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Figure 1. Overview of Proxy3D: our 3D proxy representations are extracted from a set of pretrained encoders, their sequence length is
compressed by the semantic-aware clustering followed by the multi-stage alignment with a language model using our SpaceSpan dataset.

Abstract

Spatial intelligence in vision-language models (VLMs) at-
tracts research interest with the practical demand to reason
in the 3D world. Despite promising results, most existing
methods follow the conventional 2D pipeline in VLMs and
use pixel-aligned representations for the vision modality.
However, correspondence-based models with implicit 3D
scene understanding often fail to achieve spatial consistency,
and representation-based models with 3D geometric priors
lack efficiency in vision sequence serialization. To address
this, we propose a Proxy3D method with compact yet com-
prehensive 3D proxy representations for the vision modality.
Given only video frames as input, we employ semantic and
geometric encoders to extract scene features and then per-
form their semantic-aware clustering to obtain a set of prox-
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ies in the 3D space. For representation alignment, we further
curate the SpaceSpan dataset and apply multi-stage training
to adopt the proposed 3D proxy representations with the
VLM. When using shorter sequences for vision information,
our method achieves competitive or state-of-the-art perfor-
mance in 3D visual question answering, visual grounding
and general spatial intelligence benchmarks.

1. Introduction

Spatial reasoning is a fundamental aspect of human intelli-
gence [46]. When exploring a new scene, our vision senses
2D visual inputs as 3D spatial information and, further de-
coded into language modality, enables us to describe spatial
relationships. Recent vision-language models (VLMs) and
more general multimodal large language models (MLLMs)
are equipped with a similar perception and, hypothetically,
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can achieve human-level spatial intelligence [4]. At the same
time, Yang et al. [46] concludes that current MLLMs form a
series of local world models in the vicinity of the ego image
perspective, rather than a unified global model from a given
video. Similarly, Cai et al. [4] quantitative evaluations show
a large discrepancy between human-level spatial intelligence
and the one in MLLMs.

We argue that the representation of spatial information is
crucial for accurate and efficient reasoning in our 3D world.
For example, VLMs with a correspondence objective achieve
3D spatial awareness implicitly by matching and aligning
features across image frames [18, 23, 24, 31, 56]. However,
their learned representations suffer from inefficient usage of
training data and spatial inconsistencies, resulting in a lack
of global scene understanding and high computational costs.
Unlike it, representation-based methods explicitly model
3D scenes by leveraging 2D image features obtained from
a pretrained vision encoder. Recent research have applied
classic representations for 3D world modeling e.g., point
clouds [44] etc. Another line of research aims to develop a
unified representation for 3D world [14, 17, 42, 57]. How-
ever, the fundamental challenge remains: how to construct a
sequence of tokens with accurate spatial information for a
MLLM while minimizing its size?

In this work, we find that the encoded vision modality has
sparse semantic distribution and, therefore, we can leverage
latent-space clustering to semantically compress 3D scenes.
Our approach, dubbed Proxy3D, with clustered proxy 3D
features avoids complex neural network-based serializations
as in e.g., Wu et al. [43]. Lastly, we propose an iterative
alignment to adopt our compressed 3D representations with
a language model during the training phase using the SpaceS-
pan dataset. Our main contributions are as follows:

* We curate a 318K SpaceSpan dataset with the unified data
format that incorporates heterogeneous visual information.

* We propose Proxy3D, a method for aggregating compact
yet comprehensive representations for spatial reasoning.

* We introduce a multi-stage training pipeline that iteratively
improves the MLLM’s 3D scene understanding with the
data-efficient representation alignment.

2. Related Work

Datasets and benchmarks for 3D scene understanding.
Main tasks for evaluating spatial intelligence in 3D-VLMs
are QA, object grounding, and dense scene captioning. The
former answers questions about spatial relationships between
objects given visual input. For example, ScanQA [13] and
SQA3D [27], from ScanNet [13], are widely used for 3D
QA evaluation. Visual grounding (VG) identifies precise
object locations using natural language queries. In the 2D
domain, impressive and representative progress [15, 47] has
been made through referring image segmentation by utiliz-
ing datasets such as RefCOCO [49] and G-Ref [28]. More

recently, common benchmarks for this task in the 3D space
have been proposed, e.g., ScanRefer [6] and Multi3DRefer
[52]. Unlike VG, dense scene captioning (Scan2cap [9])
estimates all object localizations and generates detailed de-
scriptions. Other benchmarks e.g., VSI-Bench [46] combine
these tasks with spatiotemporal reasoning.

