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Abstract

Real-time multi-agent collaboration for ego-motion estima-
tion and high-fidelity 3D reconstruction is vital for scalable
spatial intelligence. However, traditional methods produce
sparse, low-detail maps, while recent dense mapping ap-
proaches struggle with high latency. To overcome these
challenges, we present MAC-Ego3D, a novel framework
for real-time collaborative photorealistic 3D reconstruction
via Multi-Agent Gaussian Consensus. MAC-Ego3D enables
agents to independently construct, align, and iteratively re-
fine local maps using a unified Gaussian splat representation.
Through Intra-Agent Gaussian Consensus, it enforces spa-
tial coherence among neighboring Gaussian splats within
an agent. For global alignment, parallelized Inter-Agent
Gaussian Consensus, which asynchronously aligns and op-
timizes local maps by regularizing multi-agent Gaussian
splats, seamlessly integrates them into a high-fidelity 3D
model. Leveraging Gaussian primitives, MAC-Ego3D sup-
ports efficient RGB-D rendering, enabling rapid inter-agent
Gaussian association and alignment. MAC-Ego3D bridges
local precision and global coherence, delivering higher ef-
ficiency, largely reducing localization error, and improving
mapping fidelity. It establishes a new SOTA on synthetic and
real-world benchmarks, achieving a 15× increase in infer-
ence speed, order-of-magnitude reductions in ego-motion
estimation error for partial cases, and RGB PSNR gains
of 4 to 10 dB. Our code will be made publicly available at
https://github.com/Xiaohao-Xu/MAC-Ego3D.

1. Introduction
Multi-agent collaborative ego-motion estimation and 3D
reconstruction, known as multi-agent simultaneous localiza-
tion and mapping (SLAM), is fundamental for achieving
scalable, high-fidelity spatial understanding in applications
such as robotic swarms [2] and augmented reality [7]. In this
process [1, 14, 15, 30], each agent independently estimates
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Figure 1. Towards collaborative, real-time, photorealistic 3D
reconstruction in multi-agent systems. (a) In MAC-Ego3D, each
agent independently captures observations, estimates ego-motion,
and constructs a local Gaussian-based 3D map, which is then pe-
riodically aligned with others for collaborative optimization. (b)
Multi-Agent Gaussian Consensus, with intra- and inter-agent Gaus-
sian selection, association, alignment, and optimization, enabling
efficient tracking, rapid loop closure and high-fidelity mapping.

its pose and constructs a local map, collectively contributing
to a shared 3D representation of the environment.

Despite recent efforts to advance multi-agent SLAM, ex-
isting systems [1, 11, 14, 25, 31] remain limited in scope,
primarily focusing on localization and producing sparse, low-
fidelity maps that lack the detail needed for photorealistic
scene reconstruction. Centralized architectures [11] struggle
with increased latency and communication demands as more
agents join, limiting scalability. This has led to more scalable
distributed approaches [14, 31], yet recent multi-agent dense
mapping methods [5, 8, 17] still face issues of latency and
inconsistency. These limitations highlight the need for a scal-
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Table 1. Comparison of collaborative multi-agent RGB-D SLAM. Methods are ranked and highlighted as first , second , and third .

Method 3D Map Representation Map Detail and Completeness Map Fidelity Speed

CCM-SLAM [25] Sparse keypoint-based maps Basic level of detail Low High
ORB-SLAM3 [1] Sparse keypoint-based maps Basic level of detail Low High
Swarm-SLAM [14] Sparse maps with limited landmarks Basic level of detail Low High
CP-SLAM [8] Dense maps via implicit representation Moderately complete, yet fragmented in detail Mid Low
MAC-Ego3D (Ours) Dense maps with Gaussian splats Highly detailed and continuous High High

able approach capable of delivering high-fidelity, globally
consistent 3D representation in real time.

To address these challenges, we introduce MAC-Ego3D,
a collaborative real-time multi-agent SLAM framework that
enables online high-fidelity 3D reconstruction through the
proposed Multi-Agent Gaussian Consensus mechanism. As
shown in Fig. 1a, MAC-Ego3D uses Gaussian splats [13]
to represent the environment with Gaussian primitives that
capture spatial structure and appearance attributes, enabling
each agent to independently construct and refine local maps
with smooth geometry while periodically sharing poses and
Gaussian maps for collaborative map and ego-motion op-
timization. MAC-Ego3D has two core components: Intra-
Agent Gaussian Consensus, where each agent builds a local
Gaussian-based 3D map from its own observations by lever-
aging temporal coherence across Gaussian splats, and Inter-
Agent Gaussian Consensus, where multiple agents align
overlapping maps by efficiently associating and collabora-
tively refining co-visible Gaussian splats.

As shown in Fig. 1b, Multi-agent Gaussian Consensus
includes four high-level steps: 1) Selection, where agents
identify relevant Gaussian splats in overlapping regions to
focus alignment efforts, 2) Association, establishing corre-
spondences based on spatial and appearance similarity, 3)
Alignment, minimizing spatial discrepancies across overlap-
ping Gaussians, and 4) Optimization, where agents fine-tune
their aligned Gaussians and poses to ensure a consistent trans-
formation across local maps. This consensus mechanism
provides MAC-Ego3D with distinct advantages. Leveraging
Gaussian splats, each agent models the environment in a con-
tinuous representation, enabling smoother, high-resolution
3D reconstructions that surpass the fidelity of traditional
feature-based [1] or voxel-based SLAM [8]. Additionally,
MAC-Ego3D’s parallelized Gaussian consensus design sup-
ports independent intra-agent processes and asynchronous
inter-agent association, ensuring real-time performance.

Our contributions are summarized as follows:
• To the best of our knowledge, we present the first real-

time full-cycle multi-agent dense SLAM system, i.e.,
MAC-Ego3D, utilizing Gaussian splat as continuous,
photorealistic map representation, enabling high-fidelity
3D reconstruction and precise pose tracking.

• We propose a unified framework for intra-agent and
inter-agent Gaussian consensus optimization that ef-
ficiently and collaboratively constrains Gaussian splats,

enabling robust loop closure, precise pose estimation, and
consistent map alignment.

• MAC-Ego3D achieves SOTA performance on several
multi-agent benchmarks in both simulated and real-world
scenarios, significantly outperforming previous methods in
trajectory estimation accuracy (by an order of magnitude
on partial sequences), 3D reconstruction fidelity (4–10 dB
PSNR improvement), and runtime efficiency (×15 faster
than prior SOTA method [8] in pose tracking).

2. Related Work

Collaborative multi-agent RGB-D SLAM systems. These
systems [1, 11, 25] are typically categorized as centralized
or distributed architectures. Centralized frameworks, such
as CVI-SLAM [11], employ a central server to manage data
sharing and computational tasks for each agent, handling
sub-map management, map fusion, and global bundle ad-
justment, with processed data relayed back to the agents.
CCM-SLAM [25] exemplifies this model, where agents per-
form lightweight visual odometry and transmit localization
data and 3D point clouds to the server for refinement. In
contrast, distributed SLAM systems [14, 31] rely on peer-to-
peer communication, enabling a decentralized approach with
robust outlier rejection. For example, Swarm-SLAM [14] is
an open-source, decentralized collaborative SLAM system
supporting various sensors with an inter-robot robust loop
closure prioritization technique to enhance scalability and
flexibility. Building on neural representations in high-fidelity
3D rendering, CP-SLAM [8] leverages NeRF [18]-inspired
representation for collaborative mapping, enhancing qual-
ity but with mapping times over 10 seconds. As shown
in Table 1, MAC-Ego3D advances collaborative SLAM by
constraining Gaussian splat [13] representation through intra-
agent and inter-agent consensus, achieving higher inference
speed and 3D reconstruction fidelity.
Dense RGB-D SLAM models. Traditional SLAM models
like ORB-SLAM [19, 20] excel in ego-motion estimation but
produce sparse maps due to feature-based descriptors. Dense
non-neural SLAM models [3, 21] offer detailed geometry but
lack fine appearance detail, while dense neural SLAM mod-
els combine geometry and appearance, enabling high-fidelity,
photorealistic 3D reconstructions. Implicit neural techniques
like NeRF [23] have been incorporated into SLAM for high-
quality textured reconstructions [28], with continued ad-
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Figure 2. Pipeline overview of MAC-Ego3D. MAC-Ego3D leverages parallel Intra-Agent Gaussian Consensus and periodic Inter-Agent
Gaussian Consensus to enable real-time pose tracking and photorealistic 3D reconstruction using a shared 3D Gaussian map representation.

vancements in representation techniques [10, 24, 35, 39, 40].
Some recent methods also separate learning-based pose es-
timation from dense mapping [29, 37]. Recently, 3D Gaus-
sian Splatting [13] has shown promise for efficient RGB-
D rendering, with advancements improving SLAM render-
ing efficiency and fidelity [5, 6, 12, 17]. Although some
studies [16, 38] have explored enhancing pose optimiza-
tion through Gaussian splat loop closure, they leave high
runtime costs and the challenge of real-time multi-agent
mapping largely under-explored, remaining constrained to
single-agent systems. MAC-Ego3D bridges this gap by gen-
eralizing Gaussian representations to collaborative SLAM
through a multi-agent consensus mechanism. It enables
agents to independently refine dense local maps while pe-
riodically aligning them globally, achieving coherent, high-
fidelity photorealistic 3D reconstruction in real time.

