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AdaptiveFusion: Adaptive Multi-Modal Multi-View
Fusion for 3D Human Body Reconstruction

Anjun Chen, Xiangyu Wang, Zhi Xu, Kun Shi, Yan Qin, Yuchi Huo, Jiming Chen, Fellow, IEEE, and Qi Ye

Abstract—Recent advancements in sensor technology and deep
learning have led to significant progress in 3D human body
reconstruction. However, most existing approaches rely on data
from a specific sensor, which can be unreliable due to the
inherent limitations of individual sensing modalities. On the other
hand, existing multi-modal fusion methods generally require
customized designs based on the specific sensor combinations or
setups, which limits the flexibility and generality of these meth-
ods. Furthermore, conventional point-image projection-based
and Transformer-based fusion networks are susceptible to the
influence of noisy modalities and sensor poses. To address these
limitations and achieve robust 3D human body reconstruction
in various conditions, we propose AdaptiveFusion, a generic
adaptive multi-modal multi-view fusion framework that can
effectively incorporate arbitrary combinations of uncalibrated
sensor inputs. By treating different modalities from various view-
points as equal tokens, and our handcrafted modality sampling
module by leveraging the inherent flexibility of Transformer
models, AdaptiveFusion is able to cope with arbitrary num-
bers of inputs and accommodate noisy modalities with only a
single training network. Extensive experiments on large-scale
human datasets demonstrate the effectiveness of AdaptiveFusion
in achieving high-quality 3D human body reconstruction in
various environments. In addition, our method achieves superior
accuracy compared to state-of-the-art fusion methods.

Index Terms—3D human body reconstruction, adaptive multi-
modal multi-view fusion.

I. INTRODUCTION

3D human body reconstruction is widely studied in many
practical vision applications, including human-robot inter-
action, XR technologies, and motion capture. Most of the
prevailing reconstruction approaches leverage single-modal
data, such as RGB image [1], [2], depth image [3], [4], and
radar point cloud [5], [6]. Nonetheless, all kinds of sensing
modalities have their own defects, and therefore single-modal
information sources inevitably suffer from unreliability. For
example, the perception capability of the RGB camera dete-
riorates rapidly in poor illumination and inclement weather
[7]. Radar signals are restricted by sparsity and multi-path
effect [8], while depth camera performs poorly in smoke and
occlusion conditions [9]. Therefore, fusing sensory data from
disparate modalities to combine their strengths is essential to
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TABLE I
PERFORMANCE OF DIFFERENT FUSION METHODS FOR RGB IMAGES AND

DEPTH (AND NOISY) POINT CLOUDS ON THE MMBODY DATASET [6].
NOISY KINECT DEPTH IS DOWNSAMPLED KINECT DEPTH POINT CLOUDS

WITH MISSING PARTS.

Methods
Image w/ Kinect Depth Image w/ Noisy Kinect Depth

MPJPE ↓ MPVE ↓ MPJPE ↓ MPVE ↓

Point w/ Image Feature [10] 4.4 5.8 5.0 (13% ↑) 6.5 (12% ↑)
DeepFusion [11] 4.3 5.5 5.3 (23% ↑) 6.6 (20% ↑)
TokenFusion [12] 4.7 6.2 7.8 (65% ↑) 10.4 (67% ↑)

AdaptiveFusion (Ours) 3.5 4.7 3.7 (5% ↑) 4.9 (4% ↑)

realize robust 3D human body reconstruction in both normal
and adverse conditions.

However, combining multi-modal information is not trivial.
Early LiDAR-camera fusion approaches [10], [13] adopt point-
to-image projection to combine point clouds and image pixel
values/features through element-wise addition or channel-wise
concatenation. These approaches rely on the local projection
relationship between the point clouds and images, which can
break down if one of the modalities is compromised or fails.
Undesirable issues like random incompleteness and temporal
fluctuations of point clouds can result in the retrieval of
inadequate or incorrect features from corresponding images
[14]. Furthermore, the degradation of image features in chal-
lenging environments, such as low lighting conditions, can
extremely impair the performance [6]. More recently, several
customized Transformer-based structures [11], [12], [15] have
been proposed for multi-modal fusion. These networks still
suffer from the issues of noisy point clouds. As demonstrated
in Table I, both point-image projection-based and transformer-
based fusion networks deteriorate rapidly with noisy depth1.

