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LiteVGGT: Boosting Vanilla VGGT via Geometry-aware Cached Token Merging

Zhijian Shu!***  Cheng Lin’
Weize Li®  Yao Yao®

'Nanjing University of Posts and Telecommunications
SMacau University of Science and Technology
"China Mobile Zijin Innovation Institute

3Nanjing University ~ “Zhejiang University

5TARS Robotics

. ™

Mip NeRF 3760 - éarden

Tanks & Temples - Barn

~
|’GT camera pose ' LiteVGGT camera pose

YGGT camera pose
_____ -

Tao Xie?*
Xun Cao’

Wei Yin?
Xiaoyang Guo?

Ben Li’  Zhiyuan Pu’
Xiao-Xiao Long?"

2Horizon Robotics

10 X speedup!
Single forward with 1000 images

Accuracy
(AUC@30 on CO3DV2)
200 VGGT
%50 oom FastVGGT LiteVGGT
MASER Fast3R : :
N) B 60.34GB 4531GB
80.0 oom  $01GB
DUSt3R
75.0
00M
Throughput(frame/s)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Circle position represents accuracy and throughput.
Size indicates memory usage.

Figure 1. For 1000 input images, LiteVGGT achieves a 10x speedup over VGGT while maintaining high accuracy in camera pose and
point cloud prediction. Its scalability and robustness make large-scale scene reconstruction more efficient and reliable.

Abstract

3D vision foundation models like Visual Geometry
Grounded Transformer (VGGT) have advanced greatly in
geometric perception. However it is time-consuming and
memory-intensive for long sequences, limiting application
to large-scale scenes beyond hundreds of images. To ad-
dress this, we propose LiteVGGT, achieving up to 10x
speedup and substantial memory reduction, enabling effi-
cient processing of 1000-image scenes. We derive two key
insights for 3D reconstruction: 1) tokens from local im-
age regions have inherent geometric correlations, leading
to high similarity and computational redundancy; 2) token
similarity acroses adjacent network layers remains stable,
allowing for reusable merge decisions. Guided by these,
we design a simple yet efficient strategy, dubbed geometry-
aware cached token merging . We analyze each token’s
geometric importance, optimizing anchor token selection
to better preserve key information for reconstruction. We
also cache and reuse merge indices across layers, substan-
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tially reducing latency with minimal accuracy impact. This
strategy retains VGGT’s core performance, enabling effi-
cient fine-tuning and FPS8 quantization for further gains.
Extensive experiments validate LiteVGGT’s effectiveness,
scalability, and robustness. Project page is available at
https://garlicba.github.io/LiteVGGT/.

1. Introduction

Multi-view 3D reconstruction is critical for key real-world
applications like autonomous navigation, augmented real-
ity, and robotics[23, 43], where efficiency and end-to-end
capability matter most. Recent feedforward models have
revolutionized the field with single-pass 3D structure pre-
diction—avoiding the complexity of traditional Multi-View
Stereo (MVS [6, 9, 10, 13, 46, 49, 52]) and computational
cost of Neural Radiance Fields (NeRF)[2, 7, 22, 30, 42, 57].
Among them, Visual Geometry Grounded Transformer
(VGGT)[44] is a landmark foundation model: it handles
arbitrary-length image sequences, directly predicts core 3D
attributes (camera parameters, depth, point clouds, track-
ing features) without explicit geometric priors, and achieves
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SOTA performance across 3D tasks—even outperforming
specialized methods.

Despite its strengths, VGGT’s transformer architecture
faces critical efficiency bottlenecks for long sequences.
Its frame-global attention concatenates all tokens for full-
sequence self-attention, leading to quadratic computation
and memory complexity. For large-scale scenes, this ineffi-
ciency is prohibitive: Vanilla VGGT often OOMs with just
500 images, and even optimized VGGT* (with redundant
memory-heavy operations removed) still takes 20 minutes
on an NVIDIA H20 GPU. This prohibitive scaling makes
VGGT impractical for large-scale 3D reconstruction, de-
manding targeted optimizations that preserve its single-pass
advantage.

To address VGGT’s long-sequence inefficiency, con-
current works follow three optimized directions with
notable limitations: sequential input handling (e.g.,
StreamVGGT [60]) sacrifices single-pass end-to-end capa-
bility; model quantization (e.g., QuantVGGT[27]) requires
time-consuming cross-scene calibration, harming general-
ity; token merging (e.g., FastVGGT [36]) adopts generic
strategies designed for semantic/generic visual tokens (in
LLMs/VLMs/diffusion models), ignoring that VGGT’s to-
kens are tightly geometrically coupled—carrying 3D infor-
mation with one-to-one correspondence to image patches
and point clouds. This oversight leads to key geometric de-
tail loss and residual redundancy.

