinations, amid
approximately 30 background vehicles and 40 pedestrians. A target is acquired once its instance
occupies at least 300 pixels in a camera; capture starts after 15 frames of motion. The simulator
advances at 1/15 s intervals and waits for every sensor before the next tick. Each view contains
pixel-aligned RGB, depth, and instance-segmentation sensors, with motion blur and depth of field
disabled.

Camera configuration. Each camera independently samples its horizontal field of view from 25◦

to 90◦. Initial positions are selected from 32 ray-tested azimuths around the target, with distance
chosen to control its image coverage. Cameras follow static, arc, translation, random-polyline, or
pan–tilt paths and aim at the target except during scheduled departures. Path control limits trans-
lation to 150 cm per frame, changes in the translation step to 20 cm, and rotation to 0.06 times the
horizontal field of view per frame. A two-stage height filter with a 0.5 s time constant stabilizes
camera aiming without modifying the target’s recorded trajectory.

D.4 GROUND-TRUTH ANNOTATIONS

Persistent points. We sample 256 area-weighted surface points per object once per mesh and pre-
serve their identities across frames and clips. Tabletop points follow recorded rigid transforms. The
robot has 512 additional points, divided equally between its arms and allocated across 18 links per
side, with at least four points per link and half of each arm’s budget reserved for the hand and fin-
gers. For urban targets, points store triangle indices, barycentric coordinates, and skinning weights.
Per-frame bone transforms recover their positions through linear blend skinning, with rigid compo-
nents propagated from their attachment transforms. These annotations follow skeletal deformation,
not simulated cloth or hair.

Coordinates and depth. Stored trajectories use the reference camera’s frame at each timestep, in
metres under the OpenCV convention (+X right, +Y down, +Z forward). Per-frame 4×4 world-to-
camera matrices and intrinsics are stored for every view, allowing conversion to world coordinates.
Motion-based acceptance checks use world-space target motion. Depth is stored as 16-bit PNG in
centimetres, with far limits of 200 m for kitchens, 650 m for tabletop city scenes, and 655 m for
urban scenes.

Visibility labels. For tabletop points projected inside the image, visibility requires camera-space
depth z ≤ d+ ϵ, where d is rendered depth and ϵ = 3 cm. An object is visible when more than 10%
of its in-frustum points pass this test; labels also distinguish occlusion, departure from the frustum,
and absence. Urban clips contain two target-visibility arrays. visibility uses bounding-box
projection and requires at least 300 target-instance pixels for visibility. visibility strict
instead uses projected surface points with the same instance-pixel criterion. The bounding-box array
supports the visibility acceptance check, while the strict array determines departures, re-acquisition,
and hard labels.

Language annotations. Each clip receives an English caption from a vision-language model. Table-
top captioning uses the recorded object identities, motion, active hand, and scene context; its style
checks are advisory. Urban captions are generated from representative video frames after selection,
and failing captions are regenerated. All 500 urban captions pass the final style checks.

D.5 VISIBILITY-CONTROLLED SUBSETS

Hard subsets introduce sustained visibility losses in individual views while preserving target vis-
ibility across the camera set. Table 13 summarizes their domain-specific criteria and measured
composition.

Tabletop construction. One camera is placed 8–12 cm above the work surface and 55–70 cm from
the target region to induce occlusion by arms and clutter. The other two rotate away in staggered
windows, overlapping only while the low camera is predicted to retain visibility. Rotation is limited
to 0.08 times the camera’s half field of view per frame. Planned visibility is estimated from 32 target
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Table 13: Hard-subset criteria and composition. An invisible interval includes occluded and out-
of-frustum frames. Urban collective coverage is evaluated on the strict array.

Property Tabletop Urban

Hard clips 27 95
Cameras with ≥ 30 consecutive
invisible frames

All 3 2 or 3†

Target motion in interval Displacement ≥ 5 cm Moving fraction ≥ 0.4
Additional occlusion requirement ≥ 20 frames summed over views None
Frames with no visible camera 0 0 (strict)

†All four urban cameras complete departure and re-acquisition cycles. Of the 95 hard urban clips, 31 have two
and 64 have three cameras meeting the 30-frame threshold.

surface points; the camera paths are then recorded and the hard label recomputed from rendered
depth. Failed hard attempts are retried once before reverting to normal clips. Of 100 attempts, 27
satisfy the hard criteria.

Urban construction. All four cameras depart and re-acquire the target in two phases. The second
phase begins only while a camera from the preceding phase is strict-visible, and capture aborts if
collective visibility is lost. These clips use 181 frames. Normal clips may also include departures:
each camera is scheduled with probability 0.3, with at most two departures per clip and none in the
81-frame group.

Measured coverage. Table 14 reports target visibility across cameras. No hard tabletop frame is
invisible to all views. The urban bounding-box array contains one such hard frame, whereas the strict
array used for labeling contains none. These measurements characterize the temporal availability of
direct target observations across the camera set.

Table 14: Percentage of frames by the number of cameras seeing the target. Urban columns use
bounding-box visibility; strict-array collective coverage is reported separately.

Tabletop (V = 3) Urban (V = 4)

Visible cameras Normal Hard Normal Hard

4 N/A N/A 71.81 36.48
3 89.67 28.60 21.63 24.41
2 9.65 48.49 5.78 29.34
1 0.67 22.91 0.67 9.77
0 0.012 0.000 0.12 0.01†

Timesteps 121,406 8,035 50,992 17,195

†One urban hard frame has no visible camera under bounding-box visibility; zero of 17,195 hard frames do so
under strict visibility.