Besides, most of these fusion frameworks work with the
fusion of two modalities from the same viewpoint. Only
several recent works [16], [17] explore flexible sensor fusion
for object detection. These works are constrained by the
requirements of different training weights for various modal
combinations or accurate poses for different sensors and views.
Despite various fusion methods, to the best of our knowledge,
how to integrate information from diverse uncalibrated sensor
setups and combinations in an adaptive way remains unex-
plored. With the development of mobile robots and the Internet

1We process the original human depth point clouds to generate noisy depth
point clouds with missing parts and sparsity. Specifically, we utilize ground-
truth joint locations to remove most of the depth points in the lower body
region of the human body, and then randomly remove points near 1-5 limb
joints to simulate the random missing characteristics of the radar point cloud.
Subsequently, the remaining depth point cloud is downsampled to 256 points
and fed into the fusion models with RGB images.
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of Things, information fusion from dynamically combined
multi-view sensors with unknown/noisy poses is an important
problem to be solved to enable collaboration between agents.

Therefore, in this paper, we present AdaptiveFusion, the
first generic multi-view and multi-modal fusion framework
for 3D human body reconstruction that can adaptively fuse
arbitrary numbers of uncalibrated sensor inputs from different
viewpoints to achieve flexible and robust reconstruction. In our
framework, different from fusion via projection, we resort to a
Fusion Transformer Module to adaptively select local features
from different inputs based on their feature strengths instead
of the spatial affinity of features and fuse the more informative
features with quantity irrelevant operators. Additionally, in
contrast to previous fusion methods that regard point clouds
as the main modality, our framework does not assume a main
modality and treats features from different modalities as equal
tokens. The corrupted tokens from one modality could possibly
be remedied by others or disregarded to accommodate the
sparsity and missing parts. Further, we propose an innovative
modality sampling module, ensuring the model encounters
all modal combinations during training. Consequently, we
only need to train a single network to handle arbitrary input
combinations during inference. With all designs, i.e. the notion
of equal tokens for different modalities rather than a predefined
main modality and the ingenious training strategy, our frame-
work not only enables to accommodate arbitrary numbers
of modalities but also enhances fusion capability to handle
the fusion with noisy point clouds much more effectively as
verified in Table I.

We conduct extensive experiments on the mmBody [6]
dataset, including extreme weather conditions like smoke, rain,
and night. We evaluate the performance of AdaptiveFusion
under different scenes, and it outperforms traditional fusion
methods in all weather environments. Additionally, we eval-
uate AdaptiveFusion on the other large-scale human datasets
Human3.6M [18], HuMMan [19] BEHAVE [20], and 3DPW
[21], and it outperforms existing works by a large margin. The
contributions of our work can be summarized as follows:

• We propose AdaptiveFusion, the first generic adaptive
fusion framework that can adapt to arbitrary combinations
of multi-modal multi-view inputs without calibration for
3D human body reconstruction.

• Our novel notion of treating different modalities as equal
tokens and the incorporation of coupled attention modules
effectively handles fusion with noisy point clouds while
also enabling a generic framework.

• AdaptiveFusion realizes excellent performance across dif-
ferent sensor configurations, is insusceptible to sensor
defects in various weather conditions, and outperforms
stat-of-the-art fusion approaches significantly.

This paper extends our previous conference version [14] of
fusing two fixed modalities from the same viewpoint to fusing
arbitrary combinations of multi-modal multi-view inputs. As
the current submission addresses a different problem, it only
keeps the idea of fusion by attention operations on tokens from
different modalities while the introduction, the related work,
the detailed methodology, and the experiments all differ from

the conference version. The rest of this paper is organized as
follows: Section II gives a brief overview of related works on
3D human reconstruction and multi-sensor fusion. Section III
presents our proposed adaptive multi-modal multi-view fusion
method, AdaptiveFusion. Section IV elaborates experimental
results. Section V finally concludes the paper.

