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Figure 1. We present MV-TAP (Tracking Any Point in Multi-view Videos), a model designed to effectively integrate information across
multiple viewpoints for robust and high-quality point tracking. (a) We visualize the results of MV-TAP on Harmony4D [23]. (b) MV-TAP
achieves noticeable gains over other baselines [6, 9, 20, 21, 44, 45, 48], demonstrating its ability to leverage multi-view information.

Abstract

Multi-view camera systems enable rich observations of
complex real-world scenes, and understanding dynamic ob-
jects in multi-view settings has become central to various
applications. In this work, we present MV-TAP, a novel
point tracker that tracks points across multi-view videos
of dynamic scenes by leveraging cross-view information.
MV-TAP utilizes camera geometry and a cross-view atten-
tion mechanism to aggregate spatio-temporal information
across views, enabling more complete and reliable trajec-
tory estimation in multi-view videos. To support this task,
we construct a large-scale synthetic training dataset and
real-world evaluation sets tailored for multi-view track-
ing. Extensive experiments demonstrate that MV-TAP out-
performs existing point-tracking methods on challenging
benchmarks, establishing an effective baseline for advanc-
ing research in multi-view point tracking.

1. Introduction

Multi-view camera systems have advanced significantly in
recent years, enabling the understanding of complex real-
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world scenes. Building upon these advances, understand-
ing dynamic objects in multi-view systems has become cru-
cial for a wide range of applications, including motion cap-
ture [5, 12, 19, 23], robot manipulation [17, 35, 47], and
autonomous driving [3, 26].

Point tracking has been widely used to understand dy-
namic scenes by providing fine-grained spatio-temporal
correspondences across video frames and indicating point-
wise occlusions [6, 8, 14, 20]. Hence, it supports a wide
range of downstream tasks, including embodied Al [2, 39],
autonomous driving [1], 4D reconstruction [10, 41], and
video editing [11, 18]. Despite its strong capability, ex-
isting point tracking methods have only been explored in
single-view videos. Since the 2D projection of a 3D scene
inherently incurs geometric ambiguities, such as frequent
occlusion, erratic motion, and depth uncertainty, single-
view methods [8, 14] struggle with these challenges. Conse-
quently, a direct application of these trackers independently
to each viewpoint fails to leverage the multi-view cues re-
quired to construct reliable multi-view point trajectories.

Motivated by these observations, we formulate the novel
task of multi-view point tracking, which aims to track a
set of query points throughout multiple videos of a dynamic
scene. Our key intuition is that jointly processing multiple
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Figure 2. Motivation. We conceptually contrast our (c) multi-
view point tracking with (a) single-view point tracking [6, 9, 20,
21, 44, 45, 48] and (b) multi-view matching [7, 29, 32, 33, 37].
Our approach simultaneously models both view- and frame-wise
interactions to ensure cross-view and temporal consistency.

video streams of a dynamic scene provides useful spatio-
temporal constraints that can help resolve the ambiguities
from monocular setting. For instance, a point that is oc-
cluded or motion-blurred in one view may be clearly visible
in other views. By reasoning across these viewpoints simul-
taneously, such ambiguities can be resolved, enabling more
robust and accurate point tracking.

While multi-view correspondence has been studied as a
promising way [7, 29, 32, 33, 37] to capture geometric re-
lationships, these methods are often ill-suited for dynamic
point tracking. They typically focus on static scenes [34],
assume rigid geometry, or require geometric priors [45] that
are unavailable in casual, in-the-wild videos.

Although a prior approach [31] targets multi-view 3D
point tracking in the 3D world coordinate system, it relies
on external depth inputs which may introduce reprojection
errors when reprojecting 3D points to the 2D pixel space.
This leaves a critical gap in methodology: there is no es-
tablished paradigm for leveraging only multi-view videos to
track points in pixel space through dynamic scenes.

To address these challenges, we present MV-TAP
(Tracking Any Point in Multi-view Videos), which builds
a holistic understanding of dynamic scenes in multi-view
videos. Our framework leverages camera encoding and a
cross-view attention mechanism to effectively aggregate in-
formation across all views and timesteps. Furthermore, to
facilitate research in this direction, we construct a large-
scale synthetic dataset specifically designed for training
multi-view point-tracking models and propose an evalu-
ation benchmark to assess generalization and robustness
across diverse multi-scene settings. Experiments on multi-
view benchmarks demonstrate that our approach signifi-
cantly improves upon existing tracking methods, yielding
more complete and accurate predictions. Our code and
dataset will be made publicly available.

Our contributions are summarized as follows:

* We define, for the first time, the task of multi-view point
tracking in pixel space for establishing robust spatio-

temporal correspondences in multi-view dynamic videos.

* We propose MV-TAP, a framework that leverages camera
geometry and cross-view information to address inherent
limitations of single-view point tracking, such as occlu-
sion and motion ambiguity.

* We demonstrate through extensive experiments that our
method achieves competitive performance, providing an
effective baseline for this new task.

2. Related Work

Point tracking. The goal of point tracking is to pre-
dict the trajectories and visibilities of given query points
within a video. Recent methods [6, 9, 14, 15, 20, 21, 24,
25, 44, 48] focus on estimating tracks by finding corre-
spondences across frames while capturing temporal con-
text. Specifically, PIPs [14] proposes iterative refinement
on initial query points using local correlation volumes.
TAPIR [9] combines this idea with a global correlation ap-
proach, which was introduced by TAP-Net [25]. Loco-
Track [6] further introduces bidirectional local 4D correla-
tion volumes for enhanced local correspondence. Notably,
CoTracker [20, 21] learns the correlation between tracking
points by interleaving frame- and track-wise attention mod-
ules. This approach achieves superior performance by ex-
plicitly learning the correlations between tracking points as
well as temporal consistency. Unlike previous approaches,
SpatialTracker [44] performs 3D point tracking by combin-
ing 2D tracker with depth estimation. TAPNext [48] re-
frames the point tracking problem as an autoregressive next-
token prediction, enabling causal online tracking without
specialized inductive biases. Despite these advances, exist-
ing methods are primarily designed for monocular videos,
and their application to multi-view scenarios remains un-
derexplored.

The most relevant work to ours is MVTracker [31],
which tracks query points across multi-view synchronized
videos in 3D space. However, this approach highly relies
on the quality of precomputed depth for lifting to 3D space.
Unlike MVTracker, MV-TAP performs directly in the 2D
pixel space with a view-wise attention module, showing im-
proved robustness.