D.6 VALIDATION AND LIMITATIONS

Acceptance checks. Tabletop clips are validated after rendering for point–depth agreement, camera-
pose consistency, depth validity, target visibility, object-trajectory clearance, hard-label agreement,
camera and pose-array completeness, sweep-geometry alignment, and caption availability. Target,
arm, and hand point–depth checks require median error no greater than 3 cm. Urban clips follow the
thresholds in Table 15. Failed clips are replaced and their rejection reasons retained; checks with
missing inputs do not pass.

Annotation quality and selection. Urban surface reconstruction is checked against rendered depth
and instance silhouettes, with 90th-percentile reprojection errors of 0.00 px for pedestrians and
1.00 px for vehicles. Transparent and unsupported surface sections are excluded from this vali-
dation. All urban clips have complete tracks without breaks. Of 793 judged urban clips, 526 pass
the strict profile and 500 are selected. The hard subset contains 78 pedestrian and 17 vehicle clips,
reflecting a lower acceptance rate for fast-moving vehicles.
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Table 15: Urban benchmark acceptance thresholds. The caption check is applied after selection.

Check Threshold

Target visibility Minimum visible ratio ≥ 0.1 over cameras without scheduled departures
Survival and motion Target present throughout; travel ≥ 1.0m per 81 frames, with a 0.5 m floor
Track completeness Non-empty points, no track breaks, completeness ≥ 0.99
Depth validity Sky, near, and constant-value pixel ratios individually ≤ 0.25
Camera clearance At most two cameras with blocked paths; view-block ratio ≤ 0.6
Caption Present, at least 20 characters, and passes style checks
Departure cycle At least one cycle per scheduled camera, with ≥ 8 frames out and ≥ 8

frames visible
Camera smoothness Jolt ≤ 40 cm; step ≤ 160 cm; rotation ≤ 0.08 times horizontal field of

view per frame; vertical vibration ≤ 4 cm peak-to-peak at 1.3–3.0 Hz
Motion persistence Speed ≥ 40 cm/s in at least 40% of frames

Limitations and reproducibility. Simulation depth does not reproduce real sensor noise and has
invalid sky and out-of-range regions. Camera counts, frame rates, and clip lengths differ by domain.
The hard urban subset over-represents pedestrians, and skeletal point annotations omit independent
cloth and hair motion. Rendering profiles are fixed rather than calibrated to real camera responses.
Seeds are recorded, but physics settling and live traffic prevent bit-exact regeneration from seeds
alone; recorded per-frame poses provide the reference for replay.

D.7 REAL-WORLD BENCHMARK DETAILS

Real-world human benchmark. Our real-world benchmark split comprises 100 newly recorded
10-second sequences featuring three participants in total. Each sequence includes synchronized
multi-view RGB videos, a sequence of reconstructed 3D surfaces, and camera parameters. To cap-
ture realistic everyday activities, we constructed a 23.1m2 home-like space furnished with a sink,
cabinets, drawers, a refrigerator, a sofa, tables, and household objects. Participants move through
the space, lift and carry objects, open drawers, and set objects down, producing changes in both
human pose and scene configuration.

Capture system. We capture RGB videos using 48 FLIR industrial cameras at 30 fps and a reso-
lution of 2048 × 1536 pixels. The camera array combines wide-angle lenses for broad spatial cov-
erage with standard-field-of-view lenses for capturing detail. We synchronize image capture across
all cameras using an external hardware trigger. Before recording, we calibrate camera intrinsics
using Zhang’s method (Zhang, 2000) and estimate extrinsics using 16 calibration boards distributed
throughout the room. Specifically, perspective-n-point estimates initialize the relative camera-board
poses, which are linked through a pose graph in a common metric coordinate system. We further re-
fine the calibration through feature matching and bundle adjustment using COLMAP (Schönberger
& Frahm, 2016). The calibrated camera parameters are used for image undistortion, 3D reconstruc-
tion, and as model inputs.

Reconstruction and filtering. We undistort the images using the calibrated camera parameters
and reconstruct each timestamp independently with AmbiSuR (Li et al., 2026a), using depth priors
from Depth Anything 3 (Lin et al., 2025). For all sequences, we optimize the Gaussians for 2,000
iterations per timestamp before exporting the surfaces. To reduce holes in the reconstructed surfaces,
we extract surface points by back-projecting rendered depth maps rather than directly exporting
Gaussian as surface points.

To reduce floating artifacts, we further filter the reconstructed 3D points. For each point, we count
the views in which the rendered depth at its projected image location agrees with its camera-axis
depth within 5mm. We retain only points supported by at least two views and having at least five
neighbors within a 10mm radius. Finally, to make downstream tasks computationally tractable, we
downsample the filtered points using a 1mm voxel grid, retaining the point with the greatest view
support in each occupied voxel.
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D.8 RELATION TO EXISTING RESOURCES

Related resources emphasize complementary annotations and tasks. BEDLAM 2.0 (Tesch et al.,
2026) provides human-body geometry, while ReCamMaster’s Multi-Cam Video dataset (Bai et al.,
2025) supports multi-view re-rendering with camera trajectories. TAPVid-MV (Koppula et al.,
2026) evaluates multi-view point tracking, and PointMotionBench (Zhang et al., 2026b) evaluates
language-conditioned point-motion forecasting. Our simulation benchmark pairs future multi-view
appearance with metric surface-point trajectories, camera geometry, depth, visibility, and language
on the same clips.
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E ADDITIONAL EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

E.1 DETAILED EXPERIMENTS ON VP-WORLDBENCH

In this section, we discuss the detailed results, varying the evaluation setup under VP-WorldBench.
Specifically, in addition to the all-view Image-to-Video (I2V) setup in Table 2, we evaluate VP-
WorldBench under the following setups:

• All-view I2V (Table 16): We report performance using all views for each split.
• 2-view I2V (Table 17): We use two input views instead of all.
• All-view V2V (Table 18): We condition on input videos instead of images.
• Trajectory head (Table 19): We directly measure the performance of VPM trajectory head.

