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Figure 1: Test-Time Baking (TTB) is a feed-forward, generalizable view synthesis model that bakes
scene information from cross-view attention into a fast-weight MLP, achieving constant-complexity
rendering with quality on par with decoder-only architectures. TTB sits on the Pareto frontier of
PSNR vs. FPS, rendering up to 23× faster than cross-attention baseline at comparable quality.

Abstract
Decoder-only Large View Synthesis Models (LVSMs) with KV-cache have recently
achieved state-of-the-art quality by regressing novel views from neural networks
without reconstructing 3D geometry, while Test-Time Training (TTT) layers save
computation but sacrifice quality. We propose Test-Time Baking (TTB), a strat-
egy that learns to bake global scene information from cross-view attention into a
lightweight MLP, enabling fast and high-fidelity novel-view decoding. The first key
is to repurpose the fast-weight MLP of TTT to learn the cross-view attention map-
ping explicitly from its input-output pairs, rather than replacing attention entirely,
achieving the same rendering efficiency as TTT while delivering substantially
higher quality. The second key addresses a modality misalignment between context
prefilling and novel-view rendering: we disentangle context tokens into camera-
only context rendering tokens to serve as TTB input, and context ground-truth
tokens with image content to serve as the TTB mapping target, ensuring the baked
MLPs are relieved of the modality generalization challenge between context and
novel-view processing. Our method achieves up to 23x rendering speedup with
quality on par with the state-of-the-art across several benchmarks. Project page:
https://test-time-baking.github.io.

∗This work was conducted during an internship at NVIDIA.
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Figure 2: Motivation. We show three variants of the inner-loop optimization in TTT-style fast-weight
MLPs. (a) TTT with KV binding [77] learns from raw value tokens projected from X(ctx). (b) TTB
without context pairing targets the cross-view attention output instead, collaborating with attention
rather than replacing it. (c) Our full TTB additionally pairs each context view: X(ctx-gt) carries image
content and supplies the cross-view attended target, while X(ctx-rend) is camera-only and matches the
modality of X(nv). The t-SNE plots show that only (c) aligns the modalities from the first block.

1 Introduction

Our research studies the task of novel-view synthesis conditioned on a set of context images with the
powerful Large View Synthesis Models (LVSMs) [25]. LVSMs have recently emerged with several
immediate follow-up improvements [22, 31, 58, 69, 77], achieving state-of-the-art novel-view synthe-
sis quality across various input conditions [1, 23, 42, 64]. Their geometry-free scene representations
and Transformer-based renderers are fully learning-based, making them favorable for scaling with
increasing amounts of training data. The minimized 3D inductive bias also shows advantages when
scenes are challenging for existing Transformer-compatible geometry-based representations (e.g.,
3DGS [29]), such as surfaces with strong mirror reflections or translucent material.

We are especially interested in the decoder-only variant of LVSM [25] for its high-fidelity. DVSM [58]
further introduces KV-cache to the cross-view attention layers, showing both quality and efficiency
improvement. The KV-cache serves as a global scene state for novel-view queries, but the rendering
time is still impractical under dense context view conditions due to the linear complexity per token
when attending to the KV-cache. LaCT [77] takes a different approach by replacing cross-view
attention layers with Test-Time Training (TTT) [59] layers, as illustrated in Fig. 2a. TTT performs
inner-loop optimization to adapt fast-weight MLPs [49] to directly map queries to their values without
the quadratic-complexity attention, which can also be interpreted as a variant of linear attention [36].
Despite achieving constant-complexity rendering speed, TTT significantly sacrifices rendering quality.
A naive remedy for LaCT is to initialize from pretrained decoder-only model weights, which does
improve quality, but the gap to the pretrained model remains significant.

We argue that this quality gap can be minimized by repurposing the fast-weight MLP inner-loop
optimization as “baking” the information from cross-view attention, rather than replacing cross-view
attention entirely as in TTT. We dub our strategy Test-Time Baking (TTB), illustrated in Fig. 2b.
The key motivation is to trade context-view processing time for faster and higher-fidelity novel-view
rendering, achieving the Pareto frontier of quality and speed shown in Fig. 1. Specifically, the
inner-loop learning target becomes the output tokens from cross-view attention, instead of the raw
value tokens used in TTT. This formulation also generalizes beyond the linear-attention interpretation
of TTT [36]. In principle, the learning target of our TTB can also be tokens from arbitrarily non-linear
layers or tokens enriched with additional scene information.

Furthermore, we identify a modality misalignment issue inherent to the context prefilling of MLP
fast-weight for novel-view synthesis. In the reconstruction stage (context prefilling), the fast-weight
MLPs are updated using context tokens with both camera and image information. In the rendering
stage, however, the updated MLPs take novel-view tokens coming from camera-only input without
any image content. This conventional pipeline poses a reconstruction-rendering input modality
misalignment challenge.

2



Our solution to modality misalignment is simple yet effective. As illustrated in Fig. 2c, we pair
each context view into i) context ground-truth tokens, derived from input cameras and images that
produce the global scene information to be baked, and ii) context rendering tokens, derived from
camera-only input that simulates novel-view rendering conditions. At each TTB layer, the fast-weight
MLP is optimized to map context rendering tokens to their corresponding context ground-truth tokens,
which carry image and cross-view attended information. The optimized TTB-MLP is then shared
between context rendering tokens and the downstream novel-view rendering tokens for retrieving
scene information, ensuring that their conditioning remains identical across all layers.

Interestingly, TTB draws a natural parallel with traditional implicit radiance and light field recon-
struction, where MLPs are optimized to map spatial coordinates to radiance values. In TTB, the
fast-weight MLP instead is optimized to map ray-patch latent coordinates to their appearance latent
representations, which effectively performs few-step light-field optimization in latent space. This per-
spective suggests that TTB interpolates appearance latents for novel viewpoints from their ray-patch
latent coordinates, motivating a convergence-oriented inner loop over one-shot summarization. In
summary, our contributions are as follows:

• We propose Test-Time Baking, which retargets the inner-loop optimization of the TTT fast-
weight MLP from raw value tokens to cross-view attention outputs, so that the fast-weight
MLP collaborates with attention rather than replacing it.

• We identify a modality misalignment between the reconstruction and rendering stages of
MLP fast-weight prefilling, and resolve it via a context pair that disentangles each context
view into a ground-truth and a camera-only rendering token.

• We draw a connection between TTB’s inner loop and light field optimization in latent
space, which motivates a convergence-oriented training recipe (multi-step MSE) that we
find particularly effective for TTB.

2 Related work

Per-Scene optimization. Early approaches to novel-view synthesis perform per-scene optimization,
fitting differentiable scene representations to observed images via differentiable rendering. Coordinate-
based MLPs [2, 4, 41], voxels [8, 15, 34, 43, 56, 57], and the landmark 3DGS [29] as the scene
representation have been widely explored. Despite impressive quality, per-scene optimization does
not scale with the increasing training scenes and degrades quickly under fewer input views.

Geometry-based feed-forward models. To overcome the scalability limitations and lengthy proce-
dure of per-scene optimization, learning-based methods train networks to predict 3D representations
from images. Early works estimated multi-plane images via cost volumes [16, 17, 40, 68, 72, 73],
while NeRF-based generalizable methods [7, 37, 67, 74] extended coverage to wide-angle view-
points at limited quality. The advent of 3DGS [29] reframed the problem as pixel-aligned
GS prediction [6, 10, 24, 60, 62, 71], achieving promising results, and Large Reconstruction
Models (LRMs) [21] further demonstrated Transformer scalability across various 3D represen-
tations [5, 70, 76]. One fundamental limitation of handcrafted 3D is their degradation on surfaces or
materials they are not designed for, whereas the geometry-free representations we study can learn
them given data. Furthermore, explicit 3D geometry lacks a compact latent representation, and
efforts to manage their linearly growing output size under more input views [11, 12, 45, 63] remain a
symptom of this constraint. Our TTB bakes scenes into constant-size MLPs at higher quality.

Geometry-free feed-forward models. An alternative paradigm sidesteps the limitations of geometry-
based models by representing scenes as latent representations and rendering via neural networks.
Early methods [13, 46, 47, 53, 54, 55] were constrained by limited network capacity, while Large
View Synthesis Models (LVSMs) [25] broke this barrier by leveraging powerful Transformers.
Encoder-decoder and decoder-only LVSM variants are explored. The encoder-decoder LVSM [25]
encodes context views into scene tokens and decodes novel views conditioned on the encoded scene,
with subsequent works refining scene encoding strategies [22, 31, 69] and extending to generative [1]
and uncalibrated camera [23, 42, 64, 78] settings. The decoder-only LVSM [25], on the other hand,
uses a single network for both context prefilling and novel-view rendering. Despite higher fidelity, its
original form inefficiently processes context views independently for each novel view. DVSM [58]
addresses this by prefilling context views into a KV-cache shared across all novel views, achieving
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Figure 3: Pipeline. Our model stacks L identical blocks of Intra-view Attention, FFN, Test-Time
Baking, and FFN. In the reconstruction stage, each context view is duplicated into a context pair,
where the context ground-truth token X(ctx-gt) carries RGB and pose while the context rendering
token X(ctx-rend) is pose-only and matches the modality of the novel rendering token X(nv). At each
TTB layer, the inner-loop update bakes the fast-weight MLP via MSE loss to map X(ctx-rend) toward
the cross-view attention output of X(ctx-gt). The baked MLP is applied to serve three token streams:
it propagates both X(ctx-rend) and X(nv) to the next layer, and provides feedback to X(ctx-gt) as an
auxiliary signal. In the novel-view rendering stage, each token retrieves global scene information in
O(1) from the baked MLP, instead of O(N) via cross-attention. The rendering loss is backpropagated
through the inner-loop baking process to train the model end-to-end.

state-of-the-art quality under both sparse and dense view settings. However, the linearly growing KV-
cache size makes rendering speed impractical for larger numbers of input views. LaCT [77] replaces
cross-view attention with Test-Time Training layers to achieve constant rendering complexity, but
at a significant quality cost compared to DVSM. Our Test-Time Baking achieves the same constant
rendering complexity while substantially closing the quality gap left by LaCT.