In contrast, VGGT’s tokens are tightly geometrically
coupled: they carry 3D geometric information from local
image regions, with one-to-one mapping to image patches
and 3D point clouds. Generic token merging ignores this
uniqueness, treating them as semantic tokens from other do-
mains (e.g., LLMs, diffusion models), resulting in lost ge-
ometric details, subpar reconstruction quality, and residual
redundancy.

To tackle these limitations, we first conduct in-depth
analysis of VGGT’s bottlenecks and token characteristics.
We identify that the core bottleneck lies in the global block,
where concatenating all tokens for self-attention leads to
excessive computation and memory consumption. Further
observations reveal two key 3D-specific insights: 1) To-
kens from local image regions exhibit inherent geometric
correlations, resulting in high cross-frame similarity and
significant computational redundancy; 2) Token similar-
ity remains stable across adjacent network layers, enabling
reusable merge decisions.

Guided by these insights, we propose a geometry-aware
cached token merging strategy, tailored to 3D reconstruc-
tion, to preserve key geometric information while reducing
redundancy. Specifically, we first construct a geometry-
aware feature map by fusing pixel gradient (capturing
edges/textures) and token variance (measuring semantic-
geometric variability) to quantify each token’s geometric

importance. We then partition tokens into three categories:

GA Tokens (top 10% high-importance tokens, retained to

preserve critical geometric details), dst Tokens (spatially

balanced anchor tokens), and src Tokens (redundant tokens
to be merged). Src tokens are merged into the most sim-
ilar dst tokens via cosine similarity-based feature averag-
ing, with token replication (unmerging) restoring sequence
length for dense prediction. To eliminate redundant com-
putation, we cache and reuse merge indices across adjacent
layers. Additionally, this strategy retains VGGT’s core per-
formance, laying the foundation for efficient fine-tuning and
FP8 quantization to further enhance efficiency.
To summarize, we make the following contributions:

* Propose LiteVGGT with a geometry-aware cached token
merging strategy for efficient redundancy reduction while
preserving reconstruction quality.

* Complemented by fine-tuning and FP8 quantization, it
delivers up to 10x speedup and substantial memory sav-
ings over VGGT.

» Extensive experiments validate its efficiency, generality,
and scalability—matching VGGT’s performance while
enabling large-scale scene reconstruction.

2. Related work
2.1. Feedforward 3D Foundation Models

Building on conventional 3D reconstruction, recent end-to-
end learning-based methods [20, 21, 24, 32, 38, 41, 50,
50, 56, 58] encode scene priors via neural networks, sig-
nificantly boosting robustness and cross-dataset generaliza-
tion. DUST3R [47] pioneered regressing view-consistent
3D point maps from two RGB images without camera cal-
ibration, while its successor MASt3R [24] refines metric
scale estimation via confidence-weighted losses. For single-
pass dense-view interaction, Fast3R [50] extends to N-view
processing with Flash-Attention and parallel fusion, sup-
porting 1000+ image inference and SOTA accuracy in sec-
onds. State-of-the-art VGGT [44] (1.2B parameters) jointly
predicts camera parameters, depth, and point maps in one
forward pass, outperforming task-specific methods. How-
ever, its quadratic complexity, offline inference, and large
size hinder real-world deployment. Its transformer archi-
tecture enables compression—our core focus.

2.2. Token Merging

Visual token merging originated in Vision Transformers
(ViTs [12]) as a training-free technique to accelerate infer-
ence by merging redundant tokens, later extended to dif-
fusion models [34], video understanding [59], and vision-
language models (VLMs [18, 39, 55]) for computational
cost reduction. It partitions tokens into source (src) and
destination (dst) via region-based random sampling, merg-
ing similar pairs or averaging via token pooling [25, 31].
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Figure 2. Architecture Overview. We augment VGGT by placing a Geometry-aware Token Merging module on both sides of its global
attention. Within GA-merge, tokens are partitioned by the GA map, grouped and merged to reduce redundancy, and after global attention
the merged tokens are unmerged back to the original layout and passed to the subsequent frame-attention layers.
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Figure 3. Latency analysis of the VGGT components. As the num-
ber of images increases, Global Attention gradually dominates the
inference time.