Although spatial intelligence is rapidly advancing with
recent 3D-VLMEs, its performance still falls short of under-
standing 3D scenes at the human level [4]. One of the reasons
is the limited amount of training data, including the lack of
3D vision-language queries and object-object spatial rela-
tionship pairs for modality alignment. To overcome this, we
propose a novel SpaceSpan dataset that is constructed on top
of previous datasets but with more rich spatial reasoning-
related queries and the unified data format.

3D scene representation modeling. Recent 3D-VLMs,
a subset of more general multimodal large language mod-
els (MLLMs), have been explored in several directions.
Correspondence-based methods assess video frame simi-
larities to develop latent-space spatial cognition in LLMs.
For example, 3DRS [18] develops 3D awareness using multi-
view image correspondence with visual feature alignment,
and Video-3D LLM [54] achieves alignment using video
frames via proposed 3D positional encoding. SR-3D [12]
extends global 3D positional embedding with canonical posi-
tional encoding. Ross3D [38] introduces explicit reconstruc-
tion between image views to inject 3D awareness. Despite
promising results, these methods suffer from spatial incon-
sistencies and inefficient training data usage.

On the other hand, earlier research have explored vari-
ous explicit representations to model 3D scenes e.g., point
clouds [8, 30, 44], depth maps [5, 11], 3DGS [37], graphs
[50], and sparse spatiotemporal scene maps [20]. However,
they typically produce computationally-inefficient 3D scene
representations with fixed geometric priors. More recent
representation-based methods increase efficiency using e.g.,
point clouds with serialization for sequential transformer
processing [25, 41, 43]. As a shortcoming, a naive point
cloud sequence cannot model the underlying complex spa-
tial relationships using the cross-attention mechanism. To
address this, recent Spatial-MLLM [42], PQ3D [57], LLaVA-
3D [56], LEO-VL [17] and VLM-3R [14] aim to develop a
unified representation spanning geometric priors, instance-
level visual features and global attributes. In our Proxy3D,
we focus on preserving the benefits of representation-based
methods, while learning compact 3D proxy representations
to minimize MLLM’s computational complexity.

3. Proposed Method
3.1. Proxy3D Architecture

Feature extraction. We employ spatial features from pre-
trained encoders with both semantic and spatial geometric
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Figure 2. Proxy3D architecture. A geometry predictor and a semantic encoder output latent features of vision modality. Then, our proxy
3D representations are clustered to reduce complexity. Lastly, multi-stage training aligns proxy features with the language model.

information. First, N RGB image frames {I;}¥ ; with the
H x W x 3 resolution are processed by a 2D visual encoder
[2]. As a result, we obtain feature maps {F;}Y ;, where
the size of each F; € R *W'%C depends on the encoder’s
latent dimension C and the patch size ¢ that defines the
downsampled height H' = | H/q| and width W' = |W/q]|.

Next, we use a geometry predictor [39] to extract a set
of point maps {P;}Y , from image frames, where P; €
RHXWX3 To semantically group all features, we also ap-
ply a 2D segmentation model [32] and extract pixel-level
segmentation masks {M;}N |, where M; € Z7*W. In
order to align point maps and masks with the image fea-
tures, we patchify them according to the selected patch size
¢ and produce the aligned sets {M;, P;}1_,, where each
element M; € Z9%9, P; € R?7*7<3 and the sequence length
L =N x H x W’. To unify semantic information within
each patch, we assign a M label as the label of an object
with the largest area and also normalize P; point map by that
object area.

Then, we obtain triplets {F}, P;, M; }JL:1 with aligned
frame resolutions. Each element in the triplet defines ei-
ther a spatial point in the space or a semantic group. For
convenience, we flatten the patch-wise triplets along the
latent dimension, yielding vectors {f;, p;, m; }JL: ; for the
following semantic clustering.

Semantic clustering. To reduce the sequence length for
computational efficiency, we propose to group the former
triplets based on their semantic labels g in the mask m; as

Gy ={fj,pj |m; =g}, andj=1,2,...,L, (1)

where G, represents a semantically-aware set of features.