Test-time Training layers. TTT [59] has recently emerged as a popular alternative to attention for
its linear time and constant space complexity. We refer interested readers to [36] for an in-depth
review and analysis. We are particularly interested in the variant presented in LaCT [77], which has
demonstrated success in accelerating various vision and 3D tasks [9, 14, 18, 26, 63], albeit at the
cost of quality relative to their attention-based counterparts. Our TTB departs from this paradigm
in two ways: rather than replacing attention, TTB learns directly from attention outputs; and rather
than performing mere token-to-token information exchange, TTB explicitly learns to map camera-ray
tokens to their corresponding image tokens, yielding improved novel-view synthesis quality.

3 Method

We start by formally introducing our task and the general pipeline in Sec. 3.1. We detail the decoder-
only architecture we build on in Sec. 3.2. Finally, we present Test-Time Baking in Sec. 3.3.

3.1 Overview

Given a set of V context images with known poses and intrinsics {Ii ∈ RH×W×3,Pi ∈ SE(3),Ki ∈
R3×3}Vi=1, our goal is to synthesize novel views for an arbitrary camera query (P′,K′). We focus
on reconstruction rather than generation, assuming novel views can be directly regressed from the
context views. Approaches to this end generally decompose into two stages:

S = Recon(I,P,K), Ī = Rend(P′,K′, S), (1)

where Recon(·) processes context views into a method-specific scene representation S, and Rend(·)
synthesizes the novel view Ī conditioned on S. Recent feed-forward models instantiate Recon(·) as a
Transformer. The Large Reconstruction Model (LRM) [21] family employs a human-defined 3D and
renderer, while the Large View Synthesis Model (LVSM) [25] series defines S as a latent state and
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implements Rend(·) as a neural network. As both Recon(·) and Rend(·) are differentiable, models
are trained end-to-end against ground-truth novel views I′ by:

J = MSE(Ī, I′) + λ · Percep(Ī, I′) , (2)

where Percep is the neural perceptual loss [27] and λ balances the photometric objectives.

3.2 Decoder-only View Synthesis Model

Our method builds on the Decoder-only View Synthesis Model (DVSM) [58], which uses a shared
Transformer decoder for both Recon(·) and Rend(·), and represents the scene S as KV caches.
Specifically, the model consists of L repeated blocks, each comprising a sequence of layers:

Xℓ = (FFNℓ,2 ◦ CrossAttnℓ ◦ FFNℓ,1 ◦ IntraAttnℓ)(Xℓ−1) , (3)

where IntraAttn(·) and CrossAttn(·) perform intra-view and cross-view attention, respectively, and
FFN(·) denotes a fully connected layer. Residual connections [19] and QK-normalization [20] are
applied for training stability. During reconstruction, context-view tokens are prefilled into a KV-cache
at each CrossAttn(·). During rendering, novel-view tokens query the cached KV to retrieve global
scene information from each CrossAttn(·) layer.

Regarding input tokenization, camera intrinsics and poses are first converted into Plücker ray
maps [44] for linear patch embedding. Context-view and novel-view tokens are initialized as:

X(ctx)
0 = LayerNorm(PE(ray)(P,K) + PE(rgb)(I)), X(nv)

0 = LayerNorm(PE(ray)(P′,K′)) , (4)

where PE(ray) and PE(rgb) are linear patch projections for the Plücker ray maps and context images,
respectively, Here, X(ctx)

0 ∈ RV×H
p ×W

p ×D denotes tokens from V context views with patch size p

used for KV-cache prefilling, and X(nv)
0 ∈ RU×H

p ×W
p ×D denotes tokens for U novel-view queries,

each processed independently. Finally, a shallow model head regresses pixel values as:

Ī = (PixShuf ◦ Sigmoid ◦ Linear ◦ LayerNorm)(X(nv)
L ) , (5)

where PixShuf(·) denotes pixel shuffling [51] and X(nv)
L is the last-layer tokens out of Eq.3.

3.3 Test-time Baking

We present our technical contribution to improve the rendering-time efficiency of DVSM [58] while
retaining its high rendering quality. The issue of DVSM is that its KV-cache size grows linearly
with the number of context tokens, making it slow and impractical for novel-view queries under
high-resolution or dense input context views. A naive strategy is to replace each CrossAttn(·) in
Eq. 3 with a Test-Time Training (TTT) [59] layer, achieving constant space and linear time complexity
as demonstrated in LaCT [77]. However, we observe significant quality degradation even when
finetuning the TTT variant from DVSM pretrained weights. This motivates us to explore a better
solution that improves upon TTT. A full model pipeline is illustrated in Fig. 3.

3.3.1 Repurposing TTT: collaborating instead of replacing attention

Our motivation is to trade reconstruction (prefilling) computation, which only needs to be performed
once per scene, for improved rendering-time speed and quality. The resulting solution is simple
yet effective. Rather than entirely replacing cross-view attention with TTT fast-weight MLP as in
the LaCT [77], we repurpose TTT to explicitly learn from the input-output pairs out of cross-view
attention. Consequently, we no longer need to cache the KV; only the updated MLP fast weights are
stored. The space and time complexity of novel-view rendering is therefore identical to that of TTT.
We call our strategy Test-Time Baking (TTB), which can be viewed as a generalized form of TTT.

Formally, the fast-weight update rules of TTT and TTB are:

θ(TTT) = θ − η∇θL(fθ(WkX),WvX), (6a)

θ(TTB) = θ − η∇θL(fθ(WkX), g(X∗)), (6b)

respectively, where θ is the fast weights of the MLP f(·), η and L are the inner-loop learning rate
and objective, Wk and Wv are linear projection matrices, and X is the input tokens. The difference
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between TTT and TTB lies in the mapping target: WvX and g(X∗). In principle, we can employ
an arbitrary function g or tokens X∗ with additional modality for the mapping target g(X∗). Note
that TTB falls back to TTT when X∗=X and g is a linear projection. In our case, we instantiate g(·)
as the CrossAttn(·) from DVSM, which shifts TTB beyond the linear-attention interpretation [36]
of TTT. Although this incurs additional reconstruction-time cost, once prefilled, rendering remains
identical to TTT with substantially higher quality thanks to the enriched global information from g(·).

Figure 4: Per-rank con-
text contribution.

More analysis. We empirically validate that swapping the inner-loop
target from WvX to CrossAttn(X) broadens the effective view field of
the baked fast-weight MLP. At TTB block 7 with V=16, we measure
how much each context image contributes to the TTB output at the novel-
view rendering tokens via input-gradient saliency, sorted and averaged
across output positions (Fig. 4). The WvX variant peaks sharply at
top-1 then decays, while CrossAttn(X) flattens the peak and sustains
a heavier mid-rank tail. This matches our design intent: CrossAttn(X)
already aggregates across all V context views, so each memorized pair
inherits a wider receptive field.

3.3.2 Modality misalignment and context pair

The baked MLPs via Eq. 6b receive inputs of different modalities between the reconstruction and
rendering stages. As defined in Eq. 4, context tokens X(ctx)

0 used for prefilling contain image content,
whereas novel-view tokens X(nv)

0 are with camera-only information. This modality misalignment
poses an unnecessary generalization challenge to the baked MLP.

We address this by disentangling input context tokens, X(ctx)
0 from Eq.4, into a paired representation:

X(ctx-gt)
0 = LayerNorm(PE(ray)(P,K)+PE(rgb)(I)), X(ctx-rend)

0 = LayerNorm(PE(ray)(P,K)), (7)

where X(ctx-rend)
0 are the context rendering tokens with camera-only input, and X(ctx-gt)

0 are the context
ground-truth tokens with additional RGB input. We use X(ctx-gt) to serve TTB mapping target while
using X(ctx-rend) to serve TTB input. Specifically, at each TTB layer, the fast-weight MLP is baked to
learn the mapping X(ctx-rend) 7→ CrossAttn(X(ctx-gt)) via the update rule in Eq. 6b. The baked MLP
is then shared across both context rendering X(ctx-rend) and the downstream novel-view rendering
X(nv) tokens to produce feature for the subsequent layers. As visualized in Fig. 2, our context
pairing ensures distribution alignment from the early layers, which facilitates feature interpolation.
Conversely, the distribution only aligned in the later layers without context pairing due to the modality
misalignment between reconstruction and rendering stages. Despite doubling the number of tokens
during reconstruction, rendering-stage efficiency remains the same, which aligns with our motivation
to trade reconstruction time for rendering-time quality.