Multi-view point matching. Multi-view point matching
aims to identify correspondences for a set of query points
across images captured from multiple viewpoints. Con-
ventional methods perform pairwise matching using hand-
crafted local features such as SIFT [29] and ORB [32].
Recent works employ learning-based approaches, such as
self-supervised detector—descriptor [7], graph-based match-
ers [33], and detector-free transformer matchers [37]. These
methods can be combined with single-view trackers to ex-
tend to the multi-view setting by matching tracks across
views from a reference view. However, this naive combi-
nation ignores temporal consistency within each view and
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Figure 3. Overall architecture of MV-TAP. Given synchronized multi-view videos, per-view correlation volumes are extracted from a
CNN encoder feature for each query point. These correlations are then tokenized and added with camera embedding for relative geometric
context across views and temporal embedding. Trajectories and occlusion states are iteratively updated by a Transformer architecture,

comprising temporal, spatial, and view attention modules.
is inefficient due to redundant per-frame matching.

3. Method

3.1. Motivation and overview

Existing point tracking methods [6, 9, 20, 21, 25, 45, 48]
have mainly focused on achieving spatio-temporal consis-
tency in single-view videos. While these methods excel at
predicting temporally consistent trajectories, they are not
designed to exploit the geometric constraints and comple-
mentary information available in a multi-view system.

In this paper, we define multi-view point tracking in 2D
camera space. Our goal is to leverage multi-view infor-
mation to enhance tracking performance while maintaining
the strong spatio-temporal consistency established by 2D
trackers. To achieve this, we present MV-TAP (Tracking
Any Point in Multi-view Videos), a model designed to ef-
fectively integrate information across multiple viewpoints.
Our approach integrates a strong 2D tracking backbone [20]
with additional modules designed to leverage multi-view in-
formation. Specifically, we introduce a camera encoding
module to inject geometric information and a cross view-
attention module to aggregate complementary cues across
viewpoints. This combination allows our model to achieve
robust spatio-temporal consistency across multiple views.

First, we formulate the multi-view point tracking in pixel
space (Sec. 3.2). We then describe the construction of our
camera-aware representation (Sec. 3.4), followed by multi-
view spatio-temporal transformer (Sec. 3.5), which effec-
tively exploits multi-view cues through view-wise attention.
Finally, we explain our training strategy (Sec. 3.7). An
overview of our architecture is shown in Fig. 3.

3.2. Problem definition

The inputs of multi-view point tracking are multi-view
frames Z = {I,; € RT>*W >3} query points Q = {q, ,, €

R3}, and camera parameters G = {G,; = K[Ry |ty ]}
where K € R3*3 indicates the intrinsic matrix shared
across views, R, ; € SO(3) and t,, € R?® denotes rota-

tion and translation parameters. Here, v = 1,...,V de-
notes the index of camera views, t = 1,...,T refers to
the frame index, and n = 1,..., IV represents the index of

query points. We assume that videos from different views
are temporally synchronized. A set of N query points is
independently defined for each view, since the visible time
step varies across views. Despite being defined indepen-
dently, the query points across views represent the same
scene points, where each query point on view v is repre-
sented by a 3-dimensional vector ¢, = (t4, 24, yq). Specif-
ically, t, denotes the queried frame index, and (z4,y,) the
spatial coordinates in that frame. The goal of this task is to
predict a set of trajectories 7 € RV *XT*Nx2 and occlusion
states O € RV *T*Nx1 for the given queries, where 7 de-
notes the 2D pixel locations of N points over 7" time steps
and V views, and O indicates whether each point is visible
or occluded across views and time.

3.3. Local 4D correlation along the temporal axis

From initial or intermediate trajectories, we compute a cost
volume as a matching representation. The intermediate tra-
jectories are refined during this process. Following recent
single-view point tracking approaches [6, 20], we adopt lo-
cal 4D correlation to exploit rich appearance cues. For-
mally, given an initial or intermediate track hypothesis 7,
we define the local correlation around a query point ¢ =
(tq,zq,Yq) and its hypothesized match p = (t,,zp, yp).
We construct the local neighborhoods around p and ¢ within
spatial radii 7, and r,, respectively. The resulting local 4D
correlation tensor is defined as:

_ R()-F,0)
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Figure 4. Qualitative comparison. We visualize results of MV-TAP and a single-view baseline [20] on the DexYCB [4] and Panoptic
Studio [19] datasets. While the single-view baseline fails under occlusions and large motions resulting in highly fragmented tracks, MV-
TAP demonstrates superior robustness, maintaining consistent trajectories in the challenging scenarios.

where I} and F;, denote the feature maps from frame ¢ and
the query frame ¢,, respectively, and ¢ € N'(p,r,) and j €
N (g, rq). The local 4D correlation tensor captures pairwise
similarities between the two neighborhoods around p and q.

Note that the correlation volume could also be con-
structed across the view dimension. However, when the
baseline between viewpoints is large, the appearance simi-
larity between corresponding local patches degrades signif-
icantly. As a result, the correlations become unreliable and
may introduce noise into the model. Therefore, we compute
the correlations only along the temporal dimension.

At each timestep, the correlation £, and the current hy-
pothesis position are encoded into a token. Stacking to-

kens across frames and query points forms an input token
X e RVXT XN ><d.

3.4. View-aware camera encoding

In this section, we describe our view-aware camera parame-
ter embedding. As camera parameters encode the 3D spatial
information, we utilize them to provide the model with the
relative geometric context of tracking points across views.
Specifically, we leverage Pliicker coordinates [30] to en-
code the ray corresponding to each tracking point. Each
ray Ty ¢ n € RS is defined by Pliicker coordinates:

r= [d}, where m = o x d, 2)
m

where d € R3 is direction of the ray and m € R? denotes
the moment vector computed as the cross product between
ray direction d and ray origin o € R3. The ray direction d

and ray origin o for a specific pixel are computed as follows:

d=R"TK 'x, o=-R't, 3)
where x = (u,v,1) " denotes the homogeneous pixel coor-
dinate. The direction d is normalized to unit length to en-
sure scale-invariant representation. Based on this definition,
we construct the Pliicker coordinates R € RY*T>xNxG6
for all trajectories and project them to a feature dimension
through an MLP layer. The resulting embedding is then
added to the input tokens, along with sinusoidal positional
encoding [38]. This camera encoding strategy provides the
model with explicit awareness of multi-view camera geom-
etry, allowing it to capture spatial correspondences across
different views.

3.5. Multi-view spatio-temporal transformer

The encoded tokens are processed by a Transformer that in-
terleaves temporal attention, spatial attention, and view at-
tention. When applying attention across different axes, the
feature dimension d is always preserved, while the other
axes are flattened into the batch dimension to enable atten-
tion along the selected axis.