Table 16: Results on VP-WorldBench (I2V with all-view). V and T denote video and point-
trajectory supervision. Best results are in bold. The upper bound is obtained by applying the same
evaluation pipeline to the ground-truth videos.

Simulation Real-world

Robot (500) General (500) Robot (100) General (100)

Method MV FVD ↓ PSNR ↑ MEt3R ↓ δ3D
avg ↑ FVD ↓ PSNR ↑ MEt3R ↓ δ3D

avg ↑ FVD ↓ PSNR ↑ MEt3R ↓ δ3D
avg ↑ FVD ↓ PSNR ↑ MEt3R ↓ δ3D

avg ↑
HV-1.5 ✗ 98.34 20.21 0.023 41.62 115.63 11.45 0.061 23.10 426.76 16.04 0.102 36.17 105.83 20.00 0.014 21.35
Wan2.2-5B ✗ 315.13 15.84 0.108 29.51 205.73 10.43 0.076 18.00 550.55 14.58 0.159 29.65 115.52 16.97 0.030 16.82
X-WAM ✓ 203.83 19.97 0.038 38.80 - - - - 492.31 17.63 0.091 50.86 - - - -
Cosmos3-N ✗ 104.74 20.05 0.040 39.03 167.02 10.99 0.062 22.12 326.11 16.37 0.099 41.50 66.24 20.89 0.015 20.47

VPM (V) ✓ 78.52 21.41 0.022 43.62 101.37 16.95 0.057 28.71 296.83 18.42 0.074 50.83 62.85 20.96 0.010 26.54
VPM (V+T) ✓ 67.35 22.08 0.016 50.05 81.92 19.16 0.050 36.80 255.19 20.57 0.064 64.75 56.48 22.10 0.007 33.92
+ camera cond. ✓ 65.34 22.75 0.014 55.05 79.33 19.39 0.046 40.04 244.84 21.03 0.062 66.75 49.77 22.45 0.005 38.46

Upper bound – – – 0.004 73.27 – – 0.029 61.87 – – 0.010 80.40 – – 0.003 57.98

In Table 16, we provide a full table for Table 2, reporting the performance with the camera condition
in which the target camera trajectory is given for the forecasting, and the upper bound. We evaluate
I2V performance with all-view from each split and follow the same evaluation protocols as Table 2.

Table 17: Results on VP-WorldBench (I2V with 2-view). V and T denote video and point-
trajectory supervision. Best results are in bold. The upper bound is obtained by applying the same
evaluation pipeline to the ground-truth videos.

Simulation Real-world

Robot (500) General (500) Robot (100) General (100)

Method MV FVD ↓ PSNR ↑ MEt3R ↓ δ3D
avg ↑ FVD ↓ PSNR ↑ MEt3R ↓ δ3D

avg ↑ FVD ↓ PSNR ↑ MEt3R ↓ δ3D
avg ↑ FVD ↓ PSNR ↑ MEt3R ↓ δ3D

avg ↑
HV-1.5 ✗ 85.91 20.72 0.021 39.22 141.01 11.66 0.062 20.46 426.76 16.04 0.102 36.17 117.21 20.17 0.016 19.54
Wan2.2-5B ✗ 294.52 16.42 0.089 27.62 180.34 9.96 0.070 17.33 550.55 14.58 0.159 29.65 151.03 16.76 0.033 16.20
X-WAM ✓ 154.26 20.03 0.033 36.73 - - - - 492.31 17.63 0.091 50.86 - - - -
Cosmos3-N ✗ 86.05 20.17 0.037 34.66 202.55 10.06 0.058 19.99 326.11 16.37 0.099 41.50 88.21 20.08 0.018 19.48

VPM (V) ✓ 85.51 20.95 0.022 40.08 102.95 17.36 0.056 27.42 296.83 18.42 0.074 50.83 71.65 21.12 0.014 23.70
VPM (V+T) ✓ 63.46 21.75 0.015 45.51 84.13 19.68 0.044 33.18 255.19 20.57 0.064 64.75 57.49 21.58 0.008 31.62
+ camera cond. ✓ 60.14 22.22 0.014 52.42 79.07 19.91 0.043 37.42 244.84 21.03 0.062 66.75 48.76 22.29 0.007 39.38

Upper bound – – – 0.003 65.98 – – 0.026 55.40 – – 0.010 80.40 – – 0.003 53.03

In Table 17, we provide a table with 2-view I2V setup on VP-WorldBench.

Table 18: Results on VP-WorldBench (V2V with all-view). V and T denote video and point-
trajectory supervision. Best results are in bold. The upper bound is obtained by applying the same
evaluation pipeline to the ground-truth videos.

Simulation Real-world

Robot (500) General (500) Robot (100) General (100)

Method MV FVD ↓ PSNR ↑ MEt3R ↓ δ3D
avg ↑ FVD ↓ PSNR ↑ MEt3R ↓ δ3D

avg ↑ FVD ↓ PSNR ↑ MEt3R ↓ δ3D
avg ↑ FVD ↓ PSNR ↑ MEt3R ↓ δ3D

avg ↑
Cosmos3-N ✗ 111.92 20.06 0.044 40.91 140.65 11.05 0.067 23.27 296.25 16.34 0.099 43.53 77.55 21.03 0.018 21.72
+ camera cond. ✗ 110.23 19.98 0.040 43.27 145.96 10.46 0.067 19.08 288.63 17.49 0.095 44.92 72.59 21.17 0.014 22.80