3.3.3 TTB layer details

The design of our TTB layer is inspired by the TTT layer in LaCT [77]. We remove the asymmetric
QK projection and instead use a shared linear projection to produce queries and keys. We adopt
SwiGLU-MLP [50] as the fast-weight MLP architecture, and apply an additional linear layer to
predict per-token learning rates. For inner-loop optimization, we employ Muon [28] optimizer
with weight normalization [48] for a predefined T steps. We find that using MSE as the inner-loop
objective for our TTB yields better results than the unnormalized dot-product loss used in LaCT [77]’s
TTT. We also find that learning the residual to the mapping target is easier to bake than learning the
target directly. Specifically, the final TTB update rule is:

θt+1 = θt −Muon
(
∇θt

∥∥fθt (WkX
(ctx-rend))−Wv

(
CrossAttn(X(ctx-gt))−X(ctx-rend))∥∥

2

)
, (8)

where Muon(·) performs Muon gradient orthogonalization [28], Wk and Wv are linear projection
matrices for the TTB input and mapping target. The final baked weights θT are then applied to update
both the context rendering and novel-view rendering tokens and provide feedback to the context
ground-truth tokens (the output arrows from the baked MLP in Fig. 3).
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GT DVSM LaCT LVSM Ours-- Ours

Figure 5: Qualitative comparison on DL3DV. TTB preserves fine details on par with DVSM [58],
while LaCT [77] and LVSM [25] produce visible blur.

Table 1: Quantitative comparison on DL3DV.

16 input views 32 input views 64 input views
Method Venue PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ Time↓ FPS↑ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ Time↓ FPS↑ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ Time↓ FPS↑
3DGS [29] ToG’23 21.20 0.708 0.264 >600s >50 23.60 0.779 0.213 >600s >50 26.43 0.854 0.167 >600s >50

LongLRM [12] ICCV’25 22.66 0.740 0.292 0.4s >50 24.10 0.783 0.254 1s >50 24.77 0.804 0.239 3s >50
LongLRM++ [11] arxiv’25 24.40 0.795 0.231 1.6s 14 26.43 0.846 0.180 4.7s 14 27.30 0.869 0.161 16s 14
tttLRM [63] CVPR’26 23.60 0.784 0.255 3.6s - 25.07 0.822 0.215 7.2s - 25.95 0.844 0.195 15s -

LVSM [25] ICLR’25 22.18 0.694 0.351 3.8s 20 22.24 0.691 0.352 15s 20 21.96 0.678 0.364 59s 20
LaCT [77] ICLR’26 24.70 0.793 0.224 1.9s 10 26.90 0.837 0.185 3.7s 10 28.30 0.857 0.169 7.3s 10
DVSM [58] arXiv’26 26.86 0.852 0.170 4.4s 4 29.13 0.893 0.129 15s 2 31.11 0.920 0.104 60s 1

Ours-- 26.26 0.833 0.191 1.9s 23 28.12 0.867 0.158 3.7s 23 29.29 0.882 0.144 7.5s 23
Ours 27.00 0.849 0.177 5.4s 23 28.92 0.882 0.145 18s 23 30.20 0.897 0.131 65s 23
Ours (duplicate) - - - - - 29.26 0.890 0.136 18s 23 31.33 0.919 0.108 65s 23

Table 2: Two input views on Re10k at 512×512. Results are denoted as PSNR↑ / SSIM↑ / LPIPS↓.

LVSM [25] Decoder-only LVSM [25] Efficient-LVSM [22] DVSM [58] Ours-- Ours

28.55 / 0.894 / 0.173 29.53 / 0.904 / 0.141 29.86 / 0.905 / 0.147 31.17 / 0.924 / 0.129 31.00 / 0.921 / 0.130 31.28 / 0.926 / 0.127

3.3.4 Fast-weight local-duplicate inference

The baked fast weights have a fixed capacity, causing quality to plateau as the number of context views
V grows. We address this at inference time by clustering the context views into K spatially-local
groups via k-means on per-view camera poses, with K = V/B for a nominal budget of B views
per group. Each group is reconstructed independently by the unmodified model, so that cross-view
attention and the inner-loop update only involve the views of that group, yielding per-group, per-layer
fast weights {{θk,ℓ}Lℓ=1}Kk=1. At rendering time, each novel view is routed to the group with the
nearest centroid and queries only the corresponding copy. Rendering thus remains O(1) per view and
each copy only has to absorb about B views, while the stored state grows linearly with K.

4 Experiments
4.1 Implementation details

We use 768 latent channels with 12 decoder blocks at patch size 8, replacing each cross-view attention
with a TTB layer. We initialize our models from the corresponding DVSM [58] checkpoint. We
use AdamW [38] with cosine annealing and perceptual loss weight λ = 0.2. Models are trained
on DL3DV-10K [35] dataset with 64 A100 GPUs. We first train at 340p for 100K iterations with
learning rate 4×10−4, then finetune at 480p, 720p, and 960p for 10K iterations each with learning
rate 1×10−5. We randomly sample either 16 or 32 context views per scene with the same number
of target views. Ablations use a smaller setup on 8 A100 GPUs at patch size 16 truncated to 720p,
with efficiency metrics still reported at patch size 8 for consistency. For evaluation, we use the 140
held-out DL3DV testing scenes and follow previous view sampling [12].
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Figure 6: Qualitative comparison on in-the-wild datasets. TTB generalizes to out-of-domain
scenes and preserves fine details consistent with the in-domain results.

Table 3: Quantitative comparison on in-the-wild datasets.

MipNerf360 [3] Free [66] Hike [39] Efficiency
Method Size PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ Time↓ FPS↑

Input: 64 views × 518,400 pixels per view (960p)
LVSM 165M 20.07 0.459 0.559 20.27 0.517 0.444 18.60 0.433 0.502 59s 20
LaCT 379M 23.01 0.557 0.435 24.61 0.680 0.265 22.39 0.648 0.305 7.3s 10
DVSM 163M 24.76 0.660 0.337 25.57 0.756 0.205 23.10 0.697 0.262 60s 1
Ours-- 244M 23.93 0.597 0.397 25.28 0.708 0.253 22.53 0.660 0.300 7.5s 23
Ours 271M 24.49 0.624 0.375 26.05 0.744 0.225 23.77 0.707 0.259 65s 23
Ours (duplicate) 271M 25.05 0.667 0.341 26.82 0.800 0.187 25.37 0.782 0.195 65s 23

Input: 64 views × 512 pixels at image longer side
LagerNVS 1052M 20.98 0.481 0.503 19.50 0.486 0.396 18.54 0.436 0.415 2.3s 7
DVSM 163M 24.04 0.607 0.422 24.72 0.717 0.268 23.39 0.705 0.264 5.0s 12
Ours-- 244M 23.18 0.552 0.478 24.27 0.665 0.323 22.41 0.646 0.295 1.8s 67
Ours 271M 23.62 0.568 0.463 24.92 0.692 0.299 23.52 0.687 0.262 6.3s 67
Ours (duplicate) 271M 24.03 0.602 0.434 25.45 0.733 0.267 24.96 0.760 0.206 6.3s 67

TTB layer. We use a single-headed fast-weight SwiGLU-MLP [50] with a hidden dimension of 3072,
a 4× expansion of the model dimension. The fast weight is updated with the Muon optimizer [28]
and we run T =3 inner-loop update steps. The per-token learning rate is predicted by an additional
linear head with base learning rate of 0.01. The inner-loop objective maps context-rendering tokens to
the cross-view attention output of context-ground-truth tokens with the MSE loss. Fast-weight local-
duplicate inference (Sec. 3.3.4) is turned off except stated otherwise. When enabled, we set B=16.
For some experiments we also report a variant denoted TTB-- or Ours--, which replaces the cross-
view attention target with a linear projection WvX

(ctx-gt) and thus avoids the quadratic-complexity
cross-view attention at reconstruction, making reconstruction time linear in V .

4.2 Comparisons

DL3DV. Tab. 1 and Fig. 5 report results on DL3DV with 16, 32, and 64 input views at 960p. TTB
substantially closes the quality gap between DVSM [58] and LaCT [77] while rendering at a constant
23 FPS, up to 23× faster than DVSM and 2.3× faster than LaCT. Our model is built on DVSM with
12 blocks while LaCT uses 24 blocks (model size in Tab. 3). The Ours-- without cross-view attention
is comparable to LaCT quality with less parameters and faster rendering. With local-duplicate
inference (Sec. 3.3.4), Ours (duplicate) further closes the residual gap at large V and approaches
DVSM quality at the same rendering speed. Fig. 5 confirms these trends qualitatively, where TTB
preserves thin and high-frequency structures such as handrails, window grilles, and small text that
LaCT and LVSM [25] render with visible blur.