Temporal attention. Temporal attention aggregates infor-
mation along the time axis 7". Formally, given query, key,
and value projections Qr, K7, Vy € RT*? for a fixed
point,

KT
Attntemp(X) = Softmax(%) Vr, @

which integrates evidence across the frame sequence, en-
suring temporally smooth trajectory updates.



Table 1. Quantitative comparison. We provide quantitative comparison of single and multi-view point trackers on DexYCB [4], Panoptic
Studio [19], Kubric [13], and Harmony4D [23] datasets. ‘Target’ denotes the dimension of the predicted trajectory. ‘Space’ specifies the
coordinate domain: ‘Camera’ and ‘World’ denotes pixel and world space, respectively. ‘Depth’ indicates whether depth input is required.
Compared to baselines, MV-TAP achieves superior performance, demonstrating its ability to leverage multi-view information.

) DexYCB Panoptic Studio Kubric Harmony4D

Method Target - Space - Depth |y 5 " OA | A1 <67, OA | Al <%, OA | Al <4, OA
Single-view input

TAPIR [9] 2D  Camera X 296 439 664|221 393 60.0| 669 769 89.7|276 531 60.0
CoTracker2 [21] 2D  Camera X 375 625 694 | 333 591 644|805 916 937|372 719 557
LocoTrack [6] 2D Camera X 387 558 741|349 561 675|825 901 938|408 720 641
CoTracker3 [20] 2D Camera X 415 596 764 | 396 614 723 | 835 90.7 94.1 | 414 735 632
TAPNext [48] 2D Camera X 39.6 577 719 | 362 60.1 668 | 84.6 931 943 | 427 746 684
SpatialTracker [44] 3D Camera v 232 433 618|197 405 596 | 657 785 809 | 254 544 581
TAPIP3D [45] 3D World v 29.1 434 66.1 | 41.9 62.2 78.9 | 88.1 95.7 93.7 | 5.0 25.6 46.9
Multi-view input

CoTracker3 w/ Flat. 2D Camera X 2.7 7.1 357 | 1.0 127 388 | 196 293 346 | 2.1 20.7 464
CoTracker3 w/ Tri. 2D Camera X 392 571 764 379 595 723|702 826 943|392 704 632
MVTracker [31] 3D World v - 32.6 - - 62.4 - - 94.0 - - 133 -
MV-TAP 2D  Camera X 442 619 783 403 628 73.1 | 878 940 963 | 426 749 658

Spatial attention. Spatial attention aggregates informa- 3.7. Training loss

tion along the point axis /N within a single frame. For-
mally, given projections Qy, K, Vy € RV*9 for a fixed
timestep,

QNK Y
Vd

which helps capture rigidity priors by linking points with
consistent motion patterns.

View attention. While temporal and spatial attention cap-
ture intra-view relationships such as temporal smoothness
and local rigidity, they are inherently limited in modeling
inter-view relationships. To explicitly align representations
across different views, we apply attention along the view
axis V. Here, Qv , Ky, Vy € RV*4,

Attngpia(X) = Softmax< ) Vi, 5)

KT
Attnew (X) = Softmax(QVV) Vy. (6)

Vd
This attention module allows the model to exchange infor-
mation between different viewpoints, thereby overcoming
view-dependent ambiguities.

3.6. Recurrent trajectory and occlusion updates

With temporal, spatial, and view attention, the Transformer
iteratively refines point trajectories and occlusion probabil-
ities. Concretely, at each refinement step, the Transformer
predicts incremental updates to both the track position and
occlusion state:

AT, AO = Transformer(X). (7
These updates are applied to the previous estimates as
T(m—‘rl) — T(m) + AT, O(m.—i—l) — O(m) + AO, 8)

so that after M refinement steps, the model produces the
final trajectory 7 and occlusion status O.

To train MV-TAP, we optimize both trajectory regression
and occlusion prediction. For trajectory supervision, we use
the Huber loss [16]:

M
Etrack T T* = Z VMﬂn eHubcr (T(m)vT*) ) (9)
m=1

where 7 (™) is the predicted trajectory at refinement step m,
T* is the ground-truth trajectory.

For occlusion supervision, we use a Binary Cross-
Entropy (BCE) loss. We apply a sigmoid activation to the
occlusion logits O™ before evaluating the loss:

Lowe(0,0%) Z A M= mBCE( (0m), 0*), (10)

where O™ is the predicted occlusion state at refinement
step m and O* is the ground truth.

4. Experiments

4.1. Experimental setup

Training. Since existing training datasets for point track-
ing are available only for single-view scenarios, we gen-
erate a synthetic dataset for multi-view point tracking by
leveraging Kubric generation engine [13]. Our generated
dataset consists of synchronized multi-view videos of 5,000
scenes, along with annotations that include point trajecto-
ries, their corresponding occlusion states, and camera pa-
rameters, both intrinsic and extrinsic. We provide fur-
ther details in Sec. D. Our model is trained on the gener-
ated multi-view dataset for SOK steps on 4 NVIDIA A6000
GPUs with a batch size of 1 per GPU. We employ AdamW



Table 2. Ablation on various number of views. We compare MV-TAP with baselines using a varying number of input views. While
performance generally improves with more views, the baselines exhibit only marginal gains. In contrast, MV-TAP demonstrates a signifi-
cantly larger improvement consistently, highlighting its superior ability to leverage multi-view information.

Method 2 views 4 views 6 vi~ews 8 views

Al <4, OA | Al <iég, OA | Al <43, OA | Al <d;, OA
CoTracker3 37.5 564 778|389 566 75.1 |41.0 589 758 |4l5 596 764
CoTracker3 w/ Flat. | 9.5 19.5 543 | 44 8.4 445 | 3.2 8.3 39.1 | 2.7 7.1 35.7
CoTracker3 w/ Tri. | 37.1 556 778 | 37.8 553  75.1 | 387 56.4  75.8 | 39.2 57.1 76.4
MVTracker - 35.8 - - 31.8 - - 32.8 - - 32.6 -
MV-TAP 392 568 76.8 | 403 57.7 752|433 60.7 769 | 442 619 783

Table 3. Can multi-view resolve occlusion ambiguity? We
also evaluate the position accuracy on in-frame occluded points.
Our model shows robustness on the occlusion, indicating that our
model effectively utilizes the multi-view cues. < Jg.. denotes
point accuracy on in-frame occlusion points.