Key works include TokenLearner [35] (MLP-based token
selection), ToMe [4] (per-block token reduction), PuMer [8]
(VLM-oriented token pruning/merging), and ToMeSD [3]
(Stable Diffusion adaptation with unmerge for dense pre-
diction). Despite effectiveness, these methods ignore long-
sequence feed-forward 3D reconstruction’s demand for spa-
tial precision and temporal coherence—stemming from
their random sampling. This motivates our LiteVGGT’s
geometry-aware token merging, tailored for 3D reconstruc-
tion.

3. Method

We introduce LiteVGGT, a lightweight version of VGGT
that achieves a 10x speedup while maintaining high accu-
racy. We begin by analyze architecture and bottleneck of
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Figure 4. Latency breakdown after introducing token merging.
CM denotes merge index computation latency, which becomes a
bottleneck for long sequences—addressed by our caching strategy.

VGGT in Sec. 3.1, followed by the common-used naive to-
ken merging strategy in Sec. 3.2. In Sec. 3.3, we analyze
the geometric cues learned by 3D foundation models, and
in Sec. 3.4, we describe our geometry-aware cached token
merge strategy. Finally, in Sec. 3.5, we present the details of
fine-tuning and FP8 quantization for further improvement.

3.1. VGGT Architecture and Bottleneck Analysis

Core Architecture. Visual Geometry Grounded Trans-
former (VGGT) [44] is a 3D foundation model for
arbitrary-length image sequences, predicting key scene at-
tributes. It tokenizes RGB frames via a pretrained backbone
(e.g., DINOvV2 [28]) to generate patch tokens, augmented
with 5 special tokens (1 camera + 4 register) per frame for
aggregating 3D attributes (e.g., camera parameters, geom-
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Figure 5. Experiment about geometric cues. VGGT and
DepthAnythingV2 [51] still produce reasonable geometric results
of input edge map.

etry). All tokens are fed into a 24-layer frame-global at-
tention mechanism, with outputs directed to task-specific
prediction heads.

Bottleneck Analysis. VGGT’s speed bottleneck stems
from its frame-global attention: to ensure inter-frame con-
sistency, it concatenates tokens across all images for full-
sequence self-attention, leading to quadratic complexity
with token count—rendering it impractical for large-scale
scenes as inputs scale to hundreds/thousands of frames
(Figure 3. This issue is exacerbated by computational
redundancy: its vision backbone extracts local semantic-
geometric features, resulting in highly similar tokens across
overlapping regions of scene frames, and attention patterns
remain stable across adjacent layers (Figure 8), indicating
consistent inter-layer token similarity. These observations
confirm significant redundancy in VGGT’s Global Atten-
tion, motivating our 3D reconstruction-tailored token merg-
ing strategy.

3.2. Naive Token Merging

Token merging is a widely adopted approach to reduce
transformer sequence length, but generic strategies are ill-
suited for VGGT and 3D reconstruction due to their igno-
rance of geometric constraints. For LLMs or diffusion mod-
els, such methods typically partition tokens into destination
(dst) and source (src) sets via random sampling or fixed-
stride pooling (e.g., ToMe [4]), prioritizing computational
reduction over task-specific demands, tokens in these do-
mains encode semantic or generic visual information with
no inherent geometric binding.

For VGGT, these generic strategies fail to account for
3D reconstruction’s unique requirement: its tokens are
tightly coupled with image regions and 3D point clouds.
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Figure 6. The illustration of Geometry-aware Cached Token Merg-
ing.

Random or fixed-stride partitioning risks merging high-
information geometric tokens (e.g., edges, textures) with
low-information ones, leading to critical detail loss. Addi-
tionally, recomputing merge indices for all network layers
introduces redundant overhead. These limitations motivate
our geometry-aware and cached token merging strategy, tai-
lored to preserve 3D geometric information while maximiz-
ing efficiency.

3.3. Geometric Cues for 3D Reasoning

Traditional 3D reconstruction relies heavily on texture pat-
terns for feature matching, but modern learning-based mod-
els like VGGT and DepthAnything-V2 [51] exhibit distinct
geometric perception priors. As shown in Fig. 5, we fed
pure edge maps (stripped of all texture and photometric in-
formation) into both models—surprisingly, they still gener-
ated coherent, geometrically plausible reconstructions. This
confirms that 3D vision models depend heavily on structural
contour (edge) information for geometric inference, even
without photorealistic details.