Inspired by Chen et al. [7], we cluster the group-aware
sets in Equation (1) using K -nearest neighbors (KNN) with
a selected number of proxies K, for each semantic group as

{Cy )12y = KNN (Gy, pr) - )

Using the result of Equation (2), we can define the trans-
formed visual features z, ; and coordinates c ; that form
our semantically-grouped set of 3D proxies as

P ={zgj.cq;} ={f,p; | g}, and g,j € {Cy;}. (3)

To further reference scene objects using their labels, we
introduce identifier embeddings in Section 3.2.

Proxy allocation. We dynamically allocate K, based on
each semantic group’s proportion in the overall sequence
ie., K4 o< |Gy|/L. We assign an initial non-zero number of
proxies to each group in case of empty groups to ensure that
no instance is overlooked.

Proxy3D sequence serialization. We apply Breadth-first
search (BFS) [55] traversal to our 3D group centers in Equa-
tion (3) and serialize the 3D visual embeddings into a list
of scene tokens, starting from the root node of the closest
3D segment to the origin. Then, the segments that are spa-
tially close to each other are also neighbors in the serialized
sequence. This benefits an LLM to more accurately capture
spatial relationships between various objects.

3D spatial position embeddings. To further inject geo-
metric priors, we apply 3D position embeddings to encode
spatial information. Following Huang et al. [17], we use
rotary position embeddings (RoPE) [35] to the vertical po-
sition indices H, and learnable Fourier embeddings [22] to
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Figure 3. Proxy3D multi-stage training. Each stage in our progressive iterative training aims to develop a certain spatial intelligence skill
from the easiest one to more complex ones: we begin with the simplified image-text alignment to actual images with spatial reasoning.

the width and length {JV x L}. This can be expressed by

zy; = R(cgjen) 2 + F (cgjepwxey) . @
where R(-) is the RoPE 2D rotation matrix and the Fourier
embeddings F'(-) are learned by an MLP.

The RoPE captures when objects move in the vertical
dimension and the additive Fourier embeddings learn holistic
spatial information for all objects. Note that multimodal
ROPE is often applied to text tokens by VLMs [2].

After applying the BFS and 3D positional information,
our 3D proxy features can be written by

Z= [Zly Zga cee ZG]? and Zg - [zlg,hz_i;,Qa cee 7Z;],Kg]7
)
where the matrix Z € RX* is a concatenation of variable-
length matrices Z, € R¥s*¢ for each semantic group g =
1...G that have been sorted by the BFS and K < L.

3.2. SpaceSpan Dataset and Multi-stage Training

SpaceSpan dataset. We curate a 318K high-quality training
set with the unified data format and the detailed description
in Appendix. In short, it consists of 155K data points from
the most common 3D datasets [1, 6, 9, 27, 52], and another
163K data points from recent MMScan [26] and SR-91K
[29]. In our multi-stage training scheme, we additionally ap-
ply a collection of 115K object-object relationship questions
from MMScan to improve spatial reasoning skills.

Object referencing. MLLMs are mostly trained on 2D
image inputs, achieving impressive performance in 2D fea-
ture interpretation. Though recent methods aggregate 2D
inputs to form 3D features, MLLMs still struggle to interpret
complex scenes using 2D embeddings. To address this, we
propose spatial semantic positional embeddings as an inter-
mediate representation that bridges spatial representations
with LLM latent sequences.

We first generate a set of simplified identifier and seman-
tic images as shown in Figure 3 (left). We process these

images through the vision encoder and obtain latent embed-
dings of size 1 x C. In particular, we introduce two types
of spatial embeddings that serve different purposes. First,
the identifier embedding is an embedding-text pair that func-
tions as a feature that unifies accurate object referencing
with positional awareness. Second, the semantic embedding,
derived by vision encoder from the simplified semantic sym-
bol, serves as an efficient visual representation that describes
a category of objects. We apply Stable Diffusion [33] to
generate images of the latter semantic symbols and draw
number characters to obtain the latter identifier images.

Then, we can reference object categories by their seman-
tic embeddings £7°" = Gsem(n;), where n; denotes the
category. Also, we can reference object instances by their
identifier embeddings fi* = Gjq(m;), where m; denotes
the object identifier.