Method DexYCB Panoptic Studio Harmony4D
<Oavg < Ooee | <Oavg < Opec | <0ang < Ogec
CoTracker3 59.6 339 61.4 46.2 73.5 58.4
CoTracker3 w/ Flat. 7.1 1.9 12.7 6.3 20.7 15.0
CoTracker3 w/ Tri. 57.1 34.8 59.5 47.7 70.4 59.1
MVTracker 32.6 16.0 624 61.2 133 8.9
MV-TAP 61.9 384 62.8 48.7 74.9 60.3

optimizer [28] with a learning rate of 10~* and a weight
decay of 10~*. We utilize a cosine learning rate scheduler
with a 1,000 step warm-up stage and apply gradient clip-
ping with a threshold of 1.0 for stable convergence. As
MV-TAP is based on CoTracker3 [20], we adopt the pre-
trained weights to initialize the feature encoder and trans-
former layers. During training, we freeze only the feature
extraction network, while all other parameters are updated.
The number of input views is randomly selected between 1
and 4. The input resolution is 384 x 512, and the number of
trajectories is 384. We set the number of refinement itera-
tions to M = 4, and the spatial radii for local 4D correlation
tor, =1y =3.

Evaluation protocol. We evaluate our method and base-
lines on the DexYCB dataset [4], the Panoptic Studio
dataset [19], the Kubric dataset [13], and Harmony4D
dataset [23]. For DexYCB and Panoptic Studio, we utilize
the point tracking annotations provided by [25] and [3 1], re-
spectively, while for Kubric and Harmony4D, we construct
point tracking annotations using the generation engine and
human-mesh-recovery based annotation pipeline [24]. In
the case of DexYCB, we sample dynamic points on the hand
and the interacted object to focus on dynamic point track-
ing evaluation. To ensure consistent evaluation, we con-
duct our main experiments under an 8-view setup for all
datasets, where we use all 8 available views in DexYCB
and Kubric, and sample 8 views from Panoptic Studio and
Harmony4D. For view sampling, we design three sampling
strategies nearest, random, and farthest which are defined
based on the distance between cameras. In the main paper,
we adopt the farthest sampling strategy for our main results,

Table 4. Effect of additional training. Although initialized from
the same pretrained model, MV-TAP attains consistently higher
performance across all metrics. This shows that its gains primarily
come from the architectural design, not merely extended training.

DexYCB Panoptic
Method ‘ Al <gr,, OA ‘ Al <gr,, OA
CoTracker3 | 41.8 59.0 738 | 39.6 616 718
MYV-TAP 442 619 783|403 628 731

while the results of other sampling strategies are provided
in Sec. C. We use the standard point tracking metrics from
TAP-Vid [8], including position accuracy (< dg,,), occlu-
sion accuracy (OA), and Average Jaccard (AJ). < dg,,, rep-
resents the average Percentage of Correct Keypoints (PCK)
to evaluate the accuracy of the predicted keypoint position.
Concretely, it is computed by averaging PCK over error
thresholds of 1, 2, 4, 8, and 16 pixels for visible points in
ground-truth. OA denotes the accuracy of the binary pre-
diction for occlusion. AJ is a composite score that jointly
evaluates position and occlusion prediction of each point.
Baselines. We compare our method against recent state-
of-the-art point tracking methods, including single-view
and multi-view approaches, covering both 2D and 3D
formulations. We employ TAPIR [9], CoTracker2 [21],
LocoTrack [6], CoTracker3 [20], TAPNext [48], Spatial-
Tracker [44], and TAPIP3D [45] for single-view baselines
and MVTracker [31] for multi-view baselines. In partic-
ular, SpatialTracker, TAPIP3D and MVTracker require a
depth map as input, we provide ground-truth depth maps
when available. Otherwise, we utilize an off-the-shelf depth
estimator [42]. Moreover, MVTracker targets 3D track-
ing in world space and predicts aggregated visibility across
all viewpoints and thus cannot provide per-view visibility.
Therefore we report only < 4z, for MVTracker by pro-
jecting its world-space trajectories into each camera’s pixel
space. For the single-view tracking baselines, which are de-
signed for a monocular video setting, we perform tracking
independently on each view and then aggregate the per-view
results to compute the final metrics for fair comparison with
multi-view methods.

Additionally, we include a naive multi-view extension of
the single-view tracker. The variant flattens the view and
temporal dimensions, allowing the tracker to process multi-



Table 5. Comparison on various number of points. We measure tracking performances under varying numbers of query points. Our
model consistently outperforms shows better robustness compared to the baselines across both sparse and dense settings.

Method 50 Points 100 Points 300 Points 500 Points

Al <dg,, OA | Al <d;, OA | Al <d;,, OA | Al <d;, OA
CoTracker3 420 599 746|419 601 772|415 596 764 | 415 598 767
CoTracker3 w/ Flat. | 2.7 7.4 344 | 2.5 6.8 356 | 2.7 7.1 357 | 2.6 7.0 35.7
CoTracker3 w/ Tri. | 39.4 534 74.6 | 394 57.1 772 | 392  57.1 76.4 | 39.5 573 767
MVTracker - 34.2 - - 329 - - 32.6 - - 349 -
MV-TAP 443 62.0 775 | 44.7 62.5 783 | 442 619 783 443 621 78.7

Table 6. Ablation on model architecture. We present an ablation
study on our model components for multi-view awareness. The
performance consistently improves as each component is added,
demonstrating that each module significantly contributes to lever-
aging multi-view information.

Table 7. Comparison under frequently occluded trajectories.
We evaluate methods on trajectories with high occlusion frequency
measured by visibility-transition rate. MV-TAP leverages cross-
view cues to remain robust on frequently occluded points, improv-
ing AJ, 05, and OA.

DexYCB Panoptic Studio DexYCB Panoptic Studio
Method . . Method @ x

Al <6, OA | Al <4z, OA Al <d5,, OA | Al <5, OA
CoTracker3 | 415 59.6 764 | 39.6 614 723 CoTracker3 262 434 666 374 606  69.0
+Viewattn. | 436 615 774|386 6l6 694 go?acterg W; ?‘?L 20650 4‘3'86 géé 30(;86 ;g;‘ gg-g
oTracker3 w/ Tri. . 43.6 66.6 . . 69.0

+Camembed. | 422 60.6 780 | 39.9 609 73.0 MV Tracker ’ o > s
MV-TAP | 442 619 783|403 628 731 MV-TAP 297 473 705]380 619 699

view videos as a single sequence. We implement this exten- ing capability.

sion with CoTracker3 as an additional multi-view baseline
(CoTracker3 w/Flat.). Furthermore, to examine whether
simple geometric cues can resolve the monocular ambigu-
ities, we utilize multi-view geometry with provided cam-
era parameters. We consider two approaches, optimization
with epipolar constraints or triangulation. However, the
epipolar-based approach requires a reference point to define
the epipolar line. Since the reference point is already noisy
due to prediction inaccuracies, it leads to significant error
propagation. Consequently, we exclude this for our experi-
ments. Instead, we adopt triangulation-based optimization.
For each timestep, we compute a 3D point via triangulation
from the 2D outputs of the single-view tracker, and then
reproject it into each view to refine 2D trajectories. The
triangulation-based approach is also built upon CoTracker3
as an additional multi-view baseline (CoTracker3 w/Tri.).