This key insight that edge-rich regions (high gradients,
high semantic variance) are the backbone of 3D geomet-
ric reasoning directly motivates our Geometry-aware merg-
ing design (Section 3.4). The strategy prioritizes tokens in
such regions to preserve critical geometric information dur-
ing merging.

3.4. Geometry-aware Cached Token Merging

To address naive token merging’s limitations, we propose
Geometry-aware (GA) Cached Token Merging tailored to
3D reconstruction’s geometric preservation demand with
three core innovations: geometry-aware token prioritiza-
tion, partitioning, and cached merging/unmerging (Fig. 2).
Geometry-aware Feature Map. To quantify the geo-
metric importance of each token, we design a geometry-
aware feature map that fuses two lightweight yet effective
cues:
e Pixel Gradient (Grad Map): Captures edges/texture
boundaries via the Sobel operator (horizontal/vertical in-
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Figure 7. Qualitative comparisons of VGGT, FastVGGT, and LiteVGGT on camera pose estimation and point cloud reconstruction. All
point clouds are visualized under the same confidence threshold with the same number of points retained.

Method 1000 images 496 images 296 images 96 images
CD | Time | CDh | Time | CD | Time | CD | Time |

Fast3R [50] 0.692 563.7s 0.689 143.7s 0.711 41.3s 0.720 5.9s
CUT?3R [45] 0.780 112.2s 0.774 26.7s 0.754 13.5s 0.791 5.1s
VGGT [44] OOM OOM OOM OOM 0.417 121.2s 0.420 16.6s
VGGT* [44] 0.485 1275.1s 0.424 329.7s 0415 120.9s 0.418 16.7s
FastVGGT [36] 0.436 258.3s 0.424 78.4s 0.423 32.8s 0.409 6.4s
LiteVGGT 0.428 127.2s 0.392 37.9s 0.365 16.6s 0.329 3.5s

Table 1. Quantitative results of point cloud reconstruction on the ScanNet-50 dataset[11]. OOM denotes out-of-memory. Bold indicates

the best result, and underline denotes the second best.

tensity changes), downsampled to token granularity to
highlight edge-rich regions critical for 3D reasoning.

e Token Variance (Var Map): Measures semantic variabil-
ity by rearranging tokens into 2D grids, computing lo-
cal average-pooled variance to distinguish uniqueness
(e.g., textured surfaces) from smooth regions (e.g., blank
walls).

The two types of maps are fused together to form the fi-
nal Geometry-aware map, integrating both geometric struc-
ture and semantic variability:

Vga = a-norm(¥y) + 5 - norm(¥,)

where ¥, (Grad Map) and V¥, (Var Map) are normal-
ized, «/f balance their contributions. As visualized in
Fig. 9, Uga clearly distinguishes high-information tokens
(edges/textures) from low-redundancy ones (smooth sur-
faces), laying the foundation for targeted partitioning.

GA Token Partitioning. Guided by the GA map, we
partition tokens into three categories to balance efficiency
(token reduction) and reconstruction quality (geometric de-
tail preservation), as shown in Fig. 6:

* GA Tokens: The top 10% highest-scoring tokens per
frame in the GA map. These tokens correspond to crit-
ical geometric/semantic details (e.g., object edges, tex-
tured regions) and are excluded from merging to avoid
core information loss.

» Dst Tokens: Merge anchors selected for spatial coherence
and efficiency: (1) All first-frame tokens (VGGT’s world
coordinate anchor for inter-frame consistency); (2) One
token per 2x2 grid in other frames (lowest GA score,
targeting smooth, low-information regions to maximize
merge efficiency).

» Src Tokens: All remaining tokens (not selected as GA To-
kens or dst Tokens), which are designated for merging
into the most similar dst tokens.

Cached Token Merging This module integrates redun-
dant token reduction and inter-layer index caching to cut
quadratic complexity while preserving geometric consis-
tency—addressing both token redundancy and redundant
computation in naive methods. For src tokens, we first
match them to dst tokens via cosine similarity (ensuring ge-
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Figure 8. The figure shows the attention between a randomly selected token from Image10 (as the query) and all other tokens (as values)
from three images. Each row corresponds to different layers, and each column shows attention patterns across images, demonstrating high
similarity between tokens across frames. The similarity of attention maps across adjacent layers indicates the stability of token similarity
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ometric alignment). Each dst token’s feature is updated by
averaging its own feature with assigned src tokens, reducing
sequence length for Global Attention:

2 = Tq+ Ea:sESd Ts
d 1+ |Sd|

where x4 is the original dst feature, Sy denotes assigned src
tokens, and z/; is the updated feature. Only z/; is retained
for subsequent layers.