3. Method: MAC-Ego3D
3.1. Problem Formulation
Collaborative multi-agent RGB-D SLAM. The goal is
to enable a set of agents A = {a1, a2, . . . , aN} to col-
laboratively build a shared 3D map. Each agent ai ∈
A independently captures RGB-D observations Zai

1:t =
{(Iai

k ,Dai

k )}tk=1, where Iai

k and Dai

k are the RGB image
and depth map at time k. Based on these observations, each
agent estimates its poses Tai

1:t ∈ SE(3) and incrementally
refines a local map Mai . The collaborative ego-motion
and 3D reconstruction problem is formulated as a joint opti-
mization of poses and local maps across agents, achieving
consensus in overlapping regions to form a consistent global
mapM. The optimization problem is given by:

min
{Tai

1:t}
N
i=1,M

N∑
i=1

fai(Tai
1:t,M

ai)

+
∑

(i,j)∈G

gai,aj (Tai
1:t,T

aj

1:t,M
ai ,Maj ),

(1)

where fai represents the local objective function for agent
ai, modeling the intra-agent mapping and pose estimation

error. The term gai,aj promotes inter-agent alignment be-
tween two agents ai and aj . The set G ⊆ A×A defines the
communication graph, where (i, j) ∈ G indicates that agents
ai and aj are connected in communication.

3.2. Pipeline Overview

As shown in Fig. 2, MAC-Ego3D leverages a unified 3D
Gaussian splat representation (Sec. 3.3), enabling parallel
intra-agent processes (localization and mapping) and peri-
odic inter-agent Gaussian associations. This is achieved by
modeling the local objective function fai in Eq. 1 through
Intra-Agent Gaussian Consensus (Sec. 3.4) and the global ob-
jective function gai,aj In Eq. 1 through Inter-Agent Gaussian
Consensus (Sec. 3.5). We structure the consensus into four
unified steps: Gaussian Selection, Association, Alignment,
and Optimization. The intra-agent and inter-agent Gaus-
sian consensus threads are implemented via asynchronous
multiprocessing (Sec. 3.6) to improve efficiency.

3.3. 3D Gaussian Map Representation

The core of our map representation is a set of oriented Gaus-
sian splats [13], denoted as Gi, which collectively model the
3D environment. Each Gaussian Gi is defined by its mean
position xi, covariance matrix Σi, opacity λi, and color ci.
These splats can be rendered onto an image plane from any
viewpoint using differentiable rendering techniques. The
intensity at a pixel p is given by:

I(p) =

N∑
i=1

ci, f
proj
i (p)

i−1∏
j=1

(
1− f proj

j (p)
)
, (2)

where f proj
i (p) projects Gaussian Gi onto pixel p.

3.4. Intra-Agent Gaussian Consensus

Each agent ai aims to minimize its local objective function
fai , which encapsulates the mapping and pose estimation
errors based on its own observations Zai

1:t. This process is
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modeled through Intra-Agent Gaussian Consensus, where
the agent integrates its observations into a local mapMai .
1) Selection. At each time step k, agent ai captures RGB-D
observations Zai

k = (Iai

k ,Dai

k ) and projects the depth map
Dai

k into 3D points {xai

k }. To streamline computations while
retaining relevant data, the agent selects candidate Gaussians
from its local map Mai that are within its current field
of view and within a specified distance from its estimated
pose Tai

k . Given the sequential nature of SLAM and the
temporal consistency inherent in spatial transformations over
time, this neighboring region-based selection focuses on
map elements inMai

cand that are more likely to correspond
to current observations, effectively reducing computational
load and enhancing runtime efficiency.
2) Association. The observed 3D points are modeled as
Gaussians Gai

k ∼ N (xai

k ,Σai

k ). The agent performs data
association between these newly observed Gaussians and the
candidate map GaussiansMai

cand. Association is based on
spatial proximity, resulting in correspondences between ob-
served Gaussians and map Gaussians, i.e., {(Gai

k ,GMai

j )}.
3) Alignment. For pose tracking, each agent maximizes
the likelihood of its observations given its current map. The
probabilistic formulation is given by:

p(Tai
1:t,Mai | Zai

1:t) = p(Mai) p(Tai
0 )

×
t∏

k=1

p(Tai

k | T
ai

k−1) p(Z
ai

k | T
ai

k ,Mai),
(3)

where p(Tai

k | T
ai

k−1) and p(Zai

k | T
ai

k ,Mai) represent the
motion model and the observation model, respectively.

The likelihood function for the observed Gaussians is:

p(Xai
k | Mai ,Tai

k ) =
∏
j

N
(
Tai

k xai
k ; xMai

j , ΣMai

j

)
, (4)

where xMai

j and ΣMai

j are the mean and covariance of the
corresponding map Gaussians. By minimizing the Maha-
lanobis distance between transformed observed points and
map points, the agent refines its pose Tai

k , effectively align-
ing observations to the local map.
4) Optimization. The agent updates its local mapMai by
integrating new Gaussian splats from its observations, adjust-
ing existing Gaussians and adding new ones. Additionally,
following prior work [12], the local map is further optimized
via differentiable rendering to align with the observed RGB-
D images. This involves minimizing a photometric loss
between rendered images of the map and the actual obser-
vations, refining the Gaussian parameters to enhance map
coherence and accuracy. This continuous updating ensures
that the local objective fai is minimized over time.

3.5. Inter-Agent Gaussian Consensus

To construct a consistent global map M, agents perform
Inter-Agent Gaussian Consensus, aligning overlapping re-

gions of local maps to optimize the global objective gai,aj

and ensure agreement in co-visible areas.
1) Selection. Unlike intra-agent Gaussian selection, which
maintains temporal continuity, inter-agent selection must
first establish correspondences across agents. To accomplish
this, each agent ai communicates its embedded observed
data—specifically, 2D images Iai from previous observa-
tions—with other agents to detect potential overlaps at a
defined frame interval Tcomm. The image Iai is then vector-
ized into a 1D vector representation vai , reducing computa-
tional cost and memory usage. Agents compute similarity
scores among these compact vectors using a similarity metric
S(vai ,vaj ) to detect potential overlaps:

p(Iai , Iaj | Hai,aj ) = S(vai ,vaj ), (5)

where Hai,aj represents the hypothesized transformation
between agents. If S(vai ,vaj ) exceeds a threshold τ , an
inter-agent loop closure is detected, prompting agents to
select corresponding candidate Gaussian primitives from
overlapping regions for further processing.
2) Association. Once overlaps are detected, agents asso-
ciate Gaussians between their maps, establishing inter-agent
correspondences {(Gai

k ,G
aj

l )}.
3) Alignment. After association, agents align their maps by
finding the transformation Taiaj that minimizes discrepan-
cies between corresponding Gaussians:

Taiaj =argmin
T

∑
(k,l)

( (
Txai

k − x
aj

l

)⊤
×
(
Σai

k +Σ
aj

l

)−1 (
Txai

k − x
aj

l

) )
.