4.2. Main Results

Quantitative results. We compare our approaches with re-
cent state-of-the art point trackers on DexYCB [4], Panoptic
Studio [19], Kubric [13] and Harmony4D [23]. As shown in
Table 1, MV-TAP achieves consistently strong performance
across all benchmarks, achieving noticeable performance.
While TAPIP3D [45] and TAPNext [48] slightly outperform
our methods on a few metrics, TAPIP3D relies on ground-
truth depth and TAPNext adopts a substantially heavier ar-
chitecture based on SSM and ViT blocks, but both methods
underperform on specific benchmarks. Given that, perfor-
mance of MV-TAP indicates strong multi-view point track-

Qualitative results. We present qualitative comparison in
Figure 4 and additional qualitative results in Figure 5. We
visualize the results from the DexYCB, Panoptic Studio,
and Harmony4D. MV-TAP shows superior robustness to
large and non-rigid motions, demonstrating the effective-
ness of multi-view information for point tracking.

4.3. Ablation and Analysis

While our main comparison includes all baselines described
in Sec. 4.2, in the following ablation and analysis experi-
ments we choose a subset of baselines for clarity and com-
putational efficiency.

Ablation on various number of views. Table 2 presents a
comparison of MV-TAP against a selected subset of base-
lines on the DexYCB[4] dataset, evaluating performance
across various numbers of views. Although MV-TAP is
trained only with 1 to 4 views due to resource limitations,
owing to the attention mechanism, it can handle an arbitrary
number of views even larger than 4. MV-TAP consistently
outperforms the baselines across various view settings and
the performance of metrics steadily improves as the number
of views increases. This indicates that additional viewpoints
provide richer spatial information for multi-view tracking.
Can multi-view information resolve occlusion ambigu-
ity? To investigate whether multi-view information helps
resolve occlusion ambiguity, we evaluate < d;;, on particu-
lar occlusion points. In conventional point tracking evalua-
tion pipelines, the < J%,, is measured only at visible points

avg
due to the limitation of the human annotated dataset [8],
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Figure 5. Visualization of point trajectories obtained by MV-TAP across diverse datasets. We showcase predictions of our model on

the DexYCB [4], Panoptic Studio [19], and Harmony4D [23] datasets.

where occluded points are difficult to annotate. However,
automatically annotated datasets [4, 13, 19, 23] provide ac-
curate coordinates even for occluded points that remain in
the frame. Therefore, we categorize occlusion into in-frame
occlusion and out-of-frame occlusion, and evaluate point
accuracy on in-frame occluded points. As shown in Table 3,
incorporating multi-view information helps with occlusion
handling. The triangulation-based optimization method
shows strong robustness on in-frame occlusion points, as
explicitly leveraging camera geometry helps to resolve oc-
clusion ambiguity. However, its performance degrades on
visible points due to its dependency on single-view tracker
estimations. In contrast, MV-TAP maintains competitive
stability by utilizing multi-view information, even without
explicit geometric optimization.

Effect of additional training. While MV-TAP is initial-
ized from the pretrained CoTracker3 [20], we further ana-
lyze the effect of additional training. In Table 4, MV-TAP
shows clear performance improvements over baseline. This
result suggests that the performance gain of MV-TAP is not
simply due to additional training, but rather benefits from
its well-designed architecture which effectively leverages
multi-view information to enhance generalization and ro-
bustness.

Comparison on various numbers of query points. Down-
stream applications [1, 2, 10, 11, 18, 39, 41] vary in their re-
quirements, ranging from sparse to dense correspondences
estimation depending on the task. To account for this di-
versity, we evaluate the tracking performance under various
number of query points. As shown in Table 5, MV-TAP
overall achieves higher results than the baselines, highlight-
ing its general applicability.

Ablation on model components. In Table 6, we present
an ablation study on MV-TAP architecture. We examine the
effect of applying camera embedding and view attention in-
dividually and in combination. These results show that both
modules individually improve performance over the base-

line. Notably, the combined version, which incorporates
both view attention and camera embedding, achieves the
best performance, demonstrating their complementary ef-
fects.

Comparison on frequent occlusion scene. In Table 7,
we evaluate MV-TAP against baselines specifically on fre-
quently occluded trajectories. For this evaluation, we quan-
tify the occlusion frequency, which is defined as the num-
ber of visibility state transitions per trajectory. Then, we
filter trajectories with high occlusion frequency by select-
ing the top 30% with the highest occlusion frequencies. As
discussed earlier, single-view point tracking models show
limited robustness in frequently occluded trajectories due
to the absence of cross-view information. In contrast, MV-
TAP maintains strong and consistent performance even un-
der frequent occlusions, demonstrating the effectiveness of
our well-designed approach in exploiting multi-view infor-
mation for robust point tracking.

5. Conclusion

This work establishes multi-view 2D point tracking as a new
and important task for advancing reliable spatio-temporal
correspondence in dynamic, real-world scenes. By intro-
ducing MV-TAP, a model that aggregates cross-view in-
formation through camera embedding and view-attention,
we demonstrate how leveraging multi-view inputs can over-
come key limitations of monocular trackers such as occlu-
sion and motion ambiguity. Together with a large-scale
synthetic dataset and a real-world evaluation dataset specif-
ically designed for this task, our contributions provide both
a principled formulation of the problem and a strong base-
line method, paving the way for future research in robust
multi-view point tracking.



Appendix

In this appendix, we first explore different strategies for
constructing queries for multi-view point tracking in Sec. A.
We show an illustration of the camera encoding module in
Sec. B Next, we present additional experiments in Sec. C.
We also provide detailed descriptions of the training and
evaluation datasets in Sec. D. We then show additional qual-
itative results in Sec. E. Finally, we describe limitations and
future work of MV-TAP in Sec. F.