Leveraging stable inter-layer token similarity (Figure 8),
we cache merge indices to avoid redundant computation:
indices are computed once every 6 layers (4 total compu-
tations) and reused for intervening layers. This reduces la-
tency by 20% with minimal accuracy loss (Figure 4).

Token Unmerging To support VGGT’s dense outputs
(e.g., depth maps, point clouds), we restore the token se-
quence to its original length before prediction heads. Each
merged z/; is replicated to recover all tokens in {z4} U
Sy, with local geometric variability regained via VGGT’s
Frame Attention—ensuring no degradation in dense predic-
tion detail.

3.5. Fine-tuning and FP8 Quantization

To maximize efficiency while preserving accuracy, we com-
plement our token merging strategy with two engineering
optimizations:

Fine-tuning. Building on VGGT’s pretrained check-
points, we fine-tune the aggregator and prediction heads
on a diverse dataset mix (Co3Dv2[32], BlendMVS[53],
DL3DV[19], etc.). We sample 4-48 images per batch and
train for 20K iterations on 8 H20 GPUs (about 3 days)
to mitigate the accuracy loss introduced by token merg-
ing. During fine-tuning, we employ a composite learning

Grad map Variance map GA map

Figure 9. Visualization of pixel gradients (Grad map), token vari-

ance (Variance map), and the fused Geometry-aware map (GA
map).

rate schedule with a 5% linear warm-up from 1 x 1075 to
4 x 1075, followed by a cosine decay to 7 x 10~7 over the
remaining 95% of training.

FP8 Quantization. Using NVIDIA’s Transformer En-
gine, we adopt FP8 inference after weight mapping. This
reduces memory footprint and latency with minimal perfor-
mance degradation, enabled by our token merging strategy’s
preservation of VGGT’s core feature representation.

4. Experiments

4.1. Implementation Details

Datasets. We evaluate two core tasks across diverse
datasets: 3D reconstruction is tested on ScanNet-50 [11]
(50 scenes, following FastVGGT protocol with variable se-
quence lengths), 7Scenes [37] and NRGBD [1] (indoor se-
quences with keyframes sampled every 3 frames), Tanks
& Temples [16] (6 training scenes for large-scale outdoor
testing), DTU [15] (48 uniformly sampled frames per ob-
ject), and CO3Dv2 [32] (8 uniformly sampled images per



7 Scenes NRGBD

Method " .

Acc] Comp| NCT ‘ Time | | Acc/ Comp] NC*T ‘ Time |
Fast3R [50] 0.053 0.047 0.613 | 58.5s | 0.083 0.023 0.655 | 98.9s
CUT3R [45] 0.181 0.088 0.586 | 15.8s | 0.304 0.166 0.581 27.1s
VGGT [44] 0.021 0.022 0.614 | 133.1s | 0.024 0.015 0.730 | 233.1s
FastVGGT [36] | 0.021 0.022 0.604 | 36.5s | 0.029 0.014 0.704 | 70.7s
LiteVGGT 0.020 0.024 0.606 19.2s | 0.031 0.019 0.698 | 36.3s

Table 2. Quantitative results of point cloud reconstruction on the 7 Scenes[37] and NRGBD[1].

Method Barn Caterpillar Courthouse Ignatius Meetingroom Truck Avg.tT Time(s)|
threshold 0.050 0.025 0.015 0.025 0.050 0.250 x5 -
VGGT [44] 0.54 0.33 OOM 0.54 0.63 0.62 - -
VGGT* [44] 0.54 0.33 0.50 0.54 0.63 0.62 0.53  221.45s
FastVGGT [36] 0.37 0.27 0.44 0.34 0.43 0.45 0.38 66.20s
LiteVGGT 0.44 0.26 0.44 0.30 0.57 0.41 0.40 29.52s
threshold 0.100 0.050 0.030 0.050 0.100 0.500  x10 -
VGGT [44] 0.69 0.56 OOM 0.70 0.79 0.74 - -
VGGT* [44] 0.69 0.56 0.67 0.70 0.79 0.74 0.69  221.45s
FastVGGT [36] 0.56 0.42 0.61 0.48 0.61 0.59 0.54 66.20s
LiteVGGT 0.60 0.43 0.60 0.45 0.74 0.59 0.57 29.52s

Table 3. Quantitative results of point cloud reconstruction on the Tanks & Temples[16]. We report the F1-score and average inference
time. x5 refers to expanding the official threshold values by a factor of 5.

scene); camera pose estimation is evaluated on CO3Dv2
[32], Tanks & Temples [16], and DTU [15] with the same
sampling strategy as the reconstruction task.