(6)

This process minimizes that the global objective gai,aj by
aligning the overlapping regions of the agents’ maps.
4) Optimization. After alignment, agents integrate their
local maps into a unified global map M. The Gaussian
splat representation enables efficient differentiable rendering,
allowing gradients to be backpropagated across agents for
joint optimization. The optimization penalizes visual and
geometric inconsistencies using the loss function:

L(M) =
∑
(i,j)

(
λL1 · |Ii − Ij |1 + λSSIM · SSIM(Ii, Ij)

)
+ λgeom

∑
(i,j)

|Di −Dj |1,
(7)

where the first term enforces visual consistency via L1 RGB
differences, the second ensures structural consistency with
SSIM, and the third promotes geometric alignment by min-
imizing L1 depth difference, |Di −Dj |1. Depths Di and
Dj , rendered from Gaussian splats through differentiable
rendering, enable gradient-based optimization.

Combining intra-agent and inter-agent Gaussian consen-
sus, we formulate a unified optimization objective integrating
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Table 2. Multi-agent tracking performance (ATE RMSE↓ [cm])
on Multi-agent Replica dataset. A-0, A-1, A-2, and O-0-C refer to
the scenes Apartment-0, Apartment-1, Apartment-2, and Office-0-C,
respectively, where the apartments are multi-room settings and the
office is a single-room setting. Best results are highlighted as first ,
second , and third . This result table is extended from [8].

Method Setting A-0 A-1 A-2 O-0-C Avg.

CCM-SLAM [25]

Agent 1

FAIL 2.12 0.51 9.84 -
ORB-SLAM3 [1] 0.67 4.93 1.35 0.66 1.90
Swarm-SLAM [14] 1.61 4.62 2.69 1.07 2.50
CP-SLAM [8] 0.62 1.11 1.41 0.50 0.91
MAC-Ego3D 0.10 0.18 0.10 0.21 0.15

CCM-SLAM

Agent 2

FAIL 9.31 0.48 0.76 -
ORB-SLAM3 1.46 4.93 1.36 0.54 2.07
Swarm-SLAM 1.98 6.50 8.53 1.76 4.69
CP-SLAM 1.28 1.72 2.41 0.79 1.55
MAC-Ego3D 0.15 0.20 0.10 0.06 0.13

CCM-SLAM

Average

FAIL 5.71 0.49 5.30 -
ORB-SLAM3 1.07 4.93 1.36 0.60 1.99
Swarm-SLAM 1.80 5.56 5.61 1.42 3.60
CP-SLAM 0.95 1.42 1.91 0.65 1.23
MAC-Ego3D 0.13 0.19 0.10 0.14 0.14

map and pose consistency:

J = L(M) + α
∑
(i,j)

∥TaiTi,j −Taj∥2Σi,j
, (8)

where Ti,j is the relative transformation between agents, and
α balances map consistency with pose alignment. By jointly
optimizing the poses {Tai} and the global mapM, agents
achieve consistent and accurate environment reconstruction.

3.6. Gaussian Consensus Parallelization

Our consensus-based framework allows for parallel execu-
tion of intra-agent and inter-agent processes.
Intra-Agent. Each agent independently performs pose esti-
mation and local map updating, as these processes depend
solely on local observations and computations. This indepen-
dence allows for simultaneous processing across all agents.
Inter-Agent. Inter-agent consensus processes are executed
asynchronously to prevent delays in each agent’s operation.
Differentiable rendering and batch processing enable effi-
cient computation of gradients during global optimization.

4. Experiment
4.1. Experiment Setup

Datasets. We use two multi-agent datasets for evaluation:
• Synthetic Multi-agent Replica dataset [8, 27] offers high-

quality RGB-D sequences with eight collections—four
single-agent trajectories (1,950 frames each) and four
multi-agent SLAM scenarios. Collaborative sequences
are divided by agent, with 2,500 frames each, except for
the sequence Office-0-C, which has 1,500 frames.

• Real-world 7-Scenes dataset [4] includes real-world in-
door scenes with multiple handheld RGB-D sequences

Table 3. Multi-agent dense mapping performance, measured by
RGB-D rendering quality, on Multi-agent Replica dataset.

Method Setting A-0 A-1 A-2 O-0-C Avg.

RGB Rendering Quality (PSNR↑ [dB])

CP-SLAM [8] Agent 1 31.93 27.87 24.34 32.91 29.26
MAC-Ego3D 41.72 36.54 37.91 43.09 39.82

CP-SLAM Agent 2 32.39 26.97 25.90 32.33 29.40
MAC-Ego3D 43.94 36.02 39.26 41.76 40.25

CP-SLAM Average 32.16 27.42 25.12 32.62 29.33
MAC-Ego3D 42.83 36.28 38.59 42.43 40.04

RGB Rendering Quality (SSIM↑)
CP-SLAM [8] Agent 1 0.907 0.784 0.770 0.905 0.842
MAC-Ego3D 0.976 0.970 0.973 0.985 0.976

CP-SLAM Agent 2 0.917 0.781 0.772 0.901 0.843
MAC-Ego3D 0.985 0.967 0.978 0.981 0.978

CP-SLAM Average 0.912 0.783 0.771 0.903 0.843
MAC-Ego3D 0.981 0.969 0.976 0.983 0.977

RGB Rendering Quality (LPIPS↓)
CP-SLAM [8] Agent 1 0.240 0.351 0.376 0.292 0.315
MAC-Ego3D 0.049 0.061 0.059 0.030 0.050

CP-SLAM Agent 2 0.235 0.366 0.368 0.280 0.312
MAC-Ego3D 0.049 0.063 0.051 0.035 0.050

CP-SLAM Average 0.238 0.359 0.372 0.286 0.314
MAC-Ego3D 0.049 0.062 0.055 0.033 0.050

Depth Rendering Quality (L1 Loss↓ [mm])

CP-SLAM [8] Agent 1 0.49 1.60 3.58 0.42 1.52
MAC-Ego3D 0.48 1.06 0.92 0.37 0.71

CP-SLAM Agent 2 0.76 1.31 2.56 0.46 1.27
MAC-Ego3D 0.48 1.00 1.14 0.44 0.77

CP-SLAM Average 0.63 1.46 3.07 0.44 1.40
MAC-Ego3D 0.48 1.03 1.03 0.41 0.74

of 500 or 1,000 frames each. It challenges tracking and
reconstruction due to the presence of degraded visual ob-
servation, invalid depth values, and complex motion.

Evaluation metrics. For trajectory tracking, we use Abso-
lute Trajectory Error (ATE) measured by Root Mean Squared
Error (RMSE), denoted as ATE RMSE (↓). Mapping quality
is evaluated with RGB rendering metrics—PSNR (↑), SSIM
(↑), and LPIPS (↓)—and depth rendering accuracy through
depth L1 loss (↓), where ↓ and ↑ indicate that lower and
higher values, respectively, signify better performance.
Baseline methods. To evaluate our method in multi-
agent scenarios, we benchmark against diverse collabora-
tive SLAM approaches, including classical methods (CCM-
SLAM [25], Swarm-SLAM [14], ORB-SLAM3 [1]) and the
neural-based CP-SLAM [8]. This range of traditional and
neural SLAM systems ensures robust comparison. In experi-
ments on the Multi-agent Replica dataset with loop-closure
data, we follow [8] to compare with dense SLAM systems
(NICE-SLAM [39], Vox-Fusion [34]) and ORB-SLAM3 [1].
Implementation details. For inter-agent candidate selec-
tion, we use an off-the-shelf pre-trained feature embedding
model [9] with dot product as the similarity metric S and a
threshold τ of 0.8. Point selection in Generalized-ICP [26]
follows a distance threshold of 0.02. In the global Gaus-
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Figure 3. Qualitative RGB image rendering quality comparison between multi-agent SLAM models with dense reconstruction
capability, i.e., CP-SLAM and our MAC-Ego3D, on Multi-agent Replica (Left) and 7-Scenes (Right) datasets.

Table 4. Multi-agent tracking and mapping performance on
the real-world 7-Scenes dataset. ‘FAIL’ indicates partial pose
tracking failure. ‘RedK’ denotes the ‘RedKitchen’ sequence.

Method Setting Chess Fire Heads Office RedK Stairs Avg.