In-the-wild. We further evaluate the generalization ability on out-of-domain datasets with 16 and 64
context views in Tab. 3. We keep the aspect ratio of the context images and resize to the resolutions
preferred by the models. The synthesized novel views are resized to match ground-truth source
resolutions for evaluation. Comparisons to LaCT [77] and DVSM [58] are consistent with the
in-domain evaluation—our quality is often comparable to DVSM but at a much faster rendering;
we use more context prefilling time than LaCT but gaining quality with 2.3× faster rendering.
LagerNVS [61] is a very recent work which builds upon VGGT [65] and trains on multiple datasets.
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Table 4: Ablation study from TTT to TTB on DL3DV. ( light =worst, dark =best).

Method Quality (V=32) Recon-time↓ Rend-fps↑
PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ V=16 V=32 V=64 V=16 V=32 V=64

(a) = DVSM [58] 24.68 0.776 0.220 1.300 4.907 18.396 12.1 6.8 3.7
(b) = (a) + TTT [77] 23.12 0.704 0.286 0.439 0.862 1.706 49.5 49.1 49.1
TTB (Ours):
(c) = (b) + context pairing 23.78 0.728 0.264 0.626 1.237 2.458 50.8 50.8 50.7
(d) = (b) + cross-view attn. 24.13 0.742 0.252 1.267 5.178 17.745 50.4 50.4 50.5
(e) = (c) + MSE loss, T=3 24.22 0.747 0.248 0.994 1.939 3.828 51.0 50.6 50.6
(f) = (e) + cross-view attn. 24.84 0.768 0.230 1.998 6.251 20.996 50.9 50.4 50.5

g

Table 5: Inner-loop optimization ablation.

Framework T Loss PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓
TTT [77] 1 dot-prod 23.12 0.704 0.286
TTT [77] 3 MSE 23.39 0.715 0.277
TTB-- 1 dot-prod 23.78 0.728 0.264
TTB-- 2 MSE 24.16 0.744 0.251
TTB-- 3 MSE 24.22 0.747 0.248
TTB-- 5 MSE 24.29 0.751 0.246

Table 6: TTB layer design ablation.

Feedback Residual PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓
✗ ✗ 24.32 0.748 0.243
✗ ✓ 24.75 0.764 0.233
✓ ✗ 24.76 0.764 0.231
✓ ✓ 24.84 0.768 0.230

We use our intermediate checkpoints at 480p to better align with LagerNVS’s input resolution. Our
quality outperforms LagerNVS by a large margin with 3.1–9.5× faster rendering.

Re10K. We additionally compare on Re10K with two low-resolution context views. This is not our
main target scenario as the rendering time gain from cross-view attention becomes marginal. We
finetune from the Re10K checkpoint of DVSM [58] with DINO injection. Results are in Tab. 2. Our
TTB can reproduce DVSM cross-attention quality in this setup. See supplementary for full results.

4.3 Ablation studies

From TTT to TTB. Tab. 4 decomposes the gap between a vanilla LaCT-style TTT replacement [77]
and our full TTB into three additive components: context pairing, switching to MSE with T=3 inner
steps (yielding TTB--), and replacing the linear-projection target with cross-view attention output.
Each contributes meaningfully, and stacking all three closes the quality gap to DVSM [58] while
retaining TTT’s ∼50 FPS rendering. The reconstruction cost grows quadratically with V due to the
in-loop cross-view attention, consistent with our reconstruction time for rendering quality trade-off.

Inner-loop optimization. Tab. 5 ablates the inner-loop loss and number of update steps T . Switching
from LaCT’s unnormalized dot-product loss [77] to MSE consistently improves quality for both TTT
and TTB--, with TTB-- benefiting more (+0.44 vs +0.27 PSNR). Increasing T brings monotonic
but diminishing gains, leading us to adopt T=3 with MSE as a sweet spot between quality and
reconstruction cost. This asymmetric response aligns with our light field view—TTB’s inner loop fits
a target function and benefits from convergence, while TTT-KVB is closer to a one-shot linear write.

TTB layer design. Tab. 6 ablates two design choices in our TTB layer. Residual learning reformulates
the inner-loop target from the absolute cross-view attention output to its residual against X(ctx-rend),
reducing the magnitude of the regression target and easing the few-step inner-loop optimization.
Feedback additionally applies the baked MLP to update the context ground-truth tokens, so that
all three token streams propagate through identical operators in subsequent layers. Both designs
contribute roughly equally in isolation (+0.43 and +0.44 PSNR) and combine to +0.52.

Limitations. TTB is constrained by the fixed capacity of its fast-weight MLP, causing quality to
saturate at large V ; the local-duplicate routing that mitigates this is a heuristic, and learning it during
training is left for future work. Its inner-loop cross-view attention also makes reconstruction quadratic
in V , a drawback for single-shot scenarios. Finally, TTB is built on reconstruction rather than
generation, interpolating within context views without extrapolating to unobserved viewpoints.

9



5 Conclusion

We present Test-Time Baking (TTB), which retargets the TTT inner-loop optimization from raw
value tokens to cross-view attention outputs, turning the fast-weight MLP from a replacement for
attention into its collaborator. Combined with a context pair that resolves the reconstruction-rendering
modality misalignment, TTB bakes DVSM-level scene information into a fixed-size MLP while
retaining TTT-level rendering complexity. Across DL3DV, Re10K, and in-the-wild benchmarks, TTB
matches DVSM [58] quality at a constant 23 FPS and consistently surpasses LaCT [77]. We hope
this baking perspective offers a new way to integrate attention and TTT beyond view synthesis.
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Supplementary material

Overview. This supplementary material expands on the main paper with implementation details
(Sec. A.1–A.6), a method-level comparison with related decoder-only LVSM and TTT-based methods
(Sec. B), additional quantitative results (Sec. C), and additional qualitative comparisons (Sec. D). We
further provide turntable rendering videos and an interactive HTML viewer in the supplementary
attachment.

A Additional details

A.1 Common implementation details

Unless otherwise specified, all of our final models share the configuration described in this section.
The decoder consists of 12 blocks with a latent dimension of 768, organized as illustrated in main paper
Fig. 3. Optimization is carried out with AdamW [38] using a weight decay of 0.05 and momentum
coefficients (0.9, 0.95). The learning rate is annealed along a cosine schedule preceded by 2.5k
linear warm-up iterations, peaking at 4×10−4 during the lowest-resolution stage and dropping to
1×10−5 when finetuning at higher resolutions. The perceptual term in our rendering loss is weighted
by λ = 0.2. Training runs on 64 A100 GPUs, and we cast the learnable layers to BFloat16 mixed
precision during forward propagation.

Camera information is encoded with the Plücker parameterization [44]: each pixel is associated with
a 6-dimensional vector (ro × rd, rd), where ro denotes the camera origin, rd the unit direction of
the corresponding ray, and × the vector cross product. We further normalize the context-view poses
following the convention of GS-LRM [76].

Inside each transformer block, we adopt the pre-norm layout combined with QK-normalization. Each
attention layer uses 12 heads, and every fully-connected sublayer expands the hidden dimension by a
factor of 4. All linear projections in our architecture are bias-free.

A.2 TTB layer details

This section elaborates on TTB layer details that were elided from the main paper for space. We
provide the pseudocode of training our TTB model in Algo. 1 as a complementary reference for
the descriptions below. The three fast-weight matrices of our SwiGLU-MLP, w0,w2 ∈ RH×din×dh

and w1 ∈ RH×dh×dout , are stored as ordinary learnable parameters and are jointly optimized in the
outer loop alongside the rest of the network. Consequently, the inner loop for every scene starts
from a common, outer-loop-learned meta-initialization θ0, which is then advanced by T Muon [28]
update steps before being applied to the rendering tokens. When local-duplicate inference is enabled
with K > 1 groups, every per-group reconstruction starts from the same meta-initialized θ0 and is
specialized only by the views assigned to its group, so all local copies share the same starting point
and differ through their inner-loop trajectories.

We initialize TTB models from the corresponding DVSM [58] checkpoint with strict=False:
the patch embeddings, input LayerNorms, Plücker encoding, intra-view attention layers, both
FFNs in each block, and the RGB head are inherited directly, while every module inside the TTB
layer—including its LayerNorm, query/key and value projections, output projection, per-token
learning-rate head, output RMSNorm, and the fast weights w0,w1,w2—is freshly initialized. The
cross-view attention projections of DVSM are not reused, since the inner-loop target of TTB is
structurally different and warm-starting from the DVSM projections did not yield benefits in our
preliminary experiments. To prevent the random-init TTB layer from disrupting the inherited DVSM
features at the start of finetuning, we initialize the TTB output projection with a small standard
deviation following the residual zero-init trick used in deep transformers, so that the TTB block
contributes approximately zero at finetune step 0 and the entire forward pass reduces to the pretrained
DVSM model plus an identity TTB layer. This zero-init together with the parameter inheritance
above accounts for the +1.02 PSNR gain reported in Tab. 13.