Evaluation Metrics. In experiments, we use the Cham-
fer Distance (CD), Accuracy (Acc), Completeness (Comp),
and Normal Consistency (NC) to evaluate the point cloud
quality. For large-scale outdoor scenes, we addition-
ally adopt the F1 score to quantify the percentage of
matched points between predicted and ground-truth point
clouds, with F1 thresholds scaled x5/x10 to filter minor
noise—accounting for VGGT’s speed-accuracy trade-off
compared to optimization-based methods. In camera pose
evaluations, we report the AUC of the relative pose error
within (5°, 15°, 30°), where the pose error is the maximum
between the rotation and translation angular error.

Method DTU Reconstruction CO3Dv2 Pose Estimation

Acc. | Comp. | Over. | | AUC@30T AUC@20T AUC@151
Fast3R [50] 3.712 1.412 2.562 81.3 742 69.7
CUT3R [45] 1.428 1.396 1.412 825 77.3 73.8
VGGT [44] 0.508 0.561 0.534 86.3 81.4 76.8
FastVGGT [36] 0.824  0.655 0.739 834 71.6 71.9
LiteVGGT 0.652  0.780 0.716 832 713 71.9

Table 4. Quantitative results of point cloud reconstruction on
the DTU dataset[15] (left) and camera pose estimation on
CO3Dv2[32] (right).

4.2. 3D Reconstruction

Quantitative comparisons. On the ScanNet-50 dataset
(Table 1), CUT3R achieves the fastest runtime but at
the cost of notable accuracy degradation. In contrast,
LiteVGGT delivers the lowest Chamber Distance (CD) er-
ror and a 10x speed-up over VGGT with 1000 input im-
ages. The results on 7Scenes and NRGBD (Table 2)
further show that LiteVGGT offers accuracy comparable
to the best methods while achieving substantially higher
efficiency, reflecting a strong accuracy—efficiency trade-
off. Moving to object-level reconstruction, Table 4 (left)
demonstrates that LiteVGGT maintains competitive per-
formance on DTU, performing slightly below VGGT but
clearly surpassing FastVGGT. Finally, on large-scale out-
door scenes from Tanks & Temples (Table 3), LiteVGGT
outperforms FastVGGT under both threshold settings and
achieves nearly a 10x speed-up over VGGT. Although its
F1 score is slightly lower than VGGT, the combined accu-
racy and efficiency results clearly indicate strong scalability
and generalization for large-scene reconstruction.

Qualitative comparisons. As shown in the bottom
part of Figure 7, we visualize the reconstructed point
clouds of VGGT, FastVGGT, and LiteVGGT on the com-
plete kitchen scene from NRGBD. Although LiteVGGT
produces slightly less detailed geometry compared to
VGGT, it preserves stronger overall completeness and ge-



Method Barn Caterpillar Courthouse Ignatius Meetingroom Truck Avg.! Time (s)|
VGGT [44] 91.3 89.0 OOM 88.9 90.0 94.1 - -
VGGT* [44] 91.3 89.0 81.8 88.8 90.0 94.1 89.2 221.45s
FastVGGT [36] 90.1 86.3 81.8 88.0 87.6 93.5 87.9 66.20s
LiteVGGT 88.5 89.3 81.7 88.1 87.8 92.6 88.0 29.52s

Table 5. Quantitative results of camera pose estimation on Tanks & Temples[16], evaluated using AUC@30.

Method AUC@30 1 AUC@151 AUC@S T
VGGT [44] 94.3 88.6 66.3
FastVGGT [36] 93.4 86.8 614
LiteVGGT 93.3 86.6 60.6

Table 6. Quantitative results of camera pose estimation on the
DTU dataset[15].

ometric consistency. These qualitative results highlight
that LiteVGGT maintains high reconstruction quality while
achieving a substantial speed-up.

4.3. Pose Estimation

Quantitative comparisons. As shown in Table 4 (right)
and Table 6, LiteVGGT achieves pose accuracy compara-
ble to VGGT, even after applying extensive lossy operations
to accelerate the original model. This highlights the effec-
tiveness of our lightweight design. Finally, on large-scale
outdoor scenes (Table 5), LiteVGGT surpasses FastVGGT
in AUC@30 and remains close to VGGT, demonstrating
strong pose estimation capability.