A. Query initialization

We assume that the queries are given for all views. How-
ever, this assumption is impractical for specific settings.
Thus, we explore query initialization methods by assum-
ing that a query is given for an arbitrary view and searching
for its corresponding position in the other views. Unlike the
other experiments, where queries are defined for all views
as ¢ = (24,Yq,tq), in this section the query is specified
for a particular view. We therefore extend the definition to
q = (z4,Yq,tq, vq) to explicitly indicate the view index.
Feature-based initialization. First, we consider a feature
matching approach, which is commonly used in conven-
tional point tracking methods [6, 9] to obtain initial tra-
jectories. We adopt ResNet pretrained on a point tracking
model [20], VGGT [40], DINOv3 [36], and VGGT-DINO,
which follows an SD-DINO [46] strategy to combine fea-
tures from VGGT and DINOV3 as baselines for feature
matching. Specifically, we extract VGGT features from its
aggregator output.

Given a query point ¢ = (4, Yq, tq, Vq), We extract its
feature vector f; from the backbone feature map ®(V,, ¢, )
at (x4, yq). For each candidate view v # v, and frame ¢, we
compute a correlation map by dot product as:

Cv,t(xay) = <fqa Fq;,t(xay»? (11)

where F,, ;, = ®(V, ;). We then select the most relevant
frame for each view by

ty = arg max max Cyi(z,y), (12)
T,y

and localize the 2D correspondence using argmax operation
as:

(xy,yy) = arg max Cux (2, y). (13)
The algorithm is provided in Algorithm 1.

As shown in Tab. 8, DINOv3 and VGGT-DINO show
relatively strong performances compared to the other base-
lines, but their performance remains inadequate for query
initialization.

Depth-based initialization. We utilize off-the-shelf met-
ric depth estimators, which take camera parameters as input

Table 8. Comparison between feature- and depth-based ini-
tializations. We compare query initialization using feature-based
and depth-based methods in terms of < d7,,, on the DexYCB [4]
and Panoptic Studio [19] datasets.

Method DexYCB Panoptic Studio
Feature-based initialization

ResNet 7.2 30.2
VGGT [40] 1.5 17.3
VGGT-DINO [46] 52 29.4
DINOv3 [36] 11.8 36.5
Depth-based initialization

MapAnything [22] 6.6 329

DA3 [27] 41.6 47.7

Algorithm 1 Feature-based query initialization

Require: Multi-view videos V/, query point ¢ = (x4, Yq, tq, Vq)
Ensure: Cross-view correspondences { (7, ys, ty, V) }usto,

1: Extract query feature f; < ®(V,, ¢, ) (24, Yq)
2: for each view v # v, do

3: for each frame ¢ do

4 vat(xvy) — <f47Fv7t(xvy)>

5 end for

6: ty < arg max; maxg, 4 Cy ¢ (7,9)
7 (x5, yy) < argmaxg y Cy ¢x (2, )
8: end for

Algorithm 2 Depth-based query initialization

Require: Multi-view videos V, query point ¢ = (4, yq, tq, Vq)
Ensure: Cross-view correspondences {(7,, ¥y, ty, V) fosto,

Extract depth do, ¢, = D (Vo t,)(Zq, Yq)

Unproject query point to 3D

Xq < [%q, Y 1]T

pZD <~ qu,tq (dvq,th_lxq - tvq,zq)

Reproject to other views

for each view v # v, do
iu,tq — K(Ru,tq pgD + tv,tq)
Xu,tq — [i‘u,tq /Ev,tq s gv,tq /Zv,tq]
(IE.T” y37 t:) <~ (X’Uatzﬂ tQ)

end for

T

R A T

—
4

for query initialization. We adopt MapAnything [22] and
DepthAnything 3 (DA3) [27] in this experiment.

First, we extract metric depth maps from the multi-view
videos. Using the depth of the query point d,,¢,, we un-
project the query coordinate to obtain its 3D location pZD
using the given camera parameters:

Pl =R, (du, 0, K% —tu,0,),  (14)

where x; = (24, Yq, 1]7 is the homogeneous coordinate of
the query point, K denotes the intrinsic parameters, and



Table 9. Threshold-wise PCK analysis on the DexYCB and Panoptic Studio datasets.

Method DexYCB Panoptic Studio
<O <) <Of <O <O < Oguy | <O <05 <07 <05 <O < gy
Single-view input
TAPIR [9] 134 274 433 613 740 43.9 5.5 170 377 599 765 39.3
CoTracker2 [21] 30.8 441 632 822 920 62.5 219 408 624 799 905 59.1
LocoTrack [6] 285 397 556 720 83.0 55.8 214 384 575 753 881 56.1
CoTracker3 [20] 299 422 599 777 885 59.6 232 426 650 830 933 61.4
TAPNext [48] 306 419 582 737 84.0 57.7 235 425 640 80.8 89.7 60.1
SpatialTracker [44] | 24.2 315 414 533 66.0 43.3 8.0 194 377 590 78.6 40.5
TAPIP3D [45] 252 362 460 529 56.7 43.4 212 433 672 852 942 62.2
Multi-view input
CoTracker3 w/ Flat. | 3.1 4.4 6.1 8.5 13.3 7.1 3.6 6.5 105 168 259 12.7
CoTracker3 w/ Tri. 2377 406 582 759 87.0 57.1 19.7 415 637 812 915 59.5
MVTracker [31] 194 285 351 390 41.1 32.6 158 397 69.6 90.0 96.8 62.4
MV-TAP 302 435 63.0 81.1 918 61.9 232 429 663 858 95.6 62.8
Table 10. Threshold-wise PCK analysis on the Kubric and Harmony4D datasets.
Kubric Harmony4D
Method <O <o) <O <05 <O <Oguy | <O <05 <07 <05 <Oy <Oy
Single-view input
TAPIR [9] 435 714 848 908 94.1 76.9 1.1 302 565 777 90.1 53.1
CoTracker2 [21] 82.1 88.8 934 962 977 91.6 347 59.8 789 899 963 71.9
LocoTrack [6] 80.2 872 917 946 96.7 90.1 352 59.7 79.0 90.0 96.1 72.0
CoTracker3 [20] 81.6 882 928 96.0 98.0 91.3 348 608 819 924 973 73.5
TAPNext [48] 858 912 945 964 975 93.1 369 630 828 929 97.6 74.6
SpatialTracker [44] | 59.4 70.8 80.8 88.1 932 78.4 157 338 572 760 89.1 54.4
TAPIP3D [45] 855 958 984 994 997 95.7 3.7 8.5 176 354  63.0 25.6
Multi-view input
CoTracker3 w/ Flat. | 21.2 254 290 329 382 29.3 4.9 103 185 283 413 20.7
CoTracker3 w/ Tri. 68.7 873 930 96.1 98.1 88.7 295 576 789 90.0 959 70.4
MVTracker [31] 72.8 937 99.0 99.8 999 93.0 1.6 3.7 8.0 17.1 30.8 12.2
MV-TAP 842 914 960 987 99.6 94.0 36.6 62.8 832 934 982 74.9
R Transformer Input intrinsic and extrinsic parameters to obtain query initializa-
tion for multi-view point tracking.
VXNXTX6 VXNXTxC
MLP iv,tq =K (Rv,tquD + tv,tq) ) for v 7é Vg, (15)
Layer Norm Multi-View Xo,tqg = [{Ev,t,} /gv’tq ) gv,tq /’g”vtq]—r’ (16)
/ l Spatio-Temporal
d Camera Embedding Transformer where X, ¢, = [jv,tqvgv,tqa 2v,tq]T denotes the homoge-