II. RELATED WORKS

A. Human Body Reconstruction

3D human body reconstruction can be broadly categorized
into parametric [1], [22], [23] and non-parametric approaches
[2], [24], [25]. In the former, a body model, such as SMPL
[26] and SMPL-X [27], is used to represent the human
body. Despite greatly reducing regressing parameters, it is
still challenging to estimate precise coefficients from a sin-
gle image [28]. To improve the reconstruction, researchers
make efforts by utilizing multi-view information [29]–[31] or
dense depth maps [3], [4], [32], [33]. On the other hand,
non-parametric approaches directly regress the vertices of
the 3D mesh from the input image. Most pioneers choose
Graph Convolutional Neural Network [24] to model the local
interactions between neighboring vertices with an adjacency
matrix. More recent approaches, such as METRO [2] and
Graphormer [34], utilize transformer encoders to jointly model
the relationships between vertices and joints. Recently, mil-
limeter wave (mmWave) sensors have gained popularity for
their ability to work in challenging conditions such as rain,
smoke, and occlusion. Several wireless systems [35]–[37]
have been developed to reconstruct the human body and the
mmWave-based system is one of them. Xue et al. [5] propose
an accessible real-time human mesh reconstruction solution
utilizing commercial portable mmWave devices. Chen et al. [6]
present a large-scale mmWave human body dataset with paired
RGBD images in various environments. With this dataset,
Chen et al. [14] introduce an mmWave-RGB fusion method
for 3D human body reconstruction. These methods have shown
decent results in 3D human body reconstruction from various
modalities. However, the capability of the reconstruction from
the uncalibrated multi-sensor combinations is not studied. In
this work, we adopt the non-parametric approach for body
reconstruction from unfixed sensor inputs.

B. Multi-Sensor Fusion

Conventional fusion methods can be broadly classified
into three categories: decision-level, data-level, and feature-
level fusion. Decision-level fusion [38]–[40] usually utilizes
information from one modality to generate regions of interest
containing valid objects. However, such coarse-grained fusion
strategies may not fully release the potential of multiple
modalities. Data-level fusion [10], [13], [41], [42] commonly
entails the coordinate projection technique, which is easily
affected by the sensor misalignment and defective image
features. Feature-level fusion [43]–[46] typically involves the
fusion of proposal-wise features in multi-modal feature maps,
while determining the optimal weighting for features of each
modality is challenging. Recently, promising performance has
been achieved by Transformer-based fusion, which sheds light
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on the possibility of leveraging the Transformer structure as a
substitute for manually designed alignment operations. Specifi-
cally, DeepFusion [11] uses a learnable alignment mechanism
to dynamically correlate LiDAR information with the most
relevant camera features. TokenFusion [12] prunes feature to-
kens among single-modal Transformer layers to preserve better
information and then re-utilizes the pruned tokens for multi-
modal fusion. TransFusion [47] employs a soft-association
approach to process inferior image situations. Chen et al. [14]
propose a radar-camera fusion method ImmFusion to combine
mmWave point clouds and RGB images to reconstruct 3D
human body. However, these methods have not achieved the
capability of handling unfixed numbers of input modalities.

Currently, only limited literature reveals insights on fusion
methods with more than three sensors. SeeingThroughFog [7]
advances an entropy-driven fusion architecture utilizing RGB
cameras, LiDARs, radars, and infrared cameras for object
detection. Some recent works [16], [17], [48] propose to
formulate unified end-to-end multi-sensor fusion frameworks
for 3D detection. These multi-modal fusion schemes, however,
can not handle arbitrary modalities without calibration and are
tailored for the object detection task, which is inapplicable
for the fusion-based human body reconstruction task. To this
end, we make efforts in overcoming potential sensor defects to
robustly reconstruct 3D human body from multi-view multi-
modal inputs in various weather conditions.