Qualitative comparisons. As shown in the top part of
Figure 7, we visualize the predicted camera trajectories on
a ScanNet-50 scene. In several scenes, the trajectories es-
timated by LiteVGGT align more closely with the ground
truth, highlighting its accuracy in camera pose estimation.

4.4. Efficiency

Given that efficiency is a major contribution of LiteVGGT,
we provide a focused analysis of its computational perfor-
mance. VGGT runs out of memory when processing 500
images. VGGT?* still requires over 20 minutes to process
1000 images on an H20 GPU, and increasing the input to
1100 images at 392x518 resolution causes out-of-memory
even on the same 96 GiB device.

Building on VGGT*, we introduce geometry-aware to-
ken merging, which reduces the number of tokens par-
ticipating in global attention and delivers over a 4x la-
tency reduction. Importantly, our geometry-aware strategy
relies only on Sobel operators and average pooling, en-
abling the computation of the GA maps for 1000 images
to finish in under one second. To further improve effi-
ciency, we cache the merge indices, reducing latency by

Methods ‘Acc.¢ Comp.| Overall| ‘ Time (s) Mem. (GiB)
VGGT |0.508 0561 0534 | 1275.6 OOM
+ GA Token Merging |0.789 0.601  0.696 | 2643 60.34
+ Fine-tuning 0.587 0.687 0642 | 2643 60.34

+ Cache Merge Indices | 0.621  0.755 0.688 200.6 59.28
+ FP8 Quantization 0.652  0.780 0.716 127.9 45.31

Table 7. Ablation study on the each propsoed modules of
LiteVGGT. (See more details in Supp. file)

about 25%. Applying FP8 quantization brings an additional
33% latency reduction and lowers memory consumption
by roughly 25%. All these optimizations are carefully de-
signed to preserve accuracy while enabling the lightweight
design of LiteVGGT.

4.5. Ablation Studies

We conduct ablation studies to quantify the contribution
of each optimization step in LiteVGGT, as shown in Ta-
ble 7. Accuracy is evaluated using DTU reconstruction, and
efficiency is measured by the latency and memory usage
when processing 1000 images at 392x518 resolution on an
H20 GPU. VGGT runs out of memory at this scale, while
VGGT* requires over 20 minutes.

(1) Geometry-aware token merging reduces the num-
ber of global-attention tokens, yielding over a 4x latency
reduction and substantial memory savings with almost no
loss in reconstruction quality.

(2) Caching merge indices eliminates repeated large-
matrix computations and reduces latency by 25% with only
a minor accuracy change.

(3) Fine-tuning recovers the accuracy drop introduced
by GA token merging.

(4) FP8 quantization provides an additional 33% la-
tency reduction and 25% memory savings while maintain-
ing accuracy.

5. Conclusions

LiteVGGT offers an efficient and scalable alternative to ex-
isting 3D vision foundation models by substantially low-
ering their computational and memory requirements. Our
study shows that large-scale scene reconstruction does not
necessarily require heavy global attention computation, and



that carefully designed token reduction strategies are suf-
ficient to preserve high geometric fidelity. Through sys-
tematic optimization and evaluation, LiteVGGT achieves
strong reconstruction and pose estimation accuracy while
enabling practical processing of long image sequences that
exceed the limits of VGGT. These results highlight the po-
tential of lightweight architectures for real-world, large-
scale 3D applications. Future work will explore extending
this framework to video inputs and even larger and more
complex scenes.
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LiteVGGT: Boosting Vanilla VGGT via Geometry-aware Cached Token Merging

Supplementary Material

6. More Implementation Details

Fine-tuning Details. Following VGGT’s official fine-
tuning pipeline, we fine-tune only the aggregator to-
gether with the camera head and depth head, starting
from the pretrained VGGT checkpoints. We use a
diverse mixture of synthetic and real-world datasets,
including Co3Dv2[32] , BlendMVS[53], DL3DV[19],
MegaDepth[17], WildRGB[48], ScanNet++[54],
HyperSim[33], Mapillary[26], Replica[40], MVS-
Synth[14], Virtual KITTI[5], Aria Synthetic Environments,
and Aria Digital Twin[29]. We sample 4-48 images
per batch and train for 20K iterations on 8§ H20 GPUs
(approximately 3 days). To stabilize training under token
merging, we adopt a composite learning rate schedule: a
5% linear warm-up from 1 X 1076 to 4 x 1072, followed
by cosine decay to 7 x 10~7 over the remaining iterations.