VPM (V) ✓ 73.31 21.44 0.028 43.75 125.83 17.53 0.060 28.92 243.62 18.32 0.073 53.12 66.96 21.21 0.012 28.09
VPM (V+T) ✓ 63.77 22.18 0.021 50.17 81.49 19.36 0.055 38.31 239.61 20.56 0.064 68.73 48.25 22.11 0.010 34.94
+ camera cond. ✓ 59.56 22.56 0.018 52.57 75.58 19.81 0.053 42.81 198.44 21.16 0.060 73.60 47.69 22.29 0.007 40.25

Upper bound – – – 0.004 73.27 – – 0.029 61.87 – – 0.010 80.40 – – 0.003 57.98

In Table 18, we provide a table with all-view Video-to-Video (V2V) setup on VP-WorldBench.
Compared to other baselines, Cosmos3-Nano (Agarwal et al., 2026) is the only model that supports
V2V generation. With camera condition, VPM surpasses the baseline, i.e., Cosmos3-Nano on every
split.
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Table 19: Results on VP-WorldBench with VPM trajectory head. V and T denote video and
point-trajectory supervision. Best results are in bold.

Simulation Real-world

Robot (500) General (500) Robot (100) General (100)

Method Tracker δ3D
avg ↑ δ3D

avg ↑ δ3D
avg ↑ δ3D

avg ↑
VPM (V) MVTracker 43.62 28.71 50.83 26.54
VPM (V+T) MVTracker 50.05 36.80 64.75 33.92
+ camera cond. MVTracker 55.05 40.04 66.75 38.46

VPM (V) Ours 45.06 29.92 51.78 28.39
VPM (V+T) Ours 52.15 38.46 67.22 36.16
+ camera cond. Ours 56.81 42.82 69.17 39.41

VPM has a trajectory head that predicts the positions of future 3D points. Unlike Table 2, where
point tracks are extracted from MVTracker (Rajič et al., 2025), here we report the quality of point
tracks directly predicted by our trajectory head. As shown in Table 19, direct prediction consistently
improves 3D tracking accuracy, e.g., δ3D

avg of VPM (V+T) increases from 64.75 to 67.22 on Real-
world Robot.

For all variations, VPM (V+T) achieves state-of-the-art performance on I2V and V2V, indicating
that the supervision of point trajectories consistently enhances the multi-view video fidelity.

E.2 DETAILED EXPERIMENTS ON 4D GENERATION

Table 20: Results of 4D generation on ReCamMas-
ter and CMU Panoptic.

ReCamMaster (100) CMU Panoptic (100)

Method MV FVD ↓ PSNR ↑ FVD ↓ PSNR ↑ MEt3R ↓ δ3D
avg ↑

HV-1.5 ✗ 183.48 14.03 352.15 21.60 0.041 31.67
Wan2.2-5B ✗ 457.16 12.10 258.06 18.65 0.061 27.88
Cosmos3-N ✗ 125.70 13.99 162.36 20.72 0.060 30.12

VPM (V) ✓ 103.12 15.09 150.63 20.85 0.037 34.72
VPM (V+T) ✓ 79.63 17.06 128.64 23.24 0.029 42.03
+ camera cond. ✓ 78.03 17.60 120.23 23.49 0.026 44.61

Upper bound – – – – – 0.009 64.12

Table 21: Results of 4D generation on
RoboCasa Kitchen.

RGB Geometry

Method MV PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ MEt3R↓ δ3D
avg ↑

DreamZero ✗ 20.47 0.7612 0.1651 0.061 30.83
Robot4DGen ✓ 22.05 0.8035 0.1078 0.025 46.96
X-WAM ✓ 22.41 0.8729 0.0571 0.042 42.10

VPM (V) ✓ 22.61 0.8752 0.0558 0.033 46.94
VPM (V+T) ✓ 22.83 0.8801 0.0537 0.020 53.70
+ camera cond. ✓ 22.10 0.8835 0.0501 0.013 58.48

Upper bound – – – – 0.004 78.88

In Tables 20 and 21, we provide detailed results for Tables 3 and 4, including the upper bounds of
cross-view MEt3R and δ3D

avg on CMU Panoptic and RoboCasa Kitchen.
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Table 22: Per-frame geometry vs. 3D point trajectory supervision. All variants share the back-
bone, data, feature layer, and training schedule of VPM (V+T). Per-frame variants are supervised
with the same 3D point positions at every frame without correspondence across frames.

Simulation Real-world

Robot (500) General (500) Robot (100) General (100)

Supervision FVD↓ δ3D
avg ↑ FVD↓ δ3D

avg ↑ FVD↓ δ3D
avg ↑ FVD↓ δ3D

avg ↑
None 78.52 43.62 101.37 28.71 296.83 50.83 62.85 26.54

Per-frame geometry (no temporal identity)
Depth 77.07 45.21 100.02 29.88 285.13 53.73 62.08 26.98
Pointmap 75.48 44.90 99.35 29.69 281.67 54.50 61.37 29.46

3D point trajectory (temporal identity)
w/o Lcorr 69.88 48.54 85.73 31.54 271.01 59.94 59.33 30.75
Full 67.35 50.05 81.92 36.80 255.19 64.75 56.48 33.92

E.3 COMPARISON WITH PER-FRAME GEOMETRY SUPERVISION

Setup. To compare per-frame geometry supervision with ours, we replace the trajectory head of
VPM (V+T) with a per-frame geometry head. Both heads are supervised at the pixels where the
annotated 3D points project in each frame, using their depth or 3D position. The per-frame head
thus receives the same geometric supervision, but without linking points across frames: it predicts
geometry at given pixel locations, whereas our head must predict where each queried point moves.