VXNXTXC

Figure 6. Illustraction of View-aware camera encoding. MLP-
projected Pliicker coordinates are added to transformer input to-
kens to inject view-wise information.

quytq and t,,_ ¢, are the rotation and translation parame-
ters. Then, we reproject the 3D coordinate of query point
into the remaining views v # v, using their corresponding
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neous representation of reprojected point. The algorithm
is provided in Alg. 2.

Tab. 8 presents the PCK of the metric depth baselines.
DepthAnything 3 (DA3) shows impressive performance,
but is still insufficient for query initialization.

We analyze two types of query initialization strategies,
yet none of them can properly handle the scenario where
the query is provided in only a single view. Consequently,
multi-view point tracking still relies on the assumption that



Table 11. Effects of triangulation-based refinement. ‘Tri’ denotes whether triangulation is applied. ‘Final’ applies triangulation to the

final output, and “Window’ applies it after each temporal window. ‘RANSAC’ denotes whether outlier filtering is applied.

. DexYCB Panoptic Studio Kubric Harmony4D
Method T RANSAC | gy <0 | <000y <0t | <00y <05 | <0y <Ok
CoTracker3 X X 59.6 339 61.4 46.2 90.7 64.6 73.5 58.4
CoTracker3 Final X 52.1 325 58.4 47.2 85.8 66.2 69.7 58.9
CoTracker3 Final v 57.1 34.8 59.5 47.7 88.7 66.6 70.4 59.1
CoTracker3 Window X 53.8 339 59.5 48.1 86.2 65.8 71.2 60.4
CoTracker3 Window v 58.5 35.5 61.2 48.9 88.9 67.4 72.2 61.3
MV-TAP X X 61.9 38.4 62.8 48.7 94.0 70.4 74.9 60.3
MV-TAP Final X 60.6 39.7 61.2 50.6 90.9 71.5 72.7 61.8
MV-TAP Final v 60.5 394 61.6 50.2 91.2 71.2 73.1 62.3
MV-TAP Window X 61.8 40.1 63.8 52.2 91.1 71.8 74.8 64.4
MV-TAP Window v 60.9 39.2 63.2 51.8 914 71.3 75.1 64.7

s N

point

g 57 d
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Figure 7. Tria
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Triangulation-based refinement

ngulation-based refinement.

Refined
2D trajectories

For each point

from initial 2D trajectories predicted by point trackers, at a given
timestep, we perform triangulation with their respective camera
parameters and obtain corresponding 3D point. This 3D point is
then reprojected into each image to refine initial point trajectories,
resolving monocular ambiguities using simple geometric cues.

the query is available in all views.

B. Camera encoding

In Fig. 6, we illustrate the camera encoding introduced in
Sec. 3.4 of the main paper.

C. Additional ablation and analysis

Threshold-wise PCK analysis. In Tabs. 9 and 10, we show
a detailed comparison of PCK at thresholds of 1, 2, 4, 8, and
16 pixels. For this comparison, we use the same baselines
and datasets as in the main comparison. Across all thresh-
olds and datasets, MV-TAP demonstrates consistently com-
petitive performance.

Triangulation-based refinement. In Tab. 11, we inves-
tigate the effect of triangulation-based optimization. We
evaluate using CoTracker3 [20] and MV-TAP, examin-
ing how different optimization strategies influence perfor-
mance. Specifically, we compare applying triangulation af-
ter each temporal window or after the entire sequence, along
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with the optional use of RANSAC. This process is illus-
trated in Fig. 7. We measure the performance using the av-
erage PCK of visible points and invisible in-frame points,
as triangulation-based optimization directly refines the esti-
mated 2D coordinates.

This experiment demonstrates that triangulation-based
optimization tends to improve PCK (< 62, ) of the in-
frame invisible points. While both single-view and multi-
view trackers struggle to accurately estimate the positions
of in-frame invisible points, triangulation-based optimiza-
tion exploits reliable visible correspondences to infer more
accurate estimates in these invisible regions. However, this
optimization assumes that the visible correspondences are
accurate, which may lead to noisy predictions when the

tracker outputs contain errors.

Comparison on frequent occlusion scene. We extend the
frequent occlusion analysis in Tab. 7 of main paper to fur-
ther verify the generality of our approach by additionally
sampling trajectories with various occlusion frequencies.
Tab. 12 demonstrates that MV-TAP exhibits strong robust-
ness to frequently occluded points.

Analysis on various number of views. Tab. 13 presents
further analysis for various numbers of views on the Panop-
tic Studio [19] and Harmony4D [23] datasets. Similar to the
experiment for the DexYCB [4] dataset, MV-TAP achieves
superior performance over baselines and shows steady im-
provements across all evaluation metrics.

Analysis on sampling strategies. As we mentioned earlier,
the Panoptic Studio [19] and Harmony4D [23] datasets are
sampled using the farthest strategy based on inter-camera
distance. We additionally evaluate MV-TAP and the base-
lines under the nearest, and random sampling strategies to
analyze the robustness with respect to view selection. As
shown in Tab. 14, MV-TAP consistently outperforms base-
lines across the other sampling strategies.



Table 12. Occlusion Frequency. We evaluate MV-TAP and baselines on various type of frequent occlusion tracks. ‘Top-25’, ‘Top-50°,
‘Top-75’, and “Top-100’ denote the top 25%, 50%, 75%, and 100% most frequently occluded tracks, respectively.