III. METHOD

In this section, we present our proposed AdaptiveFusion,
which takes arbitrary numbers of uncalibrated sensor in-
puts for 3D human body reconstruction. Fig. 1 illustrates
the framework of AdaptiveFusion. The structure aims to
effectively utilize the sensor information at global and local
levels to predict the human body mesh. Given any sensor
inputs, the global/local features for each modality are firstly
extracted by the corresponding backbone, respectively. Next,
global features of different modalities are incorporated as
one global feature vector by the Global Integrated Module
(GIM) and embedded with SMPL-X template positions. Then,
all global/local features are tokenized as input of a multi-
layer Fusion Transformer Module (FTM) to dynamically fuse
the information of all modalities and directly regress the
coordinates of 3D human joints and coarse mesh vertices. With
the adaptability to the arbitrary number of token inputs of
Transformer, GIM and FTM can adaptively handle any input
feature combinations, including single modality input. At last,
we employ Multi-Layer Perceptrons (MLPs) to upsample the
coarse mesh vertices to the full mesh vertices.

A. Problem Formulation

AdaptiveFusion aims to predict the 3D positions of the
joints and vertices of human meshes from any input modality
combinations:

f : s → Y s ∈ S(X), (1)

where X is a set of different input modalities, S(X) contains
all permutations of the nonempty power set of X , s denotes

one combination of input sensors, and Y is the output joints
and vertices.

Specifically, the available inputs of the mmBody dataset
[6] are RGB images and depth point clouds from 2 view-
points, and radar point clouds from one viewpoint. Hence,
X = {Im, Dm, R},m = 1, 2. Im ∈ R224×224×3 is the
cropped body region of RGB images with a size of 224×224,
Dm ∈ R4096×3 depth point clouds with 4096 points, and
R ∈ R1024×3 radar point clouds with 1024 points. m indi-
cates the viewpoints. With these inputs, a total of 31 input
combinations are supported. The output Y = [J, V ], where
J ∈ R22×3, V ∈ R10475×3 are the XYZ coordinates of 22
joints and 10475 vertices. The number of joints and vertices
varies depending on the body template used, and the template
in the mmBody dataset is SMPL-X [27] template. As we focus
on reconstruction, we utilize the bounding boxes automatically
annotated from the ground-truth mesh joints to crop the region
of interest containing only the body part.

B. Muilti-Modal Multi-View Feature Extraction

In order to address the issue of feature alignment, we inde-
pendently extract global and local features for each modality
following [14]. This strategy allows for the better extraction
of global contextual dependencies and modeling of local
interactions. Specifically, we directly feed the human body
region of multi-modal inputs to the commonly used backbones
to extract features. Backbones can be replaced with alternative
options for new modalities input.

We use a shared HRNet [49] Ei to acquire local image
grid features Li

m ∈ R49×2051 and the global image feature
Gi

m ∈ R2048 from multi-view images Im. Then we use an
MLP to reduce the dimension of grid features to the same
size as the cluster features of point clouds. For multi-view
depth point clouds Dm, we obtain local depth cluster features
Ld
m ∈ R49×(3+2048) using shared PointNet++ [50] Ed, where

49 denotes the number of seed points sampled by Farthest
Point Sample (FPS), 3 denotes the spatial coordinate, and 2048
denotes the dimension of features extracted from the grouping
local points. A global feature vector Gd

m ∈ R2048 is further
extracted from cluster features Ld

m using an MLP. We employ
another PointNet++ Er to extract local radar cluster features
Lr and global feature Gr for the radar point cloud R due to
its sparse and noisy nature.