Following Chat-Scene [51] and MMScan [26], we define
m = 100 identifiers and n = 213 object categories. We also
express the text token ¢; that corresponds to an m;-th identi-
fier embedding f;d using the <OBJXXX> token format. Our
approach is based on the rationale that models can effectively
learn spatial relationships through simplified representations
e.g., pieces in chess or stones in the Go game.

The proposed identifier embeddings also give us the ad-
vantage to reference objects without learnable embeddings as
in e.g., Huang et al. [17]. We extend visual prompting from
2D image to 3D feature space by directly injecting identifier
embeddings into serialized proxy embeddings through addi-
tive fusion. To support our approach, we add the referenced
identifier embeddings explicitly to the features in Equation
(1). Next, we describe the training with these embeddings.

Multi-stage training. In order to effectively form spatial
understanding in MLLMs, we develop a progressive itera-
tive training scheme as shown in Figure 3. In the first stage,
we fuse the identifier and semantic embeddings for MLLM
understanding, simulating the scene with simplified visual
inputs. More specifically, the proxy embeddings in Equation
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(5) are substituted by the fused embeddings £ + f}d gener-
ated using the corresponding object category n; and instance
identifier m; for the j-th object. We replace all objects in
the scene with such fused embeddings. An MLLM is then
prompted with ¢; token to identify an object related to the
given identifier <OBJIXXX>.

In the second stage, coordinate alignment is carried out
to train the 3D RoPE embeddings and develop the spatial
size awareness for each identifier embedding. As shown
in Figure 4, 3D position embedding is trained effectively
with high accuracies on coordinates determination. With
accurate knowledge of these simplified embeddings, MLLM
is ready to explore space in the third stage, where we ex-
plicitly train MLLM to understand spatial relationships and
effective positional encoding. In this stage, 115K data points
have been collected from the object-object attribute slice of
MMScan [26] dataset.

In the final stage, actual 3D scene proxies are used as
visual inputs. When trained with the full 318K SpaceSpan
dataset, MLLM shifts its knowledge from simplified visual
inputs to real scene inputs.

Instruction tuning objective. We minimize the nega-
tive log-likelihood loss for the autoregressive model with
0 parameters and 3D proxy representation in Equation (5)
expressed by

LO) == .. logPultilt<i.2), ©)

where r is the response sequence length, ¢; is the ¢-th output
token, t.; are the previous ¢ — 1 text tokens and Z is the
introduced 3D proxy sequence.

4. Experiments

4.1. Experimental Setup

Implementation details. We apply supervised multi-stage
finetuning using (6) objective for the pretrained Qwen2.5-
VL-7B [2]. During the baseline finetuning, we set K = 450

Table 1. Estimated Proxy3D training time in hours using Section 3.2
training procedure and 8 x A6000 NVIDIA GPUs.

Stage1 Stage2 Stage3 Staged
2 2 3 55

for the Proxy3D sequence length to balance scene details and
training time. We apply /N = 32 uniformly sampled images
with resolution H = W = 512 for each scene as input
frames. We apply VGGT [39] as our geometry predictor,
and SAM 2 [32] for 2D segmentation. The resolution of
the latent embedding images is H' = W’ = 28. Note that
the current VGGT only provides normalized point maps
and, in order to preserve scale information, we estimate and
apply scale factors to VGGT point maps using a procedure
described in supplementary materials. The estimated time
for each training stage is shown in Table 1 when using 8
A6000 NVIDIA GPUs and the proposed SpaceSpan dataset.
We provide detailed hyperparameters in Appendix.
Evaluation setup. We compare Proxy3D with open-
source correspondence- and representation-based 3D-VLMs
from Section 2 as well as task-specific and proprietary base-
lines. Our comprehensive evaluation setup includes 3D ques-
tion answering (QA) with ScanQA [13] and SQA3D [27]
benchmarks, visual grounding (VG) with ScanRefer [6] and
Multi3DRefer [52], dense captioning (DC) using Scan2cap
[9] benchmark and VSI-Bench [46] for spatial reasoning.
For 3D QA and DC benchmarks, we abbreviate perfor-
mance metrics as ’C” for CIDEr, ”B-4” for BLEU-4, ”"M”
for METEOR, “R” for ROUGE, and "EM” for top-1 ex-
act match accuracy. In 3D VG, we report unique accuracy
(’Uni”), overall accuracy ("Acc”) and F; scores. Recent VSI-
Bench for spatial reasoning contains 5,000 question-answer
pairs with eight spatial tasks, including multiple-choice and
numerical answers. We follow the VSI-Bench metric design
and compute the mean exact accuracy for multiple-choice
answers and the mean relative accuracy across confidence
thresholds C = {0.5,0.55, ...,0.95} for numerical answers.