For the TTB layer micro-architecture, we share a single linear projection between query and key
construction: the inner-loop input WkX

(ctx-rend) in main paper Eq. 6 and the rendering-time query
WkX

(nv) are both produced by passing the input through a single linear layer followed by SiLU and
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Algorithm 1 TTB model training
1: Input: DVSM [58] model parameters ϕ with L blocks; TTB MLP fast-weight {θℓ}Lℓ=1; Outer lr

α; Inner steps T ; Training set D
2: Output: Optimized model parameters ϕ∗ and fast weight {θ∗ℓ }Ll=1
3:
4: function INNEROPTIM(θ(0),X,Y)
5: ▷ Bake the fast-weight MLP for a X 7→ Y mapping
6: for t = 1, . . . , T do
7: Y′ = fθ(t−1)(X) ▷ MLP feed-forwarding
8: LTTB = ∥Y′ −Y∥22 ▷ Inner-loop objective
9: ▷ We follow LaCT [77] to use Muon [28] for inner-loop optimization

10: θ(t) = θ(t−1) −Muon (∇θ(t−1)LTTB) ▷ Fast-weight updating (Eq.8)
11: return θ(T )

12: end function
13:
14: for each training iteration do
15: ▷ Let’s assume one scene in a batch for brevity
16: Sample scene: input views {(Ii,Pi,Ki)}Ni=1, target views {(I′i,P′

i,K
′
i)}Mi=1 from D

17: ▷ Construct the context pairs (Eq. 7). Omit layer index for brevity.
18: X(ctx-gt) = LayerNorm(PE(ray)(P,K) + PE(rgb)(I)) ▷ Context ground-truth tokens
19: X(ctx-rend) = LayerNorm(PE(ray)(P,K)) ▷ Context rendering tokens
20: ▷ Reconstruction stage (context prefilling)
21: for ℓ = 1, . . . , L do
22: ▷ Transformer block feed-forwarding (Eq. 3)
23: X(ctx-gt) = X(ctx-gt) + IntraAttnℓ(X

(ctx-gt))
24: X(ctx-rend) = X(ctx-rend) + IntraAttnℓ(X

(ctx-rend))
25: X(ctx-gt) = X(ctx-gt) + FFNℓ,1(X

(ctx-gt))
26: X(ctx-rend) = X(ctx-rend) + FFNℓ,1(X

(ctx-rend))
27: ▷ ==== Start of test-time baking ====
28: O = CrossAttnℓ(X(ctx-gt))
29: Y = Linearℓ,v(O−X(ctx-rend)) ▷ The mapping target
30: X = Linearℓ,k(X(ctx-rend)) ▷ The mapping source
31: θ

(T )
ℓ = InnerOptim(θℓ,X,Y) ▷ Inner-loop optimization for T steps

32: Y′ = f
θ
(T )
ℓ

(X) ▷ Feed-forward with the baked MLP

33: X(ctx-gt) = X(ctx-gt) +O+Y′ ▷ Apply residual to context ground-truth tokens
34: X(ctx-rend) = X(ctx-rend) +Y′ ▷ Apply residual to context rendering tokens
35: ▷ ==== End of test-time baking ====
36: X(ctx-gt) = X(ctx-gt) + FFNℓ,2(X

(ctx-gt))
37: X(ctx-rend) = X(ctx-rend) + FFNℓ,2(X

(ctx-rend))
38: ▷ Rendering stage
39: X(nv) = LayerNorm(PE(ray)(P′,K′)) ▷ Novel-view rendering tokens
40: for ℓ = 1, . . . , L do
41: X(nv) = X(nv) + IntraAttnℓ(X

(nv))
42: X(nv) = X(nv) + FFNℓ,1(X

(nv))
43: X(nv) = X(nv) + f

θ
(T )
ℓ

(
Linearℓ,k(X(nv))

)
▷ Baked MLPs replace cross-view attentions

44: X(nv) = X(nv) + FFNℓ,2(X
(nv))

45: Ī = (PixShuf ◦ Sigmoid ◦ Linear ◦ LayerNorm)(X(nv)) ▷ Color head (Eq.5)
46: J = MSE(Ī, I′) + λ · Percep(Ī, I′) ▷ Rendering losses (Eq.2)
47: ϕ, θ = ADAM({ϕ, θ}, {∇ϕJ ,∇θJ }, α) ▷ Optimization step
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an L2 unit-norm, which constrains the writes and reads of the fast-weight MLP to a common spherical
subspace and removes a magnitude degree of freedom from the inner-loop optimization. The per-
token learning rate is predicted by an additional linear head that outputs 3H scalars per token—one
for each of the three fast-weight matrices in every head—and reparameterized as softplus(· +
softplus−1(0.01)), ensuring strictly positive learning rates and an effective initial value of 0.01
across all heads and matrices.

The outer loop differentiates fully through all T inner-loop steps without any first-order approximation,
so that the rendering loss reflects the exact dependence of the final fast weights on the outer-loop
parameters. Each Muon step orthogonalizes the inner-loop gradient with five Newton–Schulz quintic
iterations executed in BFloat16; we transpose the gradient before iteration whenever din > dh so that
the intermediate Gram matrix has size min(din, dh)

2, which keeps the per-step memory manageable.
Even with this optimization, retaining T inner-step activations for backpropagation remains the
dominant memory cost of TTB. We mitigate it with two layers of gradient checkpointing: the
inner-loop activations of SwiGLU and Muon are recomputed within each step, and the outer-loop
checkpointing is applied selectively to the intra-view attention and FFN sublayers but not to the TTB
sublayer itself, the combination of which makes our 64-A100 training feasible at 960p resolution
with V =32 context views.

Finally, our two main paper variants differ only in the inner-loop mapping target. TTB instantiates
g(·) in main paper Eq. 6b as the cross-view attention output of X(ctx-gt), while TTB– replaces this
with a linear projection WvX

(ctx-gt) acting directly on the context ground-truth tokens. Both variants
share every other component described above, including the context pair construction, the QK-shared
projection, the per-token learning-rate head, the residual target, and the feedback path that propagates
the baked MLP output back to X(ctx-gt).

A.3 Two-view Re10K specific details

For the two-view setting, each GPU receives 32 scenes per iteration, with 2 context views and 3
target views per scene. The interval between the two context frames is sampled uniformly between
25 and 192, and target frames are drawn from the union of all intermediate frames between the two
context views and the extrapolated frames within 25 frames on either side. We initialize the model
from the corresponding DVSM [58] Re10K checkpoint following the strategy detailed in Sec. A.2,
and finetune it on Re10K for 100K iterations at 256×256 followed by 10K iterations at 512×512.
Note that doubling the context tokens through the context pair (main paper Eq. 7) negligibly affects
this two-view setup, so we keep the same per-GPU batch composition as DVSM.

A.4 Many-view DL3DV [35] specific details

DL3DV is the main benchmark for our dense-view results in main paper Tab. 1 and Tab. 3, as well
as for all the ablations in main paper Sec. 4.3. For training, we adopt a dynamic batching scheme
that controls the per-GPU token budget rather than the number of scenes. Each scene draws either 16
or 32 context views uniformly at random, paired with the same number of target views; the number
of scenes packed into a GPU is then adjusted on the fly so that the aggregate count of context-pair
tokens (i.e., the union of X(ctx-gt) and X(ctx-rend) across all scenes in the batch) stays within a fixed
budget. This compensates for the doubled token count introduced by the context pair and keeps
the effective compute per iteration comparable to DVSM at the same memory ceiling. The frame
interval between two adjacent context views is sampled uniformly from [1, 16], and target views
are drawn from [min(C)−2,max(C)+2] \ C, where C is the index set of the sampled context views.
We exclude from training a small subset of scenes whose aspect ratio or native resolution does not
match the canonical 16:9 960p layout. The resolution curriculum starts from 340p and runs for 100K
iterations, after which the model is finetuned for 10K iterations at each of 480p, 720p, and the final
960p (540×960).

For the controlled ablation setting used in main paper Tab. 4–6 and Tab. 13, we shrink the compute
footprint to 8 A100 GPUs by fixing the context view count to 32, raising the patch size to 16 to lower
the per-token resolution, and truncating the curriculum to 340p / 480p / 720p with 100K / 10K / 10K
iterations respectively. All the design knobs ablated in those tables share this controlled setup; the
rendering and reconstruction efficiency reported alongside is measured on a model with patch size 8
to remain consistent with the final main-table configuration.
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A.5 Zero-shot evaluation details

The in-the-wild numbers in main paper Tab. 3 are produced by the DVSM-initialized 960p TTB
model trained on DL3DV with patch size 8, evaluated zero-shot on three out-of-distribution datasets:
the 9 scenes of MipNeRF360 [3], the 7 scenes of Free [66], and the 6 stable scenes from Hike [39] as
identified by [33]. We hold out every 8th frame on MipNeRF360 and Free and every 10th frame on
Hike as target views, and run k-means over the remaining frames to obtain context views. All input
images are first resized—preserving their original aspect ratio—so that the total pixel count matches
the 540·960=518,400 target used by our model, and predicted novel views are then resized back to
the dataset’s native resolution prior to metric computation. We apply the same image preprocessing
pipeline to all baselines for a fair comparison. The LagerNVS [61] numbers are produced from our
intermediate 480p checkpoint, since LagerNVS operates at 512 pixels along the longer image side
and matching its native input resolution is the cleanest comparison.