Results. As shown in Table 22, per-frame geometry supervision improves over VPM (V) on every
split, recovering only 19% (depth) and 28% (pointmap) of the FVD improvement of VPM (V+T).
Pointmaps improve over depth maps in FVD on every split, while δ3D

avg is comparable, with depth
slightly higher in simulation. Even without Lcorr, 3D trajectories outperform both on every split
while supervising the same 3D positions at every frame. We therefore attribute this gain to temporal
identity, which additionally constrains the motion of each surface point across frames. The gap is
largest on the dynamic splits, e.g., a δ3D

avg of 54.50 vs. 59.94 on Real-world Robot and an FVD of
99.35 vs. 85.73 on Simulation General, where points move substantially and are often occluded.

Table 23: Results on 3D point forecasting. We evaluate the models on PointMotionBench (Zhang
et al., 2026b). Best results are in bold, second best are underlined.

Paradigm Model Inputs HOT3D WorldTrack DAVIS

Frames Text ADE↓ FDE↓ PWT↑ ADE↓ FDE↓ PWT↑ ADE↓ FDE↓ PWT↑
Non-

parametric
Static 1 ✗ 0.180 0.316 0.293 0.167 0.317 0.390 2.281 4.360 0.085
Extrapolate 3 ✗ 0.159 0.309 0.351 0.184 0.432 0.436 2.683 5.741 0.104

Pixel-space Wan2.2-5B 1 ✓ 0.200 0.308 0.253 0.852 1.046 0.090 3.074 5.192 0.051
Cosmos-Predict 5 ✓ 0.225 0.294 0.199 0.831 0.988 0.072 4.191 6.368 0.033

3D model
ObjectForesight 3 ✗ 0.129 0.192 0.353 – – – – – –
EgoScaler 1 ✓ 0.170 0.179 0.218 – – – – – –
Robot4DGen 3 ✗ 0.212 0.271 0.112 0.548 0.704 0.121 2.120 3.382 0.081

2D track Track2Act 1 ✗ 0.294 0.413 0.202 1.230 1.567 0.053 4.853 8.110 0.018

3D track

MolmoMotion-FM 1 ✓ 0.183 0.311 0.286 0.165 0.305 0.401 1.380 2.205 0.165
MolmoMotion-FM 3 ✓ 0.135 0.255 0.382 0.158 0.295 0.438 1.480 2.520 0.130
MolmoMotion-AR 1 ✓ 0.157 0.290 0.303 0.148 0.269 0.424 1.146 1.843 0.199
MolmoMotion-AR 3 ✓ 0.109 0.217 0.444 0.143 0.261 0.445 1.227 2.108 0.153
VPM (ours) 3 ✓ 0.098 0.209 0.396 0.129 0.248 0.470 1.124 1.804 0.171

E.4 PERFORMANCE OF 3D POINT TRAJECTORY HEAD

To evaluate our 3D point trajectory head, we test various methods on PointMotionBench (Zhang
et al., 2026b), a 3D point forecasting benchmark. As shown in Table 23, VPM achieves the lowest
ADE on HOT3D (Banerjee et al., 2024) and the best results on all three metrics on WorldTrack (Feng
et al., 2025). Compared with MolmoMotion-AR under the same three-frame input, VPM lowers
both ADE and FDE on every dataset and improves PWT on WorldTrack and DAVIS (Pont-Tuset
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et al., 2017). These results highlight that our trajectory head produces consistent 3D tracks across
diverse domains, from egocentric manipulation to general scenes.

Table 24: Results on single-view I2V world modeling.

PAIBench-G (↑) RBench (↑)
Model Overall Domain Quality Score (%)
Wan2.2-A14B 81.3 85.3 77.3 50.7
HunyuanVideo-1.5 81.7 85.9 77.6 46.0
Cosmos-Predict2.5-2B 81.2 84.6 77.9 46.4
Cosmos-Predict2.5-14B 81.1 84.0 78.1 -
Wan2.1-14B 80.2 83.6 76.8 -
Wan2.2-5B 81.0 84.6 77.4 -
Veo-3.1 82.6 87.6 77.6 56.3
Seedance-1.5-Pro 80.8 84.7 76.9 58.4
Wan2.6 81.9 85.9 77.8 60.7
Cosmos3-Super 82.8 87.3 78.2 58.1
Cosmos3-Nano 82.7 87.2 78.1 58.4
VPM (ours) 83.0 87.9 78.2 60.1

E.5 PERFORMANCE ON SINGLE-VIEW WORLD MODELING

I2V world modeling. We evaluate image-to-video (I2V) generation on PAIBench-G (Zhou et al.,
2026a) and RBench (Deng et al., 2026), where each model predicts future frames from a single-view
image. As shown in Table 24, VPM achieves the best Overall and Domain scores on PAIBench-G
and ties for the best Quality score, outperforming both open-source models and proprietary models
such as Veo-3.1. On RBench, VPM ranks second, trailing only Wan2.6 by 0.6 points.

Table 25: Results on single-view V2V world modeling.

Model Mode Score (↑)
VideoPoet V2V 29.5
VideoGPT V2V 35.0
Magi-1 V2V 56.0
Cosmos3-Super V2V 59.7
Cosmos3-Nano V2V 50.2
VPM (ours) V2V 52.1

V2V world modeling. We further evaluate video-to-video (V2V) generation, where each model
continues a single-view input video. As shown in Table 25, VPM reaches a score of 52.1, outper-
forming VideoPoet (Kondratyuk et al., 2023), VideoGPT (Yan et al., 2021), and Cosmos3-Nano
while remaining behind Magi-1 (Teng et al., 2025) and Cosmos3-Super. These results demonstrate
that VPM remains competitive even in the single-view setting.

Table 26: Modality-wise ablation on ReCamMaster and CMU Panoptic. V, T, and A denote
video, point-trajectory, and action supervision. The upper bound applies the evaluation pipeline to
the ground-truth videos.