Tracking Performance (ATE RMSE↓ [cm])

CP-SLAM [8] Agent 1 FAIL 1.90 22.11 3.49 7.01 8.88 -
MAC-Ego3D 6.36 1.63 1.42 4.45 2.74 2.94 3.26

CP-SLAM Agent 2 FAIL 2.02 9.89 8.52 FAIL FAIL -
MAC-Ego3D 10.71 1.00 9.71 5.85 17.71 3.80 8.13

CP-SLAM Average FAIL 1.96 16.00 6.01 FAIL FAIL -
MAC-Ego3D 8.54 1.32 5.57 5.20 10.23 3.37 5.70

RGB Rendering Quality (PSNR↑ [dB])

CP-SLAM [8] Agent 1 15.18 18.60 17.97 19.72 18.75 16.69 17.82
MAC-Ego3D 19.42 20.75 20.66 22.21 21.25 23.30 21.27

CP-SLAM Agent 2 15.87 17.38 19.76 19.68 10.00 16.81 16.58
MAC-Ego3D 19.27 20.47 20.42 20.62 20.53 23.32 20.77

CP-SLAM Average 15.53 17.99 18.87 19.70 14.38 16.75 17.20
MAC-Ego3D 19.35 20.61 20.54 21.42 20.89 23.31 21.02

RGB Rendering Quality (SSIM↑)
CP-SLAM [8] Agent 1 0.516 0.568 0.652 0.695 0.621 0.580 0.605
MAC-Ego3D 0.738 0.694 0.811 0.832 0.765 0.814 0.776

CP-SLAM Agent 2 0.538 0.541 0.706 0.705 0.374 0.612 0.579
MAC-Ego3D 0.752 0.701 0.794 0.819 0.725 0.836 0.771

CP-SLAM Average 0.527 0.555 0.555 0.679 0.498 0.596 0.592
MAC-Ego3D 0.745 0.698 0.803 0.826 0.745 0.825 0.774

RGB Rendering Quality (LPIPS↓)
CP-SLAM [8] Agent 1 0.558 0.546 0.532 0.502 0.536 0.542 0.536
MAC-Ego3D 0.322 0.309 0.258 0.236 0.319 0.207 0.275

CP-SLAM Agent 2 0.557 0.545 0.489 0.493 0.710 0.542 0.556
MAC-Ego3D 0.300 0.309 0.285 0.268 0.371 0.210 0.291

CP-SLAM Average 0.558 0.546 0.511 0.498 0.623 0.542 0.546
MAC-Ego3D 0.311 0.309 0.272 0.252 0.345 0.209 0.283

sian map optimization loss function (Eq. 7), the weights λL1,
λSSIM, and λgeom are set to 0.8, 0.2, and 0.1, respectively,
with the coefficient α in Eq. 8 set to 1. The inter-agent com-
munication interval Tcomm is set as 150 and 60 for Multi-
agent Replica and 7-Scenes, respectively. Experiments were
conducted on a desktop with an Intel Xeon Gold 5318Y CPU
and NVIDIA RTX 6000 Ada GPUs running Ubuntu 20.04.
Our method was implemented in Python using the PyTorch
framework. Additional details are provided in the appendix.

4.2. Main Quantitative Results

Tracking results on Multi-agent Replica dataset. As shown
in Table 2, MAC-Ego3D consistently achieves the lowest

MAC-Ego3DCP-SLAMGround-truth

Figure 4. Qualitative depth rendering comparison on 7-Scenes.

tracking errors across all cases and agents, significantly out-
performing classical multi-agent sparse mapping methods
and the dense CP-SLAM. It improves average trajectory es-
timation accuracy by nearly an order of magnitude over the
previous SOTA method (0.14 cm vs. 1.23 cm in ATE). This
exceptional performance is driven by the effective establish-
ment of visual and geometric consensus across the Gaussian
splat map representation of multiple agents.
Dense mapping results on Multi-agent Replica dataset.
Table 3 highlights MAC-Ego3D’s exceptional dense map-
ping performance, achieving 40.04 dB in PSNR—over 10 dB
higher than CP-SLAM’s 29.33 dB. It also delivers significant
gains in SSIM (0.977 vs. 0.843) and LPIPS (0.050 vs. 0.314),
reflecting superior visual fidelity and texture preservation.
Furthermore, MAC-Ego3D halves the depth rendering er-
ror, reducing it to 0.74 mm compared to CP-SLAM’s 1.40
mm. These results verify MAC-Ego3D’s superior accuracy
in modeling geometry and appearance in 3D reconstruction.
Tracking and dense mapping results on real-world 7-
Scenes dataset. In Table 4, we compare two multi-agent
SLAM models with dense reconstruction capabilities, CP-
SLAM and our MAC-Ego3D, on the challenging 7-Scenes
dataset. MAC-Ego3D demonstrates clear superiority, par-
ticularly in complex scenes, achieving significantly lower
trajectory estimation error (ATE) across most sequences. It
accurately track poses in sequences like ‘Chess’ and ‘Stairs’,
where CP-SLAM often encounters failures or drift. For
RGB rendering quality, MAC-Ego3D consistently outper-
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Figure 5. Multi-agent trajectory estimation results on 7-Scenes.

Table 5. Performance and runtime of sequences with loop on
Multi-agent Replica. We compare ATE RMSE↓ [cm] alongside
per-frame tracking and mapping times, extending results from [8].

Method R0 R1 O0 O3 Avg. Track Map

NICE-SLAM [39] 1.27 1.74 2.27 3.19 2.12 1.77s 11.26s
Vox-Fusion [34] 0.82 1.35 0.99 0.82 0.99 0.36s 0.83s

ORB-SLAM3 [1] 0.54 0.21 0.58 0.89 0.56 0.03s 0.32s
CP-SLAM [8] 0.48 0.44 0.56 0.37 0.46 0.30s 10.10s
MAC-Ego3D 0.13 0.17 0.16 0.14 0.15 0.02s 0.05s

forms CP-SLAM, achieving a 4 dB improvement in PSNR, a
31% increase in SSIM, and nearly halving the LPIPS score.

4.3. Qualitative Results

RGB rendering. Fig. 3 showcases MAC-Ego3D’s superior
RGB rendering quality compared to CP-SLAM in multi-
agent dense reconstruction. MAC-Ego3D closely aligns
with ground truth, capturing fine details and accurate colors,
while CP-SLAM exhibits noticeable artifacts, particularly in
high-frequency textured areas, e.g., the stripes of the cushion.
Depth rendering. Fig. 4 shows that the reconstructed 3D
map of MAC-Ego3D renders high-quality, continuous depth
maps that accurately capture 3D scene geometry. In contrast
to CP-SLAM, which often produces incomplete or frag-
mented geometry, MAC-Ego3D ensures depth completeness
even in challenging regions where sensor limitations and
reconstruction errors typically cause failures.
Trajectory estimation. Fig. 5 illustrates the superior align-
ment of MAC-Ego3D with ground-truth trajectories, particu-
larly during sharp turns, consistently maintaining accurate
poses across agents. In contrast, CP-SLAM shows signifi-
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Figure 6. Multi-agent tracking robustness (ATE RMSE↓ [cm])
under corruptions on perturbed Multi-agent Replica dataset.

cant drift, with MAC-Ego3D capturing intricate path details
more precisely in all evaluated scenes.

4.4. Efficiency and Robustness Analyses

Runtime evaluation. Table 5 shows the runtime efficiency
and superior accuracy of MAC-Ego3D in sequences with
repetitive loops of Multi-agent Replica. Compared to CP-
SLAM, which employs implicit neural representations for
dense reconstruction but demands high computational time,
MAC-Ego3D achieves lower errors with an average ATE of
0.15 cm and outperforms baseline models in runtime, with
tracking and mapping time of 0.02s and 0.05s per frame.
This efficiency is partly due to the Gaussian splat-based rep-
resentation, which allows rapid rendering (0.005 s per frame)
that accelerates the transformation from Gaussian splats to
RGB-D images for inter-agent consensus optimization.
Robustness under observation corruptions. As shown in
Fig. 6, MAC-Ego3D consistently outperforms CP-SLAM
across challenging visual corruptions, achieving remarkable
resilience. Following [33], a Gaussian noise model was ap-
plied with an RGB color standard deviation of 10 in 255 and
a depth standard deviation of 5 mm. MAC-Ego3D achieves
an ATE of 0.27 cm under depth noise, while CP-SLAM’s
errors are much higher (1.78 cm in ATE). With RGB corrup-
tion, MAC-Ego3D maintains a low ATE of 0.14 cm, well
below CP-SLAM’s 1.08 cm. Even under composite RGB-D
noise, MAC-Ego3D holds steady with an ATE of 0.28 cm,
highlighting its robustness under noisy observations.
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Figure 7. Real-time 3D reconstruction by our MAC-Ego3D
using Gaussian splat representation on Multi-agent Replica.