FP8 Quantization Details. We apply FP8 mixed preci-
sion via NVIDIA’s Transformer Engine directly during in-
ference. To balance efficiency and accuracy, we quan-
tize only the modules inside the aggregator (including the
DINOV2 encoder). For example, each nn.LayerNorm
+ two-layer MLP block is replaced with its FP8-enabled
te.LayerNormMLP counterpart, while the prediction
heads remain in bfloatl6 since quantizing them leads to
a noticeable drop in accuracy. We adopt an FP§ (E4M3)
delayed-scaling recipe with an 80-step amax history and
max-based amax computation.

7. Additional Ablation Studies

Caching merge indices. Leveraging the stability of inter-
layer token similarity, we cache merge indices and evalu-
ate how different recomputation intervals affect the accu-
racy—efficiency trade-off.

Interval (layers) ‘ Total Recompute ‘ CDh | ‘ Acc| Comp | Overall | ‘ Time (s) |

1 24 0.421 | 0.691  0.800 0.745 265.1
2 12 0.440 | 0.701  0.778 0.741 230.5
3 8 0.452 | 0.721  0.788 0.754 214.1
6 4 0.467 | 0.746  0.775 0.761 202.0
24 1 0.555 | 3.761  5.342 4.552 193.1

Table 8. Ablation on merge-indices recomputation intervals.
Quantitative results of point cloud reconstruction on the Scannet-
50[11] and DTU[15] dataset.

As shown in Table 8, enlarging the interval from every 1
layer to every 6 layers preserves nearly the same point cloud
reconstruction quality while substantially reducing infer-

ence latency, further validating the stability of token similar-
ity across adjacent layers. In contrast, using an excessively
large interval (i.e., computing only at the first layer) causes
a clear drop in reconstruction accuracy. Based on this trade-
off, we adopt the 6-layer interval (4 total computations) as
our preferred setting.

Geometry-aware Token Merging. We further evalu-
ate our Geometry-aware Token Merging against standard
similarity-based merging. As shown in Table 9, our method
better preserves crucial geometric information and achieves
better performance on both datasets. Meanwhile, the la-
tency remains almost unchanged, highlighting the effi-
ciency of our approach.

Method | CD | | Acc! Comp| Overall | | Time (s) |
VGGT* 0.485 | 0.508  0.561 0.534 1275.0
VGGT*+Naive Token Merging 0.442 | 0.824  0.655 0.739 202.0
VGGT*+GA Token Merging (Ours) | 0.402 | 0.789  0.601 0.696 202.4

Table 9. Ablation on Geometry-aware Token Merging. Quanti-
tative results of point cloud reconstruction on the Scannet-50[11]
and DTU[15] dataset.

8. Robotic Grasping Experiments

To further verify that LiteVGGT remains practical even
with its 10x reconstruction speed-up, we conduct robotic
grasping experiments. As shown in Fig. 10, LiteVGGT
reconstructs two real-world scenes, and the resulting point
clouds are used for robotic arm grasping. Despite minor
reconstruction deviations, the accuracy is sufficient for end-
side grasp execution, demonstrating the practical reliability
of LiteVGGT.

Figure 10. Robotic grasping demonstration. Left: reconstructed
point clouds from LiteVGGT. Right: corresponding grasp execu-
tion snapshots. The full videos are provided in the supplementary
material (video.mp4).



9. Additional Visualizations

In Fig. 11, we present additional reconstruction results
of LiteVGGT, and compare them against the ground-truth
(GT) point clouds as well as those produced by VGGT and
FastVGGT. In Fig. 12, we show further examples of cam-
era pose estimation, again comparing our results with GT,
VGGT, and FastVGGT. Finally, Fig. 13 provides additional
visualizations of pixel gradients (Grad map), token variance
(Variance map), and the fused Geometry-aware map (GA
map).



FastVGGT LiteVGGT

Figure 11. Additional 3D reconstruction visualizations from small indoor objects to large outdoor scenes.
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Figure 12. Additional visualizations of pose estimation results on the ScanNet dataset.
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Grad map Variance map

Figure 13. Additional visualizations of pixel gradients (Grad map), token variance (Variance map), and the fused Geometry-aware map
(GA map).
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