ReCamMaster (100) CMU Panoptic (100)

Method MV FVD ↓ PSNR ↑ FVD ↓ PSNR ↑ MEt3R ↓ δ3D
avg ↑

Cosmos3-Nano ✗ 125.70 13.99 162.36 20.72 0.060 30.12
VPM (V) ✓ 103.12 15.09 150.63 20.85 0.037 34.72
VPM (V+A) ✓ 101.35 15.63 149.06 21.14 0.035 36.51
VPM (V+T) ✓ 79.63 17.06 128.64 23.24 0.029 42.03
VPM (V+T+A) ✓ 76.12 17.48 118.05 24.08 0.029 44.33
+ camera cond. ✓ 73.44 18.01 113.40 24.25 0.027 45.70

Upper bound – – – – – 0.009 64.12
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Figure 8: Visualization of cross-view attention map.

E.6 ADDITIONAL RESULTS ON MODALITY-WISE ABLATION STUDY

We repeat the modality-wise ablation of Table 6 on the zero-shot 4D generation benchmarks of Sec-
tion 6.3, ReCamMaster and CMU Panoptic, which contain no robots and are not used for training.
As shown in Table 26, the trends on VP-WorldBench carry over to these out-of-domain scenes.
Adding point trajectories to video yields the largest gain, reducing FVD on ReCamMaster from
103.12 to 79.63 and raising δ3D

avg on CMU Panoptic from 34.72 to 42.03, whereas adding actions
yields only 101.35 and 36.51, respectively. Action supervision nonetheless improves or matches
every metric, both on its own and on top of point trajectories (e.g., +2.30 vs. +7.31 δ3D

avg from trajec-
tories), indicating that it complements point supervision even without robots in the scene. Adding
camera conditioning to VPM (V+T+A) further improves all metrics, achieving the best results on
both benchmarks.

E.7 ANALYSIS ON MULTI-VIEW VIDEO GENERATION

To examine how VPM maintains consistency across views, we visualize its cross-view attention in
Figure 8. We select a query grid in one generated view (red box) and overlay its attention map
on the other views. Since Cosmos3-Nano does not natively take multi-view input, we concatenate
the views into a single image. For Cosmos3-Nano, the attention scatters over the background and
unrelated parts of the robot, and the arm in its generated frame is visibly distorted. In contrast, the
attention of VPM lands on the same hand in each of the other views, matching the location of the
query grid. This highlights that VPM learns the cross-view correspondence (An et al., 2025; Hong
et al., 2024b;c; Hong & Kim, 2021; Hong et al., 2024a; Cho et al., 2021; 2022) and leverages it to
generate consistent multi-view videos.

Table 27: Clock-time analysis. Wall-clock time (sec) to generate one clip of 64 frames at 480p
per view on one GH200 GPU. Cosmos3-Nano generates the views independently, whereas VPM
generates them jointly. Parentheses show the time relative to Cosmos3-Nano with the same number
of views.

Method Output 1 view 2 views 4 views

Cosmos3-Nano Video 15.9 31.8 63.5
VPM (V) Video 16.3 (1.03×) 38.7 (1.22×) 101.4 (1.60×)
VPM (V+T) Video + 3D traj. 16.5 (1.04×) 39.1 (1.23×) 102.3 (1.61×)
VPM (V+T+A) Video + 3D traj. + action 16.6 (1.04×) 39.2 (1.23×) 102.5 (1.61×)

E.8 CLOCK-TIME ANALYSIS

Setup. We measure the wall-clock time to generate one clip under the I2V protocol of Table 2,
i.e., 64 future frames at 480p per view from a single conditioning frame, on one NVIDIA GH200
GPU with BF16 precision and batch size 1. VPM (V+T+A) additionally denoises 16 action chunks
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Figure 9: Data scalability. FVD (top) and δ3D
avg (bottom) of VPM (V) and VPM (V+T) trained on

10K, 100K, and 600K samples. The shaded area marks the gain from point supervision.

for action generation. All models use 35 denoising steps with classifier-free guidance, following
the default sampler of Cosmos3. The reported time includes VAE decoding. As in our evaluation,
Cosmos3-Nano generates the views one at a time, whereas ours generates all views jointly in a single
token sequence.

Results. For four views, decoding trajectories and actions adds only 0.9 s and 0.2 s, respectively,
and with a single view, camera conditioning makes VPM only 3% slower than Cosmos3-Nano. The
views can attend to one another, which contributes to the gains over Cosmos3-Nano.

E.9 DATA SCALABILITY

Setup. We train VPM (V) and VPM (V+T) on 10K, 100K, and 600K samples. The subsets are
random subsamples of the full data that preserve their proportions in Table 8. At each scale, both
models use the same training schedule.

Results. As shown in Figure 9, both models improve steadily with more training data, and point
supervision improves over the video-only model at every scale. The gap widens as the data grows
on every split. Specifically, the δ3D

avg gap on Real-world Robot grows from 5.76 at 10K to 13.92 at
600K, as the robot datasets add trajectory supervision from real robot episodes. VPM (V+T) trained
on 100K samples already outperforms VPM (V) trained on all 600K samples on every split, e.g.,
70.61 vs. 78.52 FVD on Simulation Robot, indicating that point supervision is a more data-efficient
way to improve forecasting than scaling video data alone.
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F DETAILED ABLATION STUDIES

In this section, we ablate the design choices of VPM. Unless otherwise stated, each variant starts
from VPM (V+T) and changes a single component, keeping the training data, the three-stage sched-
ule, and fixed iterations in Table 7. All variants are evaluated on VP-WorldBench with the I2V
protocol of Table 2, and we report FVD for video fidelity and δ3D

avg for 3D motion accuracy.