4.5. Ablation Study

High-fidelity 3D reconstruction through multi-agent col-
laboration. Fig. 7 illustrates the effectiveness of collabo-
rative mapping in MAC-Ego3D, showing its advantage in
producing high-fidelity 3D maps. While individual agents
struggle with map consistency and quality, collaboration
allows seamless sharing of spatial information, leading to
cohesive and accurately aligned reconstructions.
Effect of collaborative 3D map optimization via Inter-
Agent Gaussian Consensus. Fig. 8 shows that collaborative
mapping optimization effectively improves performance on
both synthetic and real-world datasets, with notable gains
in the complex 7-Scenes dataset, particularly in mapping
metrics like reduced LPIPS and higher PSNR and SSIM.
Effect of collaborative pose optimization via Inter-Agent
Gaussian Consensus. Fig. 9 illustrates that incorporating
inter-agent consensus for global pose optimization signifi-
cantly reduces tracking error and improves RGB image ren-
dering quality from the reconstructed Gaussian Splat map,
reflecting enhanced pose accuracy and visual fidelity. These
gains are especially pronounced in the challenging 7-Scenes
dataset, where dense and ambiguous degraded observations
intensify the importance of robust inter-agent consensus.

5. Conclusion and Future Work
We have presented MAC-Ego3D, a novel framework for
real-time ego-motion estimation and photorealistic 3D recon-
struction through multi-agent collaboration. MAC-Ego3D
addresses key challenges in collaborative mapping by achiev-
ing low-latency pose tracking and high-fidelity 3D recon-
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Figure 8. Ablation study on collaborative 3D map optimization.
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Figure 9. Ablation study on collaborative pose optimization.

struction. It leverages Multi-Agent Gaussian Consensus to
align and optimize 3D Gaussian splatting primitives both
within and across agents, resulting in dense and coherent
scene representations. Experimental results demonstrate that
MAC-Ego3D outperforms existing methods in trajectory
estimation accuracy, 3D map reconstruction fidelity, and run-
time efficiency. We hope this work sheds light on multi-agent
approaches for scalable 3D spatial intelligence.
Limitations and future work. Scaling multi-agent collab-
orative SLAM to multiple rooms introduces the challenge
of associating similar patterns across spaces, a direction
beyond the scope of this work. Future extensions for MAC-
Ego3D could include large-scale, unbounded outdoor 3D
mapping [32], enabling scalable spatial perception and high-
fidelity world reconstruction. Additionally, as the 3D Gaus-
sian splat representation can grow with scene scale, integrat-
ing effective Gaussian compression techniques [22] will be
essential for managing memory efficiency.
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A. More Qualitative Results

We present a detailed qualitative comparison between our
approach, MAC-Ego3D, and the previous SOTA multi-agent
dense SLAM method, CP-SLAM [8]. To showcase the gen-
eralization capabilities of MAC-Ego3D, we provide novel-
view RGB and depth rendering results derived from its re-
constructed 3D representations. Additionally, we visualize
the Gaussian splat representation optimized by our multi-
agent Gaussian consensus, showcasing the model’s ability
to achieve photorealistic 3D reconstruction in real time.

To comprehensively demonstrate the spatial coherence of
the rendered RGB-D outputs from the reconstructed 3D map
of MAC-Ego3D and to compare our method with the pre-
vious state-of-the-art, CP-SLAM, we provide an immersive
video demo in the supplementary material. This visual-
ization illustrates that our MAC-Ego3D model generates
high-fidelity, temporally consistent renderings of RGB-D
frames from the reconstructed 3D map, while CP-SLAM’s
predictions often suffer from missing regions, flickering ef-
fects, and spatial and temporal inconsistencies. Readers are
encouraged to refer to the video for more insights.

A.1. More RGB-D Rendering Results

Figures A, B, C, and D provide a detailed comparison of
RGB and depth rendering results between MAC-Ego3D and
CP-SLAM [8]. Across both synthetic (Multi-agent Replica)
and real-world (7Scenes [4]) datasets, MAC-Ego3D consis-
tently delivers superior fidelity, continuity, and robustness in
a variety of reconstruction scenarios.

RGB rendering fidelity. In RGB rendering, MAC-Ego3D
generates continuous, photorealistic reconstructions with
sharper texture details, as shown in Figures A, B, and C. In
contrast, CP-SLAM often struggles in high-frequency tex-
tured areas, producing fragmented and visually inconsistent
outputs, which expose its limitations in capturing complex
geometries during 3D reconstruction. MAC-Ego3D’s unified
Gaussian splat representation, optimized through multi-agent
Gaussian consensus, ensures smoother transitions and en-
hanced fidelity, particularly in regions with high-frequency
details. Moreover, it effectively handles RGB-D video inputs
captured in challenging environments featuring rich seman-
tic objects and dynamic motion. Even in scenarios where
CP-SLAM completely fails to reconstruct details, MAC-
Ego3D demonstrates the ability to capture fine details with
remarkable pose and RGB-D precision.

Depth rendering fidelity. Depth rendering comparisons, il-
lustrated in Figure D, underscore MAC-Ego3D’s superiority
in generating geometrically accurate and consistent depth
maps. In contrast to CP-SLAM, which often exhibits abrupt
discontinuities and fragmented geometry—especially in re-
gions with sparse observations or intricate structures—MAC-
Ego3D preserves depth continuity and structural integrity

across diverse scenes. While minor blurring may occur in
highly textured areas, the Gaussian splat representation opti-
mized via multi-agent Gaussian consensus mitigates depth
overfitting, a common issue with CP-SLAM, and enhances
robustness across a variety of challenging scenarios.

A.2. Novel-View RGB Rendering Results

The novel-view RGB rendering capabilities of MAC-Ego3D
are demonstrated in Figure E and the left columns of Fig-
ures F and G. MAC-Ego3D reliably synthesizes RGB images
from unobserved viewpoints, reconstructing fine details with
remarkable spatial coherence, particularly on the Multi-agent
Replica dataset, which benefits from clean depth observa-
tions. Its ability to seamlessly interpolate between observed
views highlights the strength of the Gaussian splat-based
representation in capturing and generalizing scene details
beyond the training data. This capability establishes a new
benchmark for generalization and photorealistic reconstruc-
tion in multi-agent SLAM systems.

A.3. Novel-View Depth Rendering Results

The right columns of Figures F and G highlight MAC-
Ego3D’s depth synthesis performance for novel viewpoints.
The results demonstrate the model’s capability to accurately
interpolate depth while maintaining geometric consistency
across a range of challenging scenarios, including complex
structures and sparsely observed regions. Notably, MAC-
Ego3D achieves smooth and coherent transitions between
viewpoints, underscoring its robustness in handling diverse
and incomplete depth observations.

A.4. 3D Gaussian Splat Representation

Figures H, I, and J illustrate the reconstructed 3D Gaussian
splat maps, which encode both RGB color and geometry
across various scenes. These visualizations highlight the
spatial coherence and expressive power of the representation.
By effectively balancing computational efficiency and vi-
sual accuracy, MAC-Ego3D enables real-time collaborative
SLAM with high photorealistic fidelity.

Figure K visualizes the 3D Gaussian splat representation
before and after the pruning process. The raw Gaussian
splats (left panels in Figure K) often include redundant and
elongated primitives that adversely affect rendering quality.
Our pruning method, outlined in Algorithm 1, effectively
removes these artifacts, resulting in a compact and visually
accurate 3D representation (right panels in Figure K). This
pruning process enhances rendering fidelity by addressing
over-redundancy and aligning splats more precisely.
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B. Hyperparameter Sensitivity Analysis
B.1. Similarity Threshold τ

Figures L and M illustrate the impact of the similarity thresh-
old τ on MAC-Ego3D’s performance for inter-agent overlap
detection on the Multi-agent Replica and 7Scenes datasets,
respectively. The results indicate that MAC-Ego3D is robust
to variations in τ within a local range of the default value.