A.6 Local-duplicate inference details

This section gives further details of the local-duplicate inference described in main paper Sec. 3.3.4,
which reconstructs the scene as K spatially-local groups of context views at inference time, each
with its own copy of the baked fast weights, so that a single fast-weight MLP only has to absorb the
views of one local group (about B on average) instead of all V views. It reuses the trained model as
is, with no retraining and no additional learned parameters; the per-scene state grows to K sets of
fast weights.

Grouping. Each context view i is summarized into a 6-dimensional descriptor fi = [ci;di] ∈ R6,
where ci ∈ R3 is the camera origin and di ∈ R3 is the camera’s unit optical axis, both expressed
in the input world frame. The number of groups K is an inference-time hyper-parameter; K = 1
falls back to the single-MLP model. Unless stated otherwise we set K = V/B with a nominal
budget of B = 16 views per group, i.e., K = 2 for V = 32 and K = 4 for V = 64. We then run
Lloyd’s algorithm for 20 iterations with the Euclidean distance to cluster the V descriptors into K
groups. Centroids are initialized with the descriptors of K views whose indices are evenly spaced
over [0, V−1]; since our context views are ordered by capture time, this spreads the initial centroids
along the camera trajectory. If a centroid attracts no views during an iteration, we leave it unchanged
for that round. Group sizes are neither balanced nor capped, and K must stay small relative to V .

Per-group reconstruction. For every group k we run the standard reconstruction pass of our model
on its member views only. Inside this pass, all sublayers—intra-view attention, FFN, cross-view
attention, and the TTB inner loop—see only the tokens of group k; in particular, the cross-view
attention that provides the baking target attends across the views of the group rather than across all V
views. The two streams X(ctx-gt) and X(ctx-rend) of a context view are created inside the same pass
and are therefore always baked together. Every pass starts from the shared meta-initialization θ0 and
runs the same T inner-loop steps, producing the per-layer fast weights {θk,ℓ}Lℓ=1 of copy k. The K
passes are independent of each other and are executed sequentially in our implementation. At the end
of context prefilling we cache the fast weights of every group together with the K cluster centroids.

Rendering. At rendering time, we do not re-run k-means. Each novel view computes its own
6-dimensional descriptor in the same input world frame and takes an argmin of the Euclidean
distance to the cached centroids to select a single group, and all of its tokens are rendered with the
fast weights of that group. The switch between copies is hard, without blending. The per-token
rendering cost is unchanged and independent of V ; routing only adds one nearest-centroid search
over K centroids per view, which is negligible. In our implementation every novel view is routed and
rendered individually.

B Discussion: comparison with related methods

This section positions TTB within the recent landscape of feed-forward novel-view synthesis (NVS)
and 3D reconstruction methods. We focus on the LVSM family [22, 25, 58, 77] together with three
recent methods that adopt either TTT layers (LongLRM [12], tttLRM [63]) or a 3D-pretrained encoder
(LagerNVS [61]), since these are the closest design points to TTB. The discussion is structured

18



around three axes: training settings (Sec. B.1), reconstruction/rendering complexity (Sec. B.2), and
architectural composition (Sec. B.3).

B.1 Training settings across methods

Tab. 7 compares the training data, compute, and pretraining source across baselines and our method.
All listed methods share AdamW as the outer-loop optimizer and a multi-stage resolution curriculum,
so we restrict the table to the three axes that most directly affect comparability.

Table 7: Training settings across methods. “Multi-dataset” indicates training on a curated mixture
beyond a single benchmark. “DVSM ckpt” refers to initializing from the corresponding DVSM [58]
checkpoint released for that benchmark. “–” marks compute resources that are not explicitly reported
by the corresponding paper.

Method Training data GPUs Pretrain source

LVSM [25] Objaverse / Re10K 64×A100 from scratch
Efficient-LVSM [22] Re10K 64×A100 from scratch
DVSM [58] DL3DV / Re10K 64×A100 from scratch
LaCT [77] Objaverse / DL3DV 64×A100 from scratch
LongLRM [12] DL3DV 64×A100 from scratch
tttLRM [63] Objaverse / DL3DV 64×A100 LaCT [77] ckpt
LagerNVS [61] Multi-dataset — VGGT [65] ckpt

TTB (ours) DL3DV / Re10K 64×A100 DVSM [58] ckpt

The compute footprint (64×A100) is broadly shared across the group when reported, so the differences
mainly lie in data composition and pretraining strategy. Most LVSM-family methods train scene-only
on Re10K or DL3DV, occasionally extending to Objaverse for object-level pretraining; LagerNVS is
the outlier that explicitly relies on a multi-dataset mixture of fifteen sources to obtain its in-the-wild
generalization. Three methods escape the from-scratch pattern, and they do so along two distinct
lines: tttLRM and TTB warm-start from an NVS checkpoint of the same task family (TTT-LVSM
and DVSM, respectively), reusing weights that were already optimized for novel-view rendering;
LagerNVS instead transfers from VGGT, a model trained for 3D reconstruction, and jointly finetunes
both the VGGT encoder and a freshly initialized cross-attention renderer with the rendering loss. TTB
sits closer to tttLRM in this taxonomy—both inherit cross-view-attention features from a pretrained
NVS backbone and reshape them into a TTT-style fast-weight representation—while LagerNVS
represents an orthogonal direction of leveraging 3D-supervised priors.

B.2 Reconstruction and rendering complexity

Tab. 8 summarizes per-scene reconstruction and per-token rendering complexity for the methods
above. The scene representation column reports the asymptotic memory footprint of the per-scene
state that is consumed at rendering time.

The table makes the design space explicit. The decoder-only LVSM reconstructs nothing offline
and pays the full attention cost at every novel-view query; LVSM enc.-dec. and Efficient-LVSM
amortize the cost into a one-time encoding stage but the rendering cost remains linear in the number of
context tokens. DVSM further removes the encoder-decoder decoupling but at the price of quadratic
cross-view attention during prefilling. LagerNVS occupies the same asymptotic regime as LVSM
enc.-dec. but with a heavier V -dependence because its VGGT encoder runs alternating frame-wise
and global self-attention over all V ·L tokens, yielding O(V 2 ·L2) encoding and O(V ·L) per-token
rendering through cross-attention to the encoder output. LaCT pushes both axes to their constant-
complexity limits via TTT layers, whereas TTB occupies a previously empty cell on this map: it
preserves DVSM’s quadratic reconstruction cost—necessary because cross-view attention provides
the inner-loop target—while inheriting LaCT’s O(1) rendering and fixed-size scene representation.
TTB– in turn shows that, when the cross-view attention target is replaced by a linear projection,
reconstruction collapses back to linear in V , recovering LaCT’s complexity profile but with the rest
of the TTB design choices retained. LRM-style baselines such as LongLRM and tttLRM occupy a
different regime altogether, since their per-scene state is an explicit 3D Gaussian set rendered by a
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Table 8: Asymptotic complexity comparison. V denotes the number of context views and L the
number of tokens per view. Reconstruction is reported per scene, rendering per novel-view token.
“GS rasterizer” denotes that rendering is handled by a Gaussian splatting rasterizer rather than a
neural module, which is not directly comparable in O(·) form. We only list the complexity of the
main model layer for global scene understanding. LongLRM still employs a few cross-view attention
layers with O(V 2 · L2) complexity. LaCT, tttLRM, LagerNVS, and ours also employ intra-view
attention with O(V · L2) reconstruction complexity and O(L) per-token rendering complexity.

Method Reconstruction Rendering (per token) Scene representation

LVSM (decoder-only) [25] — O(V · L) context tokens
LVSM (enc.-dec.) [25] O(V 2 · L2) O(Ls) latent scene tokens
Efficient-LVSM [22] O(V · L2) O(V · L) KV-cache
DVSM [58] O(V 2 · L2) O(V · L) KV-cache
LaCT [77] O(V · L) O(1) fast weights
LongLRM [12] O(V · L) GS rasterizer 3D Gaussians
tttLRM [63] O(V · L) GS rasterizer 3D Gaussians
LagerNVS [61] O(V 2 · L2) O(V · L) latent scene tokens

TTB-- (ours) O(V · L) O(1) fast weights
TTB (ours) O(V 2 · L2) O(1) fast weights

rasterizer rather than a neural module; we list them for completeness but do not directly compare
O-rendering with them.

B.3 Architectural composition

Tab. 9 compares the per-block composition and the total decoder depth. We restrict the table to
depth, latent dim, and the cross-view sublayer type, since these are the most consequential differences
relative to TTB. For LagerNVS we report depth in two parts since its model is composed of a 24-block
VGGT encoder operating at 1024-dim and a 12-block cross-attention decoder operating at 768-dim.

Table 9: Architectural composition. “Cross-view sublayer” indicates the module that exchanges
information across views in each block. The depth column is the number of decoder blocks, with the
encoder depth listed in parentheses for encoder-decoder methods. The latent-dim column reports the
decoder width, with the encoder width also given for encoder-decoder methods.

Method # blocks Latent dim Cross-view sublayer

LVSM [25] 24 768 cross-view attention
Efficient-LVSM [22] 24 1024 cached KV cross-attention
DVSM [58] 12 768 cross-view attention (cached KV)
LaCT [77] 24 768 large-chunk TTT layer
LongLRM [12] 24 768 Mamba2 + attention hybrid
tttLRM [63] 24 768 large-chunk TTT layer
LagerNVS [61] 12 (+24 enc.) 768 (+1024 enc.) VGGT alt. frame/global attn. (enc.) + cross-attn.