4.2. Quantitative Results

3D question answering. We present ScanQA and SQA3D
results in Table 2. Compared to correspondence-based mod-
els, Proxy3D achieves similar performance metrics with less
than 10% of visual tokens. The same conclusion is applicable
to representation-based LLaVA-3D [56] with 3,096 tokens.
Compared to LEO-VL [17] with 750 tokens and an addi-
tional post-training SceneDPO objective, Proxy3D with only
700 tokens demonstrates nearly identical performance when
benchmark results are available. This is justified because
LEO-VL and Proxy3D share many architectural components,
where the latter focuses on the sequence compression using
semantic-aware clustering, and the former utilizes an extra
training stage with positive and negative answer contrasting.

3D visual grounding and dense captioning. Proxy3D



Table 2. Evaluation of 3D question answering, visual grounding and dense captioning. We follow the standard evaluation methodology
for all benchmarks. We categorize models by their type, used vision modalities (P - point clouds, I - images, B - bird’s-eye-view map, D -
depth), sequence length L (# of tokens). The best and the second best results are highlighted. Our Proxy3D with Qwen2.5-VL backbone
shows competitive or state-of-the-art results with the shortest sequence lengths. %" means usage of extra information from point clouds.

Models Vision #of Scan2Cap (val) ScanRefer (val) Multi3DRefer (val) ScanQA (val) SQA3D (val)
modal. tokens C@0.5 B-4@0.5 Uni@0.5 Acc@0.25 Acc@0.5 F;@0.25 F;@0.5 C EM EM
Task-specific:
ScanQA [1] P 256 - - - - - - - 649 21.1 47.2
Scan2Cap [9] P 256 39.1 23.3 - - - - - - - -
ScanRefer [6] P 256 - - 53.5 37.3 24.3 - - - - -
3D LLM-based:
LEO [16] PI - - 72.4 - 38.2 - - - 80.0 245 50.0
Chat-Scene [51] P - 77.1 36.3 82.5 55.5 50.2 57.1 524 877 21.6 54.6
Descrip3D [45] I - 77.2 34.5 83.2 57.2 51.8 59.4 55.1 937 22.67 55.7
Correspondence-based.:
Qwen2-VL-7B [40] I 8000 0 3.8 6.3 54 5.1 21.1 199 539 190 40.7
GPT4Scene (HDM)* [31] B,JI 8000 86.3 40.6 83.7 62.6 57.0 64.5 59.8 909 282 57.4
Video-3D-LLM [54] I 8000 83.8 41.4 78.3 58.1 51.7 58.0 527 102.1 30.1 58.6
Spatial- MLLM-4B [42] I 3100 - - - - - - - 91.8 26.3 55.9
3DRS [18] I 8000 86.1 41.6 77.9 62.9 56.1 60.4 549 1048 30.3 60.6
Representation-based.:
LLaVA-3D [56] DI 3096 79.2 41.1 - 54.1 424 - - 91.7 27.0 55.6
LEO-VL [17] DI 750 - - - - - - - 1004 22.6 60.8
Proxy3Dqwen2.5-vL-78 1 700 733 34.7 84.0 59.6 54.1 62.0 575 936 252 57.5

Table 3. Evaluation of 3D spatial reasoning on VSI-Bench. We use 16 frames as input for Qwen2.5VL-based baselines and, following
the VSI-Bench setup, other open-source and proprietary models use from 16 to 32 image frames. The best and the second best results for
open-source models are highlighted. Our Proxy3D with Qwen2.5-VL-7B backbone shows overall the second best result. At the same time,
the gap with the human-level performance remains significant in spatial reasoning certain tasks. ”}” indicates tasks not specifically trained.