Table 28: Ablation on camera conditioning. Add. and Rot. denote the additive Plücker embedding
and the camera-dependent rotation of queries and keys in Equation (2), and View denotes the view
axis of the 4D RoPE in Equation (3).

Simulation Real-world

Camera cond. Robot (500) General (500) Robot (100) General (100)

Add. Rot. View FVD↓ δ3D
avg ↑ FVD↓ δ3D

avg ↑ FVD↓ δ3D
avg ↑ FVD↓ δ3D

avg ↑
✗ ✗ ✗ 91.22 33.29 140.06 24.64 299.51 45.79 67.80 23.94
✗ ✗ ✓ 75.17 41.70 128.41 29.08 281.67 49.25 61.43 26.99
✓ ✗ ✓ 70.70 48.18 84.60 33.94 268.34 59.00 59.01 30.05
✓ ✓ ✗ 70.01 48.59 85.15 33.40 265.37 61.88 58.90 31.55
✓ ✓ ✓ 67.35 50.05 81.92 36.80 255.19 64.75 56.48 33.92

F.1 ABLATION STUDY FOR CAMERA EMBEDDINGS

Setup. VPM conditions the generator on camera geometry through three components (Section 3.3):
the additive Plücker embedding Wei (Add.) and the camera-dependent rotation of queries and keys
R(ψ(ei)) (Rot.) in Equation (2), and the view axis of the 4D RoPE in Equation (3) (View). Table 28
removes them individually and jointly.

Results. Removing all three components degrades every split of VP-WorldBench, most severely on
Simulation General (FVD 140.06 vs. 81.92), whose cameras move during each clip. The view axis
alone partially recovers performance, and adding the Plücker embedding further reduces FVD on
Simulation General from 128.41 to 84.60. The camera-dependent rotation improves both metrics on
every split, most notably δ3D

avg on Real-world Robot (59.00→ 64.75). Removing only the view axis
raises FVD by approximately 4% across all splits.

Table 29: Ablation on training objectives. LFM is used in all rows, and Lconf is used together with
Lseq. The first row corresponds to VPM (V) in Table 2.

Simulation Real-world

Objective Robot (500) General (500) Robot (100) General (100)

Lseq Ldepth Lcorr FVD↓ δ3D
avg ↑ FVD↓ δ3D

avg ↑ FVD↓ δ3D
avg ↑ FVD↓ δ3D

avg ↑
✗ ✗ ✗ 78.52 43.62 101.37 28.71 296.83 50.83 62.85 26.54
✗ ✗ ✓ 78.44 42.96 100.45 29.90 284.17 52.00 61.57 27.50
✓ ✗ ✗ 74.82 43.90 91.92 30.00 275.24 54.69 59.71 27.99
✓ ✓ ✗ 69.88 48.54 85.73 31.54 271.01 59.94 59.33 30.75
✓ ✓ ✓ 67.35 50.05 81.92 36.80 255.19 64.75 56.48 33.92

F.2 ABLATION STUDY FOR OBJECTIVES

Setup. We ablate the point-supervision objectives: the 2D position lossLseq and the depth lossLdepth
of the trajectory head in Equation (5), and the cross-view correspondence loss Lcorr in Equation (6).
LFM is always used, and Lconf is kept whenever Lseq is used, since its target depends on the predicted
2D position. The first row of Table 29, trained with LFM only, corresponds to VPM (V) in Table 2.

Results. Combining all objectives performs best on every split. Lcorr alone has limited effect,
except for FVD on Real-world Robot (296.83→ 284.17). Lseq mainly improves FVD (e.g., 101.37
→ 91.92 on Simulation General), and adding Ldepth substantially raises δ3D

avg (e.g., 54.69→ 59.94 on
Real-world Robot). Adding Lcorr on top further improves every split, with the largest δ3D

avg gain on
Simulation General (31.54→ 36.80).
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Table 30: Ablation on training stages. Iterations of a removed stage are reassigned to Stage 3,
keeping the total number of iterations fixed.

Simulation Real-world

Stage Robot (500) General (500) Robot (100) General (100)

1 2 3 FVD↓ δ3D
avg ↑ FVD↓ δ3D

avg ↑ FVD↓ δ3D
avg ↑ FVD↓ δ3D

avg ↑
✗ ✗ ✓ 70.45 48.50 85.34 34.29 262.40 60.86 58.11 31.75
✗ ✓ ✓ 69.83 49.15 83.27 34.51 259.42 62.00 58.02 32.80
✓ ✗ ✓ 77.50 39.51 99.81 29.38 292.53 49.77 62.49 27.04
✓ ✓ ✓ 67.35 50.05 81.92 36.80 255.19 64.75 56.48 33.92

F.3 ABLATION STUDY FOR TRAINING STAGES

Setup. VPM is trained in three stages: Stage 1 adapts the generator to multi-view input and camera
conditioning with LFM, Stage 2 warms up the trajectory head with Ltrack while the generator is
frozen, and Stage 3 jointly optimizes both with Lforecast. We remove Stage 1, Stage 2, or both, and
reassign their iterations to Stage 3, so that every variant is trained for the same 12K iterations in
total.

Results. As shown in Table 30, the full curriculum performs best on every split. Removing Stage 2
is the most harmful, performing worse than training with Stage 3 alone on every split, with the
largest drop on Real-world Robot (δ3D

avg 64.75 → 49.77). Removing Stage 1 leads to a smaller but
consistent drop, most pronounced on Real-world Robot (δ3D

avg 64.75→ 62.00).

Table 31: Ablation on the generator layer. The trajectory head reads query and key features from
the l-th self-attention layer of the generator.