(dec.)

TTB-- (ours) 12 768 TTB layer (linear target)
TTB (ours) 12 768 cross-view attn. + TTB layer

A consistent pattern across the methods is a 24-block decoder for from-scratch models, while methods
that initialize from a pretrained backbone are able to reduce decoder depth. DVSM and our method
use a 12-block decoder by sharing weights between reconstruction and rendering stages; LagerNVS
reaches the same 12-block decoder width and depth (768, 12 blocks) by offloading representational
capacity to a 24-block, 1024-dim VGGT encoder. TTB inherits the 12-block depth directly from
DVSM: every TTB layer additionally houses a fast-weight MLP whose inner loop is supervised
by the cross-view attention output, but the surrounding intra-view attention and FFN sublayers are
unchanged from DVSM. The net effect is that TTB matches or surpasses both 24-block from-scratch
baselines and the much heavier LagerNVS on DL3DV (main paper Tab. 1, Tab. 3) while operating
with comparable parameter counts to DVSM (244M for TTB– and 271M for TTB, against 163M for
DVSM, 379M for LaCT, and over 1B for LagerNVS due to the included VGGT encoder). We attribute
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Table 10: In-the-wild generalization at 16 input views.

MipNerf360 [3] Free [66] Hike [39] Efficiency
Method Size PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ Time↓ FPS↑

Input: 16 views × 518,400 pixels per view (960p)
LVSM 165M 19.58 0.459 0.564 19.95 0.528 0.441 18.48 0.454 0.492 3.8s 20
LaCT 379M 20.10 0.494 0.498 20.77 0.588 0.350 18.35 0.512 0.403 1.9s 10
DVSM 163M 21.51 0.553 0.427 22.04 0.664 0.285 20.24 0.591 0.363 4.4s 4
Ours-- 244M 21.46 0.540 0.442 22.21 0.638 0.321 19.25 0.549 0.391 1.9s 23
Ours 271M 22.03 0.563 0.424 22.93 0.673 0.285 19.94 0.585 0.368 5.4s 23

Input: 16 views × 512 pixels at image longer side
LagerNVS 1052M 20.41 0.469 0.523 19.33 0.490 0.412 17.98 0.426 0.457 0.4s 21
DVSM 163M 21.47 0.531 0.482 21.71 0.637 0.336 20.23 0.586 0.347 0.4s 33
Ours-- 244M 21.45 0.519 0.501 21.65 0.605 0.374 19.26 0.542 0.380 0.5s 67
Ours 271M 21.75 0.531 0.486 22.36 0.637 0.346 19.92 0.572 0.361 0.8s 67

this efficiency to the combination of a shallow shared decoder and the inheritance of pretrained DVSM
weights, which Sec. A.2 discusses in detail.

C Additional results

C.1 Few-view lower-resolution results

We additionally train and evaluate our models on 2-view setup at a lower resolution. This is not our
intended scenario as the rendering FPS speedup by replacing cross-view attentions with our baked
MLPs become marginal: 64→72 at 256×256 and 45→52 at 512×512.

We follow previous works to train and test on Re10k [30] dataset. We start from the most capable
pretrained checkpoint from DVSM [58] which employs DINO [52] injection and patch size of 8. We
first train at 256×256 resolution for 100K iterations with learning rate 4×10−4, and then finetune
at 512×512 resolution for 10K iterations with learning rate 1×10−4. In each iteration on a GPU,
we sample 32 scenes with 2 context views and 3 target views. The distance between the 2 views is
randomly sampled between 25–192 frame skips following previous works.

The results comparison is presented in Tab. 16. Under such few views, our TTBs can faithfully
reproduce the cross-view attentions results, as reflected by the comparable results with our pretrained
DVSM.

C.2 In-the-wild generalization at 16 input views

We complement the 64-view in-the-wild evaluation in main paper Tab. 3 with a 16-view counterpart
in Tab. 10, covering the same three out-of-domain datasets (MipNeRF360 [3], Free [66], Hike [39]) at
both 960p and 512-pixel longer-side settings. The trends mirror our in-domain DL3DV results: TTB
closely matches DVSM [58] quality across all three datasets while consistently surpassing LaCT [77]
and LVSM [25], and outperforms LagerNVS [61] by a clear margin under the 512-pixel setting.
Efficiency-wise, TTB retains its constant-FPS rendering at 16 views just as at 64 views, confirming
that the rendering speedup is independent of context view count. These results indicate that TTB’s
quality and speed advantages generalize beyond the dense-view regime to fewer-view, out-of-domain
scenarios.

C.3 Inference at scale on DL3DV.

A single fast-weight MLP per TTB layer has fixed capacity, which becomes a bottleneck as the
number of context views V grows. Tab. 11 compares this single-MLP baseline against our local-
duplicate variant, which maintains K local copies of the per-layer fast-weight state, each updated
only by views routed to its spatially-local group via k-means over per-view camera features (results
reported with our ablation model at 720p). Up to V=32, the two variants are indistinguishable and
both match DVSM [58]. Beyond V=64, the single-MLP variant saturates and plateaus around 25.8
PSNR, while the local-duplicate variant continues to scale and reaches 27.74 at V=256, on par with
DVSM’s 27.56. Throughout, rendering FPS stays in the 67 to 72 range, in stark contrast to DVSM’s
drop from 63.6 at V=16 to 12.6 at V=256. Local duplication thus resolves the capacity ceiling of
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Table 11: Inference at scale on DL3DV. As the number of context views V grows, TTB-single—a
single fast-weight MLP per TTB layer that absorbs all V views—suffers capacity saturation: its
PSNR plateaus around V=64 and even regresses thereafter. TTB-duplicate, which maintains K local
copies of the per-layer fast-weight state, each baked from a spatially-local group of views, prevents
this saturation and tracks DVSM’s quality scaling while preserving O(1) per-frame rendering. Best
per column is shaded red, second-best orange.

Method V=16 V=32 V=64 V=128 V=256

PSNR↑
DVSM 22.83 24.68 26.23 27.20 27.56
TTB-single 23.26 24.84 25.60 25.82 25.78
TTB-duplicate 23.26 24.84 26.13 27.14 27.74

Recon-time↓
DVSM 0.136 0.389 1.258 4.815 18.106
TTB-single 0.337 0.740 1.911 6.065 20.549
TTB-duplicate 0.333 1.048 3.578 13.557 52.064

Rend-fps↑
DVSM 63.6 61.9 40.1 23.2 12.6
TTB-single 73.2 72.6 72.3 72.2 72.2
TTB-duplicate 72.0 67.9 68.0 67.0 68.5

Table 12: Capacity scaling. Left: PSNR of local-duplicate inference over the number of copies K
and context views V (ablation setting, 720p); every row peaks at K=V/16, i.e. a fixed budget of 16
views per copy (bold). Right: scaling the fast-weight MLP width instead (DL3DV, V=64, 340p);
quality rises monotonically and a 16× width matches DVSM.

V \K 1 2 4 8 16

16 23.26 22.86 22.07 20.73 19.02
32 24.84 24.84 24.44 23.53 22.00
64 25.60 26.11 26.13 25.76 24.93

128 25.82 26.60 27.07 27.14 26.85
256 25.78 26.64 27.26 27.66 27.74

Method Width PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓
DVSM – 25.60 0.801 0.181
TTB (2×) 1536 25.18 0.773 0.203
TTB (4×, ours) 3072 25.36 0.780 0.197
TTB (8×) 6144 25.52 0.786 0.192
TTB (16×) 12288 25.61 0.792 0.188

a single fast-weight MLP without compromising the constant-complexity rendering that motivates
TTB.

C.4 Capacity scaling

Tab. 12 studies the two knobs that set the capacity of the baked state. Sweeping K jointly with V
shows that the best K is always V/16, so local duplication is governed by a single scene-independent
budget of B=16 views per copy rather than a per-scene heuristic; we use this budget for all Ours
(duplicate) entries in Tab. 1, and the K=1 column and the K=V/16 diagonal reproduce the two
TTB rows of Tab. 11. Widening the fast-weight MLP closes the gap as well and reaches DVSM at
16× width, indicating that the remaining gap is a capacity limit rather than a limitation of baking.
Since width enlarges the model and requires retraining, we keep the 4× width and scale capacity
through K.

C.5 Effect of pretraining.

Tab. 13 compares three frameworks trained from scratch versus initialized from a DVSM [58]
checkpoint (results reported with our ablation model at 720p). The PSNR gain from pretraining grows

Table 13: Pretraining ablation.

Method w/o pretrain w/ pretrain

PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓
TTT 22.84 0.688 0.307 23.12 0.704 0.286
TTB-- 23.51 0.720 0.274 24.22 0.747 0.248
TTB 23.82 0.731 0.264 24.84 0.768 0.230
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Table 14: Efficiency comparison on DL3DV at 544×960 resolution with 32 input views.
Recon-time is the processing time of a single scene. Rend-fps indicates the number of frames
rendered per second without batching. Infer-mem is the peak GPU memory usage when measuring
the reconstruction and rendering. Train-time/it is the sum of model forward and backward time
per iteration under training mode with a batch containing 32 context views. Train-mem is the peak
memory usage when measuring training time. The actual training randomly samples different number
of input views per scene rather than a fixed number. We highlight cells with numbers similar to the
most efficient one under each column.