Numerical Answer

Multiple-Choice Answer

Models Avg. Rank
Obj. Cnt. Abs. Dist. Obj. Size Room Size Rel. Dist. Rel. Dir. Route Plan¥ Appr. Order*
Human level 94.3 47.0 60.4 45.9 94.7 95.8 95.8 100.0 792 -
Proprietary via API:
GPT-40 [19] 46.2 53 43.8 38.2 37.0 41.3 31.5 28.5 340 8
Gemini-1.5 Pro [36] 56.2 30.9 64.1 43.6 51.3 46.3 36.0 34.6 454 3
Open-source:
InternVL2-40B [10] 349 26.9 46.5 31.8 42.1 322 34.0 39.6 360 7
LLaVA-OV-72B [21] 43.5 239 57.6 37.5 42.5 39.9 325 44.6 402 5
LLaVA-Video-72B [53]  48.9 22.8 574 353 42.4 36.7 35.0 48.6 409 4
Qwen2.5-VL-7B [2] 40.9 14.8 43.4 10.7 38.6 38.5 33.0 29.8 330 9
Qwen2.5-VL-72B [2] 25.1 29.3 54.5 38.8 38.2 37.0 34.0 289 370 6
Spatial- MLLM-4B [42]  65.3 34.8 63.1 45.1 41.3 46.2 335 46.3 484 1
Proxy3Dqwen2.5-vL-78 63.9 41.9 67.2 42.8 50.3 46.5 314 32.0 470 2

achieves state-of-the-art or second best results on ScanRe-
fer and Multi3DRefer benchmarks, which can be attributed
to accurate distinction of objects with the proposed seman-
tic grouping. In particular, Proxy3D outperforms object-
proposal methods e.g., Chat-Scene [51] and Descrip3D [45].
The latter models simply combine embeddings of each object
into a sequence. In contrast, Proxy3D not only concatenates
a series of object instances, but also performs semantic-
aware grouping and compression. At the same time, the
correspondence-based 3DRS [18] is also competitive in these

benchmarks but, again, it suffers from more than 10x longer
sequence length. Scan2Cap dense captioning is the toughest
benchmark for all representation-based models that signifi-
cantly underperform compared to the correspondence-based
ones, possibly a tradeoff between simplicity and semantics.

Spatial reasoning. We present quantitative results for
the VSI-Bench [46] in Table 3. We compare Proxy3D to
proprietary GPT-40 [19] and Gemini-1.5 Pro [36] baselines
as well as open-source models: InternVL2 [10], LLaVA-
OneVision [21], LLaVA-Video [53], Spatial- MLLM [42]
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Figure 5. Proxy3D performance on VSI-Bench [46]. Left is on Scannet++ [48], right is on ARKitScenes [3]. Proxy3D generalizes well on

unseen scenes, and is capable of solving difficult questions.

and various variants of Qwen2.5VL [2]. Surprisingly,
only the Spatial-MLLM [42] baseline has a marginal im-
provement over the proposed Proxy3D. Analysis of Spatial-
MLLM work shows that, similar to LEO-VL [17], it relies
on post-training reward learning using group relative pol-
icy optimization (GRPO) [34]. Therefore, we conclude that
the reward learning step could be useful to further improve
Proxy3D results. At the same time, Spatial-MLLM with-
out sequence compression employs approximately 7x more
tokens (3,096 vs. 450) than in our Proxy3D.

Table 3 metrics for all models still have a large gap com-
pared to the human level of spatial reasoning. We check if
this is related to domain shifts in VSI-Bench heterogeneous
dataset splits. Figure 6 compares Proxy3D performance on
all VSI-Bench tasks and data splits i.e. ARKitScenes, Scan-
net++ and Scannet. Our study shows mostly uniform results
across data splits, but large discrepancies between the type
of spatial reasoning tasks. For example, object counting and
size measuring is substantially closer or even exceed human
level performance, but all models significantly lag behind
in appearance order and route planning tasks. Visualization
results are provided in Figure 5.

4.3. Ablation Study

Feature map resolution and 3D proxy sequence length.
Table 4 compares various latent feature map resolutions
and proxy sequence lengths while keeping the input image
frame resolution constant. In particular, we apply bilinear
interpolation to upsample feature maps to higher resolution.
Results show that the higher resolution (16 x 21 vs. 32 x 42)
and sequences with larger length (K = 450, 700, 1000) lead
to higher performance metrics. On the other hand, such
scaling introduces additional computational overhead and
the desired complexity-accuracy balance can be reached by
tweaking the above model hyperparameters.