Simulation Real-world

Robot (500) General (500) Robot (100) General (100)

Layer l FVD↓ δ3D
avg ↑ FVD↓ δ3D

avg ↑ FVD↓ δ3D
avg ↑ FVD↓ δ3D

avg ↑
6 72.81 45.92 96.28 31.10 277.11 57.04 60.26 28.75

12 69.45 48.30 85.76 34.90 266.16 61.21 58.30 31.88
18 67.35 50.05 81.92 36.80 255.19 64.75 56.48 33.92
24 68.76 49.16 84.96 35.28 259.84 63.80 58.65 31.60

F.4 ABLATION STUDY FOR LAYERS

Setup. The trajectory head reads query and key features from a single self-attention layer l of the
generator, following the DiT (Peebles & Xie, 2023) architecture. We vary l ∈ {6, 12, 18, 24}, where
l = 18 is the default.

Results. As shown in Table 31, attaching the head to the 18th layer performs best on every split.
Shallow layers perform clearly worse, e.g., FVD on Simulation General rises from 81.92 to 96.28
with l = 6. Moving the head deeper to l = 24 causes a slight drop, increasing FVD by about 2–4%
across splits.

F.5 ABLATION STUDY FOR REFINEMENT

Setup. The trajectory head refines its estimates overM iterations with a transformer whose attention
is factorized over space, time, and views. We vary M ∈ {1, 2, 4, 8} and remove each attention type
from the refiner.

Results. As shown in Table 32, performance consistently improves up to M = 4, e.g., FVD on
Simulation General decreases from 87.23 at M = 1 to 81.92 at M = 4. Further increasing to
M = 8 changes every metric by less than 1 while doubling the cost of the head. Among the
attention types, removing cross-view attention causes the largest degradation on every split, e.g.,

38



Preprint

Table 32: Ablation on the trajectory refiner. (a) Number of refinement iterationsM . (b) Attention
types of the refiner, with M = 4.

Simulation Real-world

Robot (500) General (500) Robot (100) General (100)

Setting FVD↓ δ3D
avg ↑ FVD↓ δ3D

avg ↑ FVD↓ δ3D
avg ↑ FVD↓ δ3D

avg ↑
(a) Refinement iterations
M = 1 69.46 47.11 87.23 33.44 267.42 61.05 59.83 30.19
M = 2 68.77 49.00 83.25 35.75 260.49 62.18 57.07 33.20
M = 4 67.35 50.05 81.92 36.80 255.19 64.75 56.48 33.92
M = 8 67.14 49.96 82.63 36.75 255.01 64.92 56.66 33.58

(b) Refiner attention
w/o spatial 70.10 47.54 86.79 34.25 267.59 61.16 57.31 32.50
w/o temporal 70.87 48.21 88.54 34.28 268.79 59.64 59.18 30.77
w/o cross-view 74.95 46.49 91.14 29.89 272.50 57.09 61.07 29.95
Full 67.35 50.05 81.92 36.80 255.19 64.75 56.48 33.92
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Figure 10: Ablation on training data sources. Relative FVD increase (a) and δ3D
avg decrease (b) of

VPM (V+T) when one source is removed from training, measured against the model trained on all
sources. Higher is worse.

increasing FVD by 11.3% and lowering δ3D
avg from 36.80 to 29.89 on Simulation General. Removing

temporal attention increases FVD more than removing spatial attention on every split, while the two
are comparable in δ3D

avg on the simulation splits.

F.6 ABLATION STUDY FOR TRAINING DATA

Setup. Our training data combines three sources (Table 8): VPM-Data (10K samples), robot manip-
ulation datasets with kinematics-grounded point tracks (91K), and open-source videos (504K). We
train VPM (V+T) while leaving out one source at a time and report the change in FVD and δ3D

avg with
respect to the model trained on all sources in Figure 10.

Results. Each source mainly benefits the evaluation domain it covers. Removing VPM-Data causes
the largest degradation on the simulation splits, especially on Simulation General (+48.3% FVD
and −9.16 δ3D

avg), since it is the only source that pairs synchronized multi-view urban videos with
persistent 3D trajectories. Removing VPM-Data also lowers δ3D

avg on Real-world General by 3.31,
suggesting that its accurate simulated trajectories transfer to real human motion. Removing the
robot datasets mainly affects Real-world Robot (+18.2% FVD and −12.39 δ3D

avg), and removing the
open-source videos mainly affects Real-world General (+12.2% FVD and −6.73 δ3D

avg). Removing
any source degrades every split, indicating that the three sources are complementary.
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G QUALITATIVE RESULTS

G.1 MULTI-VIEW VIDEO AND POINT TRAJECTORY PREDICTION
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Figure 11: Qualitative results of multi-view prediction. Predicted video with overlaid predicted
point track for two-view (top) and three-view (bottom) scenes. Conditioning frames are omitted.
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Figure 12: Additional qualitative results of multi-view prediction. Predicted video with over-
laid predicted point track on robot and general scenes from VP-WorldBench (Real, top) and VP-
WorldBench (Sim, bottom).
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G.2 PREDICTED VS. GROUND-TRUTH VIDEOS
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Prediction Ground Truth
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Figure 13: Predicted vs. ground-truth videos. Each view shows the prediction next to the ground
truth. Conditioning frames are omitted.
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G.3 EXAMPLE ROLLOUTS OF ROBOT MANIPULATION TASKS

“Pick up the banana and put it in the basket without
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“Pick up the yellow cup and put it on the plate
without touching the pile of boxes”
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“Pick up the blue cube and put it on top of the red
cube without touching the pile of boxes”
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“Pick up the green cube and put it on top of the
blue cube without touching the pile of boxes”
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“Pick up the green cube and put it on top of the red
cube without touching the pile of boxes”
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Figure 14: Example rollouts of robot manipulation tasks. Successful rollouts of our policy on six
tasks, shown from two exterior cameras and a wrist camera. Rows are time steps sampled uniformly
over each episode of length T .
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