Trajectory estimation quality, measured by ATE. On both
datasets, larger τ values result in more aggressive overlap
detection, slightly increasing trajectory errors due to reduced
multi-agent collaborative map and pose optimization. Overly
restrictive thresholds may miss valid overlaps, causing minor
degradations in accuracy. Conversely, smaller τ values can
increase false positives, occasionally leading to minor im-
provements in ATE. The default τ strikes a balance between
these competing effects, ensuring stable performance.

Mapping fidelity, measured by PSNR, SSIM, and LPIPS.
Metrics for mapping fidelity remain largely unaffected by
variations in τ , reflecting MAC-Ego3D’s ability to produce
visually coherent outputs despite differences in inter-agent
overlap quality. These findings highlight the model’s robust-
ness, as small variations in τ do not significantly impact
rendering quality or mapping accuracy.

B.2. Communication Interval TComm

Figures N and O illustrate the sensitivity of MAC-Ego3D’s
performance to the communication interval TComm on the
Multi-agent Replica and 7Scenes datasets. The results
demonstrate that MAC-Ego3D maintains robust and consis-
tent performance across a local range of the default TComm.

Trajectory estimation quality, measured by ATE. Shorter
communication intervals (i.e., more frequent collaboration
between agents) improve trajectory accuracy by enabling
more frequent sharing and updates of the 3D map. This
synchronization reduces inter-agent drift and ensures consis-
tent alignment of Gaussian splats. In contrast, larger inter-
vals, while more computationally efficient, introduce slight
increases in trajectory error due to reduced inter-agent in-
formation sharing. The default TComm achieves an optimal
balance between computational efficiency and ATE perfor-
mance, making MAC-Ego3D suitable for both real-time and
high-accuracy ego-motion estimation and 3D reconstruction.

Mapping fidelity, measured by PSNR, SSIM, and LPIPS.
Metrics such as PSNR and SSIM remain largely stable across
different TComm values, with marginal improvements ob-
served at shorter intervals. Similarly, LPIPS remains con-
sistently low, indicating high visual quality. These findings
suggest that inter-agent communication frequency has min-
imal impact on rendering fidelity, further emphasizing the
robustness of MAC-Ego3D’s multi-agent collaborative ego-
motion estimation and 3D mapping framework.

Algorithm 1 Gaussian Splat Pruning
Input: Opacity threshold τo, scale threshold τs, elongation
threshold τe, original Gaussian setM
Output: Pruned Gaussian setM′

1: Initialize:Mprune ← ∅
2: Opacity Pruning:Mopacity ← {Gi | λi < τo}
3: Mprune ←Mprune ∪Mopacity
4: if τs ̸= ∅ then
5: Scale Pruning:Mlarge ← {Gi | max(si) > τs}
6: Mprune ←Mprune ∪Mlarge
7: Elongation Pruning: Melongated ← {Gi |

max(si) > τe · (
∑

(si)−max(si))}
8: Mprune ←Mprune ∪Melongated
9: end if

10: Remove Gaussians:M′ ←M\Mprune
11: Return:M′

B.3. General Hyperparameter Robustness

The sensitivity analyses confirm the robustness of MAC-
Ego3D’s key hyperparameters, such as the similarity thresh-
old τ and communication interval TComm, in multi-agent
consensus optimization. Across a range of values, the model
demonstrates stable performance without requiring precise
tuning, underscoring its adaptability to varied cases.

Notably, the default hyperparameter settings strike a bal-
ance between computational efficiency and performance
across both trajectory estimation and mapping fidelity met-
rics. The stability of τ ensures reliable overlap detection for
multi-agent collaborative mapping, even in challenging sce-
narios with sparse or noisy observations. Similarly, TComm

balances the trade-off between frequent inter-agent synchro-
nization for improved trajectory accuracy and computational
efficiency required for real-time applications.

C. More Implementation Details
C.1. Gaussian Splat Pruning for Mapping

In the MAC-Ego3D framework, we enhance the 3D Gaus-
sian map representation by introducing a pruning process to
remove Gaussians that contribute minimally or negatively to
the scene representation. Each Gaussian Gi is characterized
by its mean position xi, covariance matrix Σi, opacity λi,
and scale dimensions si = {si1, si2, si3}. The pruning pro-
cess focuses on three key objectives: eliminating Gaussians
with low opacity, excessively large Gaussians, and elongated
Gaussians that can introduce artifacts in the final rendering.
Opacity pruning. The pruning process begins by evaluating
the opacity λi of each Gaussian. Gaussians with opacity be-
low the threshold τo are considered negligible and removed:

Mopacity = {Gi | λi < τo}. (9)

By default, τo is set to 0.005.
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Scale pruning. To address excessively large Gaussians, the
maximum scale dimension max(si) is examined. Gaussians
exceeding a fraction of the scale threshold τs are flagged for
removal:

Mlarge = {Gi | max(si) > τs}. (10)

Here, τs is set to 0.25 by default.

Elongation pruning. Rendering artifacts caused by elon-
gated Gaussians are mitigated by introducing an elongation
criterion. A Gaussian is classified as elongated if its largest
scale dimension exceeds τe times the sum of the other two
dimensions:

Melongated = {Gi | max(si) > τe · (
∑

(si)−max(si))}.
(11)

In our implementation, τe is set to 10 to target needle-like ar-
tifacts. As illustrated in Fig. K, this step effectively removes
elongated Gaussians, significantly improving the fidelity of
the rendered images.

Combined pruning. The final pruning mask combines all
three criteria:

Mprune =Mopacity ∪Mlarge ∪Melongated. (12)

The flagged Gaussians are removed from the map:

M′ ←M\Mprune. (13)

This pruning process ensures a compact and efficient 3D
map representation while maintaining high visual fidelity
in the rendered scenes. The full procedure is detailed in
Algorithm 1.

C.2. Keyframe Sampling for Pose Tracking

Building on prior work in Gaussian splatting SLAM [6, 20],
we employ an adaptive keyframe sampling strategy to en-
hance pose tracking efficiency. This method leverages geo-
metric correspondences derived from G-ICP to selectively
sample keyframes based on a correspondence threshold, en-
suring consistent tracking performance while maintaining a
uniform Gaussian density within the map.

Unlike the selective approach used for tracking, every
one of ten frames are utilized during mapping to fully ex-
ploit the RGB-D observations collected across all agents.
This dual strategy enhances robustness by incorporating only
non-overlapping Gaussians during pose tracking, thereby
reducing accumulated tracking errors. It also achieves an
optimal balance between tracking efficiency and mapping
completeness, maximizing overall reconstruction accuracy.
The geometric correspondence threshold for triggering pose
tracking follows the setup described in [6].

C.3. Construction of Testing Cases on the Real-
World 7Scenes Dataset

To evaluate the performance of our method under real-world
conditions, we construct testing cases using the 7Scenes
dataset, which features diverse indoor environments with
complex visual and geometric structures. The testing setup
is carefully designed to benchmark our approach through
comparisons with prior methods and ablation studies, assess-
ing its adaptability and robustness.
Benchmarking performance against CP-SLAM. Since
CP-SLAM supports only two-agent collaboration, we con-
figure testing cases by selecting two sequences from each
scene in the 7Scenes dataset. For most scenes, sequences
seq-01 and seq-02 are used, as they provide sufficient
spatial overlap to enable collaboration. However, for the
redkitchen scene, we use sequences seq-01 and seq-03,
as these sequences cover complementary areas, ensuring
diverse and representative results. This setup allows for fair
and consistent performance comparisons with CP-SLAM.
Testing cases for multi-agent collaboration in ablation
studies. To evaluate our method’s flexibility in supporting
multi-agent collaboration with varying numbers of agents,
we select sequences from the same scene with overlapping
spatial regions to simulate realistic collaboration scenarios.
Sequences are grouped based on their serial numbers to en-
sure even distribution and adequate overlap for inter-agent
collaboration. Further, we select the best-performing se-
quence groups to conduct additional experiments, providing
deeper insights into our method’s adaptability. The configu-
rations for all testing cases are detailed in Table A.