Coordinate alignment. Coordinate alignment introduces
significant improvement for accurate room size estimation,
route planning and appearance order tasks as shown in Fig-
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Figure 6. Comparison of VSI-Bench tasks and splits i.e. ARK-
itScenes [3], Scannet++ [48] and Scannet [13]. Results show
Proxy3D robustness to data splits and uneven metrics across tasks.

ure 7 VSI-Bench ablation study. A qualitative example of
coordinate alignment is also illustrated in Figure 4.
Semantic grouping. Table 4 ablates our semantic group-
ing. Results show moderate improvement in question answer-
ing benchmarks and significant impact on visual grounding
task with more than 20 points increase in the overall accu-



Table 4. Ablation study on various aspects of the Proxy3D approach: inter-frame cross attention in vision encoder, semantic grouping,
coordinate alignment, feature map resolution and number of proxy tokens. In this study, we justify effectiveness of the proposed methods in
Proxy3D and present hyperparameters (feature map resolution and visual # of tokens) for complexity-accuracy trade-off tuning.

Inter-frame  Semantic Coord.  Feature # of ScanQA (val) SQA3D (val) ScanRefer (val)
cross attn.  grouping  align. mapres. tokens EM B-4 M C EM EM-R Uni@0.5 Acc@0.5
v X v 16x21 450 247 145 182 922 56.8 60.0 57.0 31.0
v v v 16x21 450 253 153 18.6 927 573 60.6 82.7 52.6
X v v 32x42 700 254 153 18.6 93.1 569 602 83.2 53.8
v v X 32x42 700 249 157 187 934 567 5938 83.6 53.8
v v v 32x42 700 252 154 187 93,6 575 60.8 84.0 54.1
v v v 32x42 1000 256 155 188 943 570 60.2 84.7 53.8
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Figure 7. Ablation study on VSI-Bench’s Scannet [13] split. Proxy3D outperforms the base Qwen2-VL-7B and GPT4Scene by a large
margin in object counting, size and distance estimation. Coordinate alignment (CA) and longer sequences further increase metrics.

Table 5. Ablation study on dynamic allocation of group-aware
proxies from Section 3.1 for Proxy3D with 700 tokens.

# of Scan2Cap (val)
proxies B-4 M R C
2 347 27.1 54.8 73.3
5 34.9 27.3 55.1 74.9
10 34.4 27.1 54.7 73.2

racy. We conclude that naive clustering without semantic
grouping leads to inaccurate object referencing.

Inter-frame attention. We conduct an ablation study in
Table 4 on a role of the inter-frame cross attention within
a vision encoder. Proxy3D shows high robustness to the
streaming case where the inter-frame feature aggregation is
undesirable. Even without inter-frame visual relationships,
Proxy3D can still establish scene understanding with only
instance-based features, which presents a strong contrast
to correspondence-based methods that heavily rely on such
inter-frame similarities.

Dynamic proxy allocation scheme. In Table 5 ablation
study we explore the dynamic proxy allocation scheme from
Section 3.1 for Scan2Cap benchmark. In this dataset, we
initially allocate more proxies to target each object that is

being captioned. According to our results, the optimal num-
ber of proxies is 5. This is because our adaptive assignment
scheme better emphasizes objects of interest in this case,
particularly offering more attention to small objects that are
usually described with less details. However, as resolution
increases (e.g., 5 vs. 10), the proxies for the specific object
become less and less informative, causing an imbalance in
model understanding across multiple objects.

5. Conclusion

In this paper, we have presented the Proxy3D framework
with several contributions that further advance spatial intelli-
gence modeling. In particular, we have proposed a feature
aggregation method that produces compact yet comprehen-
sive proxy representations for 3D scene understanding. We
have also introduced multi-stage training with iterative devel-
opment of 3D reasoning skills. Finally, our public SpaceS-
pan dataset with the unified data format has incorporated
heterogeneous visual information. Comprehensive empiri-
cal evaluations using various 3D scene understanding tasks
have shown competitive or state-of-the-art performance for
Proxy3D while using shorter sequences for visual modality.
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