Method DexYCB Panoptic Studio Kubric Harmony4D

Al <dg,, OA | Al <43, OA | Al <43, OA | Al <43, OA
Top-25
CoTracker3 253 427 659|373 605 689|657 797 615|334 649 592
CoTracker3 w/ Flat. | 0.5 1.8 423 | 0.7 13.2 403 | 11.9 23.1 382 | 1.7 17.4 49.9
CoTracker3 w/ Tri. | 257 431 659 | 364 590 69.1 | 652 788 857 | 319 627 592
MVTracker - 7.2 - - 59.5 - - 89.8 - - 10.6 -
MV-TAP 287 463 69.7 | 375 613 699 | 744 866 909 | 346 67.1 61.7
Top-50
CoTracker3 293 474  68.6 | 383 60.7 709 | 71.2 83.2 67.0 | 36.1 67.7 60.8
CoTracker3 w/ Flat. | 0.8 2.8 40.3 | 0.7 12.5 39.7 | 0.7 12.5 397 1 1.9 18.0 48.4
CoTracker3 w/ Tri. | 29.0 469  68.6 | 37.1 593 704|702 82.0 884|343 653 060.8
MVTracker - 14.1 - - 60.9 - - 91.1 - - 9.6 -
MV-TAP 328 509 725|389 620 718|796 8.5 933|368 694 63.0
Top-75
CoTracker3 342 528 723387 608 716|737 848 89.6 | 39.1 710 623
CoTracker3 w/ Flat. | 1.4 44 386 | 0.8 131 393 | 146 259 356 | 20 203 469
CoTracker3 w/ Tri. | 34.0 520 723 | 377 59.4 715 | 72.6 83.5 89.6 | 37.1 68.4 62.3
MVTracker - 23.2 - - 61.4 - - 91.6 - - 11.5 -
MV-TAP 375 557 749 | 396 623 726 | 81.3 905 94.1 | 404 726 65.1
Top-100
CoTracker3 415 59.6 764 )39.6 614 723|835 907 94.1|4l4 735 632
CoTracker3 w/ Flat. | 2.7 7.1 357 | 1.0 127 388 | 196 293 346 | 2.1 207 464
CoTracker3 w/Tri. | 39.2 57.1 764|379 595 723|702 826 943|392 704 632
MVTracker - 32.6 - - 62.4 - - 93.0 - - 12.2 -
MV-TAP 442 619 783 | 403 628 731 | 87.8 940 963 | 426 749 658

Table 13. Ablation on various number of views.

Method 2 vieyvs 4 vigyvs 6 vieyvs 8 vigyvs

Al <é%, OA | Al <&, OA| Al <§, OA| Al <d, OA
Panoptic Studio
CoTracker3 397 618 724394 609 723|386 598 728|396 614 723
CoTracker3 w/ Flat. | 9.9 214 566 | 24 114 488 | 24 11.1 397 | 1.0 127 388
CoTracker3 w/ Tri. | 39.6  61.6 72.4 | 38.1 59.5 723 | 37.2 58.1 72.8 | 379 59.5 72.3
MVTracker - 57.0 - - 61.2 - - 60.2 - - 624 -
MV-TAP 39.6 61.7 723 | 39.8 61.6 72.5 | 39.0 60.7 73.1 | 40.3 62.8 73.1
Harmony4D
CoTracker3 36.1 698 595|387 720 613|405 728 625|414 735  63.2
CoTracker3 w/ Flat. | 14.5 34.1 51.1 | 43 20.5 498 | 3.2 18.2 475 | 2.1 20.7 46.4
CoTracker3 w/ Tri. | 36.3  70.1 59.5 | 36.8 69.4 61.3 | 37.7 69.0 62.5 | 392 70.4 63.2
MVTracker - 15.9 - - 11.1 - - 12.2 - - 12.2 -
MYV-TAP 36.7 701 643 | 394 722 65.0 | 419 742 65.6 | 42.6 749 658

D. Dataset details ficient overlap. Specifically, camera positions are sampled

D.1. Training dataset

As no large-scale training dataset exists for multi-view point
tracking, we introduce a new synthetic dataset generated via
Kubric [13]. Our dataset comprises 5,000 dynamic scenes
with synchronized rendered videos from four distinct view-
points. To facilitate effective cross-view learning, camera
positions are sampled in a chained manner to ensure suf-
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on hemispheres with radii ranging from 10 to 12, and adja-
cent viewpoints are spaced with an angular separation be-
tween 10° and 45°. To generate globally shared ground-
truth tracks, we sample query points from each viewpoint
and project them onto the remaining views.



Table 14. Ablation on view sampling methods.

Panoptic Studio Harmony4D
Method Al <oz, OA | Al <47, OA
Nearest Sampling
CoTracker3 379 589 738|379 69.6 618

CoTracker3 w/Flat. | 1.9 172 432|107 319 515
CoTracker3 w/Tri. | 36.4 56.5 73.8 | 36.5 67.5 61.8

MVTracker - 57.1 - - 12.0
MV-TAP 39.8 60.3 759 | 404 71.3 66.5
Random Sampling

CoTracker3 40.2 62.5 72.7 | 394 72.1 62.0

CoTracker3 w/Flat. | 1.5 10.5 493 | 6.5 20.7 50.5
CoTracker3 w/Tri. 38.8 60.7 72.7 | 37.6 69.4 62.0
MVTracker - 60.3 - - 12.1 -

MV-TAP 40.5 62.8 73.2 | 40.6 73.0 653

D.2. Evaluation dataset detail

To evaluate tracking performance on complex real-world
human motion, we constructed a benchmark using the Har-
mony4D [23] dataset, which provides synchronized multi-
view videos and SMPL meshes. We obtained per-view
ground-truth trajectories and visibility by projecting SMPL
mesh vertices onto each image plane. To ensure the reliabil-
ity of these trajectories, we employed the filtering method
proposed in AnthroTAP [24]. Following the default con-
figuration, we filtered out erratic trajectories by comparing
them with optical flow predictions [43], retaining only high-
confidence tracks.

E. Additional qualitative results

We provide additional qualitative results in Fig. 8, Fig. 9,
and Fig. 10, on the DexYCB [4], Panoptic Studio [19], and
Harmony4D [23] datasets, respectively.

F. Limitation and future work

While MV-TAP achieves strong performance for multi-view
point tracking within 2D pixel space, it still has notable lim-
itations. First, we assume that query points are provided in
all views. However, this requirement is often impractical.
As shown in our query initialization experiments, finding
correspondences for a single-view query in other views re-
mains unreliable for robust multi-view point tracking. De-
veloping more advanced strategies for multi-view query ini-
tialization is therefore needed to broaden the applicability of
MV-TAP.
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Figure 8. Additional qualitative results of our model. We provide further visualizations on the DexYCB [4] dataset under the
§-view evaluation setup.
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Figure 9. Additional qualitative results of our model. We provide further visualizations on the Panoptic Studio [19] dataset under
the 8-view evaluation setup..
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Query frame
(t=0)

Figure 10. Additional qualitative results of our model. We provide further visualizations on the Harmony4D [23] dataset under
the 8-view evaluation setup..
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