D. More Details on Evaluation Metrics
Following prior works in dense Neural SLAM [6, 8, 12],
we evaluate the proposed system using metrics including
Absolute Trajectory Error (ATE), Peak Signal-to-Noise Ra-
tio (PSNR), Structural Similarity Index Measure (SSIM),
Learned Perceptual Image Patch Similarity (LPIPS), and
Depth L1 Error. These metrics assess the fidelity of
predictions relative to clean ground truth under two in-
put conditions: (i) clean RGB-D observations Zai

1:t =
{(Iai

k ,Dai

k )}tk=1 for agent ai, under the standard evaluation
settings and (ii) partially perturbed observations in either
the RGB Iai

k or depth Dai

k modalities under the robustness
evaluation settings.

Specifically, ATE evaluates the spatial alignment between
the estimated trajectory Tai

1:t and the ground truth trajectory
TGT

1:t as the root mean square error:

ATE =

√√√√ 1

N

N∑
k=1

∥Tai

k −TGT
k ∥2. (14)

PSNR quantifies the pixel-level fidelity of the reconstructed
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Table A. Multi-agent testing case configurations for the ablation
studies on the 7Scenes dataset.

Scene Testing Case Sequences

Chess
1.1 01, 02, 03
1.2 04, 05, 06
1.3 01, 03, 05

Fire 2.1 01, 02, 03, 04

Heads 3.1 01, 02

Office

4.1 01, 02, 03
4.2 04, 05, 06
4.3 07, 08, 09, 10
4.4 01, 02, 04

Redkitchen

5.1 01, 02, 03, 04
5.2 05, 06, 07, 08
5.3 11, 12, 13, 14
5.4 01, 03, 04

Stairs
6.1 01, 02, 03
6.2 04, 05, 06
6.3 01, 02, 04

RGB image Iai

k relative to the ground truth IGT
k :

PSNR = 10 · log10
(

MAX2

MSE

)
[dB], (15)

where MAX is the maximum pixel intensity and MSE is the
mean squared error.

SSIM evaluates structural similarity, incorporating lumi-
nance, contrast, and structural information:

SSIM =
(2µxµy + C1)(2σxy + C2)

(µ2
x + µ2

y + C1)(σ2
x + σ2

y + C2)
, (16)

where µx, µy , σx, and σy denote the means and variances of
Iai

k and IGT
k , while σxy represents their covariance.

LPIPS [36] measures perceptual similarity between the
predicted RGB image Iai

k and the ground truth IGT
k , based on

feature-level differences from a pre-trained neural network.
The LPIPS score is:

LPIPS =
∑
l

wl · ∥ϕl(I
ai

k )− ϕl(I
GT
k )∥22, (17)

where ϕl(·) denotes feature maps from the l-th layer of a
pre-trained network, with wl as learned layer weights.

Finally, Depth L1 Error quantifies the geometric accuracy
of the predicted depth Dai

k compared to the ground truth
depth DGT

k :

Depth L1 =
1

N

N∑
k=1

∥Dai

k −DGT
k ∥. (18)

References
[1] Carlos Campos, Richard Elvira, Juan J. Gómez Rodríguez,

José M. M. Montiel, and Juan D. Tardós. Orb-slam3: An
accurate open-source library for visual, visual–inertial, and
multimap slam. IEEE Transactions on Robotics, 37(6):1874–
1890, 2021. 1, 2, 5, 7

[2] Soon-Jo Chung, Aditya Avinash Paranjape, Philip Dames,
Shaojie Shen, and Vijay Kumar. A survey on aerial swarm
robotics. IEEE Transactions on Robotics, 34(4):837–855,
2018. 1

[3] Angela Dai, Matthias Nießner, Michael Zollhöfer, Shahram
Izadi, and Christian Theobalt. Bundlefusion: Real-time glob-
ally consistent 3d reconstruction using on-the-fly surface rein-
tegration. ACM Trans. Graph., 36(4), 2017. 2

[4] Ben Glocker, Shahram Izadi, Jamie Shotton, and Antonio
Criminisi. Real-time rgb-d camera relocalization. In Interna-
tional Symposium on Mixed and Augmented Reality (ISMAR).
IEEE, 2013. 5, 9

[5] Seongbo Ha, Jiung Yeon, and Hyeonwoo Yu. Rgbd gs-icp
slam. arXiv preprint arXiv:2403.12550, 2024. 1, 3

[6] Seongbo Ha, Jiung Yeon, and Hyeonwoo Yu. Rgbd gs-icp
slam. In European Conference on Computer Vision, pages
180–197. Springer, 2025. 3, 11

[7] Aleksander Holynski and Johannes Kopf. Fast depth densifi-
cation for occlusion-aware augmented reality. ACM Transac-
tions on Graphics (ToG), 37(6):1–11, 2018. 1

[8] Jiarui Hu, Mao Mao, Hujun Bao, Guofeng Zhang, and
Zhaopeng Cui. Cp-slam: Collaborative neural point-based
slam system. Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems, 36, 2024. 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 9, 11

[9] Sergio Izquierdo and Javier Civera. Optimal transport ag-
gregation for visual place recognition. In Proceedings of
the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition (CVPR), 2024. 5

[10] Mohammad Mahdi Johari, Camilla Carta, and François
Fleuret. Eslam: Efficient dense slam system based on hy-
brid representation of signed distance fields. In Proceedings
of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition, pages 17408–17419, 2023. 3

[11] Marco Karrer, Patrik Schmuck, and Margarita Chli. Cvi-
slam—collaborative visual-inertial slam. IEEE Robotics and
Automation Letters, 3(4):2762–2769, 2018. 1, 2

[12] Nikhil Keetha, Jay Karhade, Krishna Murthy Jatavallabhula,
Gengshan Yang, Sebastian Scherer, Deva Ramanan, and
Jonathon Luiten. Splatam: Splat, track map 3d gaussians
for dense rgb-d slam. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Con-
ference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, 2024.
3, 4, 11

[13] Bernhard Kerbl, Georgios Kopanas, Thomas Leimkühler, and
George Drettakis. 3d gaussian splatting for real-time radiance
field rendering. ACM Transactions on Graphics, 42(4), 2023.
2, 3

[14] Pierre-Yves Lajoie and Giovanni Beltrame. Swarm-slam:
Sparse decentralized collaborative simultaneous localization
and mapping framework for multi-robot systems. IEEE
Robotics and Automation Letters, 9(1):475–482, 2023. 1,
2, 5

12



[15] Pierre-Yves Lajoie, Benjamin Ramtoula, Fang Wu, and Gio-
vanni Beltrame. Towards collaborative simultaneous localiza-
tion and mapping: a survey of the current research landscape.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2108.08325, 2021. 1

[16] Lorenzo Liso, Erik Sandström, Vladimir Yugay, Luc
Van Gool, and Martin R Oswald. Loopy-slam: Dense neural
slam with loop closures. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF
Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition,
pages 20363–20373, 2024. 3

[17] Hidenobu Matsuki, Riku Murai, Paul HJ Kelly, and An-
drew J Davison. Gaussian splatting slam. In Proceedings of
the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition, pages 18039–18048, 2024. 1, 3

[18] Ben Mildenhall, Pratul P Srinivasan, Matthew Tancik,
Jonathan T Barron, Ravi Ramamoorthi, and Ren Ng. Nerf:
Representing scenes as neural radiance fields for view syn-
thesis. Communications of the ACM, 65(1):99–106, 2021.
2

[19] Raúl Mur-Artal and Juan D. Tardós. Orb-slam2: An open-
source slam system for monocular, stereo, and rgb-d cameras.
IEEE Transactions on Robotics, 33(5):1255–1262, 2017. 2

[20] Raul Mur-Artal, Jose Maria Martinez Montiel, and Juan D
Tardos. Orb-slam: a versatile and accurate monocular slam
system. IEEE transactions on robotics, 31(5):1147–1163,
2015. 2, 11