Method Venue PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ #params↓ Recon-time↓ Rend-fps↑ Infer-mem↓ Train-time/it↓ Train-mem↓
LVSM [25] ICLR’25 22.24 0.691 0.352 165M 15s 20 9G 73s 42G
LaCT [77] ICLR’26 26.90 0.837 0.185 379M 3.7s 10 23G 36s 72G
DVSM ps8 arXiv’26 29.13 0.893 0.129 163M 15s 2 20G 133s 65G

TTB– (ours) – 28.12 0.867 0.158 244M 3.7s 23 18G 26s 68G
TTB (ours) – 28.92 0.882 0.145 271M 18s 23 18G 90s 76G

Table 15: End-to-end time for rendering N novel views (seconds, DL3DV at 960p), computed as
reconstruction time plus N/FPS from Tab. 1. TTB overtakes DVSM after 5–7 views at every V ,
while TTB-- leads from N=1.

V Method Recon FPS N=1 N=2 N=5 N=10 N=30 N=100

16
DVSM 4.4 4 4.7 4.9 5.7 6.9 11.9 29.4
TTB-- 1.9 23 1.9 2.0 2.1 2.3 3.2 6.2
TTB 5.4 23 5.4 5.5 5.6 5.8 6.7 9.7

32
DVSM 15.0 2 15.5 16.0 17.5 20.0 30.0 65.0
TTB-- 3.7 23 3.7 3.8 3.9 4.1 5.0 8.0
TTB 18.0 23 18.0 18.1 18.2 18.4 19.3 22.3

64
DVSM 60.0 1 61.0 62.0 65.0 70.0 90.0 160.0
TTB-- 7.5 23 7.5 7.6 7.7 7.9 8.8 11.8
TTB 65.0 23 65.0 65.1 65.2 65.4 66.3 69.3

monotonically with cross-view attention preservation: smallest for TTT (no cross-view attention),
larger for TTB-- (linear target), and largest for our full TTB (cross-view attention target), confirming
that preserving cross-view attention is key to re-using decoder-only pretrained weights. Notably, TTB
from scratch already surpasses pretrained TTT, indicating that its advantage is structural.

C.6 Efficiency analysis

We provide a detailed efficiency comparison in Tab. 14, reporting parameter counts, per-scene
reconstruction time, per-view rendering FPS, and peak GPU memory at both inference and training
time. All numbers are measured at 544×960 resolution with V=32 input views.

End-to-end time. Since TTB shifts computation from rendering to reconstruction, Tab. 15 reports
the total time to reconstruct a scene and render N novel views. TTB overtakes DVSM after only 5–7
views at every V , a threshold that any interactive viewer or trajectory rendering exceeds, while TTB--
leads from the first view at the quality cost reported in Tab. 1.

C.7 Scene representation size

We further quantify the memory footprint of the per-scene state that must be retained between
reconstruction and rendering at 544×960 resolution. Fig. 7 compares the KV-cache of DVSM [58]
against the baked fast-weight state of TTB as the number of context views V grows. The DVSM KV-
cache scales linearly with V , reaching tens of GBs at V=256, whereas TTB’s scene representation
is a fixed-size set of fast-weight matrices whose footprint is independent of V (324MB across all
L blocks in FP32). At V=64 this is an 85× reduction over DVSM, growing to 340× at V=256;
local-duplicate inference stores K=V/16 copies and stays a constant 21× smaller than the KV-cache
at every V . This compact, V -independent state is what enables TTB’s O(1) per-token rendering and
is also a practical advantage for deployment scenarios with limited GPU memory.
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Figure 7: Scene representation size as V grows at 544×960 resolution, measured on a single A100.
The DVSM [58] KV-cache grows linearly in V (hollow points: linear extrapolation where DVSM ran
out of 80 GB memory), TTB’s baked fast weights stay constant, and TTB-duplicate grows with the
number of copies K=V/16 while remaining 21× smaller than the KV-cache.

D Qualitative results

This section provides additional qualitative results that complement the quantitative comparisons in the
main paper. We include in-domain comparisons on DL3DV [35] (Sec. D.1), two-view comparisons on
Re10K [30] (Sec. D.2), and zero-shot comparisons on three in-the-wild datasets [3, 39, 66] (Sec. D.3).

D.1 In-domain results on DL3DV

Fig. 8 extends the comparison in main paper Fig. 5 to additional held-out DL3DV scenes spanning
input view counts of V=16, 32, and 64, complementing the three-column quantitative results in main
paper Tab. 1. TTB consistently preserves thin geometric structures and high-frequency texture where
LaCT [77] blurs and LVSM [25] loses detail.

D.2 Two-view results on Re10K

Fig. 9 compares TTB against DVSM [58] and LVSM [25] under the two-view setting, complementing
main paper Tab. 2. TTB matches DVSM’s quality at the same rendering speed-up regime, and
outperforms LVSM in regions involving moderate viewpoint extrapolation.

D.3 Zero-shot results on in-the-wild datasets

Figs. 10–12 report zero-shot results on MipNeRF360 [3], Free [66], and Hike [39], all using the
DL3DV-trained TTB model with V=64 input views. These figures complement the in-the-wild
numerical results in main paper Tab. 3. Despite a clear domain gap from DL3DV, TTB recovers fine
details such as small text and thin structures that LaCT [77] and LVSM [25] blur out.

E Broader impacts

TTB shares its broader impacts with feed-forward novel-view synthesis methods in general. What
is more specific to TTB is the methodological perspective it offers: rather than replacing attention
with a test-time-trained fast-weight MLP as in prior TTT-style architectures, TTB shows that the
fast-weight MLP can be supervised to collaborate with attention by baking its outputs into a constant-
size state. This baking perspective is potentially applicable beyond novel-view synthesis, in any
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Table 16: Two input views on Re10K.

Method Venue PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓
Resolution: 256×256

pixelNeRF [74] CVPR’21 20.43 0.589 0.550
AttnRend [13] CVPR’23 24.78 0.820 0.213
ViewCrafter [75] TPAMI’24 21.63 0.642 0.175
GPNR [55] ECCV’24 24.11 0.793 0.255
PixelSplat [6] CVPR’24 26.09 0.863 0.136
MVSplat [10] ECCV’24 26.39 0.869 0.128
GS-LRM [76] ECCV’24 28.10 0.892 0.114
DepthSplat [71] CVPR’25 27.46 0.889 0.115
SEVA [79] ICCV’25 25.66 0.841 0.139
LVSM [25] ICLR’25 28.58 0.893 0.114
Dec.-only [25] ICLR’25 29.67 0.906 0.098
Btimer [32] NeurIPS’25 26.49 0.886 0.096
Eff. LVSM [22] ICLR’26 28.93 0.895 0.102
TokenGS [45] CVPR’26 28.41 0.903 0.135
SVSM [31] CVPR’26 30.01 0.910 0.096
DVSM [58] arXiv’26 31.23 0.925 0.085
Ours-- 31.04 0.921 0.086
Ours 31.35 0.926 0.083

Resolution: 512×512
LVSM [25] ICLR’25 28.55 0.894 0.173
Dec.-only [25] ICLR’25 29.53 0.904 0.141
Eff. LVSM [22] ICLR’26 29.86 0.905 0.147
DVSM [58] arXiv’26 31.17 0.924 0.129
Ours-- 31.00 0.921 0.130
Ours 31.28 0.926 0.127

setting where a powerful but expensive attention module needs to be amortized into a state of fixed
size. Long-context language models, where attention KV-caches grow linearly with sequence length,
could similarly benefit from baking attention outputs into a fixed-capacity fast weight to enable
constant-memory inference. World models and video generators that maintain a long temporal
context face the same memory-growth issue and may adopt analogous baking strategies for the
temporal-attention component. Physical 3D perception systems that operate on streaming sensor
inputs, such as embodied agents and autonomous driving stacks, could likewise use a baked fast-
weight state to maintain a compact running memory of the environment without unbounded KV
growth. We hope the baking perspective inspires further exploration of how attention and test-time
training can be combined across these domains.

F Declaration of LLM usage

Large language models were used as writing and editing aids during manuscript prepara-
tion—paraphrasing, grammar correction, and improving readability. We additionally used Claude
Code as a coding assistant during the development of our training and evaluation pipeline; all code
generated with its help was reviewed and tested by the authors before being incorporated into the
final implementation. LLMs did not contribute to the research ideation, model design, experimental
protocol, or analysis of results.
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Figure 8: Additional qualitative comparison on DL3DV. 64 context views.
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Ours Decoder-only LVSMGT

Figure 9: Qualitative comparison on Re10K. Two-view setting with sparse input.
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Figure 10: Zero-shot qualitative results on MipNeRF360. 64 context views.
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Figure 11: Zero-shot qualitative results on Free. 64 context views.
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Figure 12: Zero-shot qualitative results on Hike. 64 context views.
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