[21] Richard A. Newcombe, Shahram Izadi, Otmar Hilliges, David
Molyneaux, David Kim, Andrew J. Davison, Pushmeet Kohli,
Jamie Shotton, Steve Hodges, and Andrew W. Fitzgibbon.
Kinectfusion: Real-time dense surface mapping and tracking.
In 10th IEEE International Symposium on Mixed and Aug-
mented Reality, ISMAR 2011, Basel, Switzerland, October
26-29, 2011, pages 127–136. IEEE Computer Society, 2011.
2

[22] Simon Niedermayr, Josef Stumpfegger, and Rüdiger West-
ermann. Compressed 3d gaussian splatting for accelerated
novel view synthesis. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Con-
ference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, pages
10349–10358, 2024. 8

[23] Antoni Rosinol, John J Leonard, and Luca Carlone. Nerf-
slam: Real-time dense monocular slam with neural radiance
fields. arXiv preprint arXiv:2210.13641, 2022. 2

[24] Erik Sandström, Yue Li, Luc Van Gool, and Martin R. Os-
wald. Point-slam: Dense neural point cloud-based slam. In
Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF International Conference on
Computer Vision (ICCV), 2023. 3

[25] Patrik Schmuck and Margarita Chli. Ccm-slam: Robust and
efficient centralized collaborative monocular simultaneous
localization and mapping for robotic teams. Journal of Field
Robotics, 36(4):763–781, 2019. 1, 2, 5

[26] Aleksandr Segal, Dirk Haehnel, and Sebastian Thrun.
Generalized-icp. In Robotics: science and systems, page
435. Seattle, WA, 2009. 5

[27] Julian Straub, Thomas Whelan, Lingni Ma, Yufan Chen, Erik
Wijmans, Simon Green, Jakob J Engel, Raul Mur-Artal, Carl
Ren, Shobhit Verma, et al. The replica dataset: A digital
replica of indoor spaces. arXiv preprint arXiv:1906.05797,
2019. 5

[28] Edgar Sucar, Shikun Liu, Joseph Ortiz, and Andrew J Davison.
imap: Implicit mapping and positioning in real-time. In
Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF International Conference on
Computer Vision, pages 6229–6238, 2021. 2

[29] Zachary Teed and Jia Deng. Droid-slam: Deep visual slam
for monocular, stereo, and rgb-d cameras. Advances in neural
information processing systems, 34:16558–16569, 2021. 3

[30] Yulun Tian, Yun Chang, Fernando Herrera Arias, Carlos
Nieto-Granda, Jonathan P How, and Luca Carlone. Kimera-
multi: Robust, distributed, dense metric-semantic slam for
multi-robot systems. IEEE Transactions on Robotics, 38(4),
2022. 1

[31] Yulun Tian, Yun Chang, Fernando Herrera Arias, Carlos
Nieto-Granda, Jonathan P. How, and Luca Carlone. Kimera-
multi: Robust, distributed, dense metric-semantic slam for
multi-robot systems. IEEE Transactions on Robotics, 38(4):
2022–2038, 2022. 1, 2

[32] Yulun Tian, Yun Chang, Long Quang, Arthur Schang, Carlos
Nieto-Granda, Jonathan P. How, and Luca Carlone. Resilient
and distributed multi-robot visual slam: Datasets, experi-
ments, and lessons learned. In 2023 IEEE/RSJ International
Conference on Intelligent Robots and Systems (IROS), pages
11027–11034, 2023. 8

[33] Xiaohao Xu, Tianyi Zhang, Sibo Wang, Xiang Li, Yongqi
Chen, Ye Li, Bhiksha Raj, Matthew Johnson-Roberson, and
Xiaonan Huang. Customizable perturbation synthesis for
robust slam benchmarking. arXiv preprint arXiv:2402.08125,
2024. 7

[34] Xingrui Yang, Hai Li, Hongjia Zhai, Yuhang Ming, Yuqian
Liu, and Guofeng Zhang. Vox-fusion: Dense tracking and
mapping with voxel-based neural implicit representation. In
2022 IEEE International Symposium on Mixed and Aug-
mented Reality (ISMAR), pages 499–507. IEEE, 2022. 5,
7

[35] Xingrui Yang, Hai Li, Hongjia Zhai, Yuhang Ming, Yuqian
Liu, and Guofeng Zhang. Vox-fusion: Dense tracking and
mapping with voxel-based neural implicit representation. In
IEEE International Symposium on Mixed and Augmented
Reality, ISMAR 2022, Singapore, October 17-21, 2022, pages
499–507. IEEE, 2022. 3

[36] Richard Zhang, Phillip Isola, Alexei A Efros, Eli Shechtman,
and Oliver Wang. The unreasonable effectiveness of deep
features as a perceptual metric. In Proceedings of the IEEE
conference on computer vision and pattern recognition, pages
586–595, 2018. 12

[37] Youmin Zhang, Fabio Tosi, Stefano Mattoccia, and Matteo
Poggi. Go-slam: Global optimization for consistent 3d instant
reconstruction. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF International
Conference on Computer Vision (ICCV), 2023. 3

[38] Liyuan Zhu, Yue Li, Erik Sandström, Konrad Schindler, and
Iro Armeni. Loopsplat: Loop closure by registering 3d gaus-
sian splats. arXiv preprint arXiv:2408.10154, 2024. 3

[39] Zihan Zhu, Songyou Peng, Viktor Larsson, Weiwei Xu, Hujun
Bao, Zhaopeng Cui, Martin R Oswald, and Marc Pollefeys.
Nice-slam: Neural implicit scalable encoding for slam. In
Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vi-
sion and Pattern Recognition, pages 12786–12796, 2022. 3,
5, 7

13



[40] Danping Zou and Ping Tan. Coslam: Collaborative visual
slam in dynamic environments. IEEE transactions on pattern
analysis and machine intelligence, 35(2):354–366, 2012. 3

14



M
A

C
-E

g
o
3
D

C
P

-S
L

A
M

G
ro

u
n
d
-t

ru
th

M
A

C
-E

g
o
3
D

C
P

-S
L

A
M

G
ro

u
n
d
-t

ru
th

Figure A. Qualitative RGB image rendering quality comparison between multi-agent SLAM models with dense reconstruction
capability, i.e., CP-SLAM and our MAC-Ego3D, on the Multi-agent Replica dataset.
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Figure B. Qualitative RGB image rendering quality comparison between multi-agent SLAM models with dense reconstruction
capability, i.e., CP-SLAM and our MAC-Ego3D, on the Multi-agent Replica and 7-Scenes dataset.
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Figure C. Qualitative RGB image rendering quality comparison between multi-agent SLAM models with dense reconstruction
capability, i.e., CP-SLAM and our MAC-Ego3D, on the 7-Scenes dataset.
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MAC-Ego3DCP-SLAMGround-truth

Figure D. Qualitative depth image rendering quality comparison between multi-agent SLAM models with dense reconstruction
capability, i.e., CP-SLAM and our MAC-Ego3D, on Multi-agent Replica (Left) and 7-Scenes (Right) datasets.
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Figure E. Novel-view RGB image synthesis results via the proposed MAC-Ego3D model.
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Figure F. Novel-view RGB and depth image synthesis results via the proposed MAC-Ego3D model.
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Figure G. Novel-view RGB and depth image synthesis results via the proposed MAC-Ego3D model.

21



Figure H. Visualization of reconstructed 3D map with Gaussian splat representation.
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Figure I. Visualization of reconstructed 3D map with Gaussian splat representation.
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Figure J. Visualization of the coordinate centers (shown in blue points) of reconstructed 3D map with Gaussian splat representation.
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Figure K. Qualitative comparison of Gaussian splat pruning. The left column shows the raw Gaussian splats, while the right column
presents the results after pruning. The pruning process effectively removes redundant or elongated splats, enhancing the rendering quality.
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Figure L. Hyperparameter sensitivity analysis of the threshold
τ for inter-agent overlap detection on Multi-agent Replica.
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Figure M. Hyperparameter sensitivity analysis of the similarity
threshold τ for inter-agent overlap detection on 7Scenes.
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Figure N. Hyperparameter sensitivity analysis of the inter-agent
communication interval TComm on Multi-agent Replica.
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Figure O. Hyperparameter sensitivity analysis of the inter-agent
communication interval TComm on the 7Scenes dataset.
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