C. Modality Fusion with Transformers

Multi-head attention module [51] has been effective for
modeling the relationship between information tokens and
processing unordered, heterogeneous, and length-undefined
data structures such as words and sentences. To allow our
fusion framework to effectively select informative token fea-
tures from arbitrary input modalities, and to dynamically
fuse these features from different viewpoints and different
modalities, we formulate our fusion problem into the attention
framework by exacting words (local features) and sentences
(global features) from different inputs and designing the inter-
action modules between these words and sentences. Given n
modality tokens m1,m2, ...,mn, our fusion module updates
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Fig. 1. Comparison of different fusion methods. (a) Framework of our proposed AdaptiveFusion. We first extract global and local features from each of
the sampled modalities using corresponding backbones. Next, we utilize Global Integrated Module to incorporate global features. Then, we employ Fusion
Transformer Module to fuse global and local features and to regress locations of joints and vertices. D.R. MLP stands for a dimension reduction MLP. (b)
DeepFusion [11]. (c) TokenFusion [12]. (d) FUTR3D [16]

vertices V (also tokens) by aggregating these features as
V = w1m1 + w2m2 + ... + wnmn, where the weight is
determined by the similarity of tokens. With the invariance
of w1, w2, ..., wn to the order and quantity, our framework
can incorporate arbitrary combinations of sensor inputs. For
the noisy modalities mk, the model can learn to decrease
their weights wk because noisy tokens are far from normal
distribution and their similarities with other tokens are lower.

Specifically, all global features are firstly fused into a global
feature G ∈ R2048 by Global Integrated Module (GIM) Φg

implemented using a tiny Transformer module similar to [14],

G = Φg(G
i
m, Gd

m, Gr), (2)

where Φg is a three-layer attention module ending with a
sum operation to integrate the global features. The fusion of
global features provides overall context information to mitigate
the feature degradation caused by sparsity, missing parts, and
adverse weather conditions.

After Φg , we perform positional embedding by attaching
the 3D coordinates of 22 joints and 655 vertices in a coarse
mesh downsampled from a SMPL-X template mesh to the
global vector, GT = cat(J template, V template, G), where
GT ∈ R677×2051. These template features serve like initial
object queries in AnchorDETR [52] for 3D object detection.
Simultaneously, the ordinal numbers of each modality are
embedded in local features, i.e. cluster and grid features. The
incorporation of these local features enables remedy or discard

for a local corrupted area only, rather than the entire modality
in order to retain as much effective information as possible.

Second, we utilize the Fusion Transformer Module (FTM)
Φf to adaptively fuse the information from arbitrary inputs.
FTM transforms all modality features into Queries and con-
ducts self-attention between them:

GT ′, Li′
m, Ld′

m, Lr′ = Φf

(
GT , Li

m, Ld
m, Lr

)
, (3)

where coarse mesh GT ′ ∈ R677×3, Li′
m, Ld′

m, and Lr′ ∈ R49×3.
Φf is implemented with a three-layer Transformer module that
uses several attention heads in parallel to fuse global and local
features. While attending to valid features and restricting unde-
sirable features, FTM Φf adopts attention between joint/vertex
queries GT generated from global features G and modality
tokens from local features Li

m, Ld
m, Lr to aggregate relevant

contextual information for multi-modal input. Additionally,
the self-attention mechanism helps reason interrelations be-
tween each pair of candidate queries for single-modal input.
Then, we adopt a dimension-reduction architecture, Graph
Convolution [24], to decode the queries GT ′ containing rich
cross-modalities information into 3D coordinates of joints
and vertices following [34]. Last, a linear projection network
implemented using MLPs upsamples the coarse output mesh
to the original 10475 vertices.

D. Modality Sampling and Masking
To make our model more versatile, we design a modality

sampling module to randomly sample one combination of
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input modalities during a forward training process. This simple
yet effective strategy ensures the model encounters all possible
combinations of modalities within a single training session,
enabling the model to adapt to different modality combinations
without retraining. Besides, we empirically observe that our
strategy surprisingly enables one combination to benefit from
other combinations: even with a small portion of training data
for each modality combination, our model achieves better
results than the performance of models training with fixed
modality as demonstrated in Fig. 2. For the current era of large
models where training often involves datasets on the scale of
millions, this discovery is highly advantageous.

Despite the superiority of the multi-head attention mecha-
nism, the model is prone to struggle with data imbalance of
training data (without data under adverse conditions) for multi-
modal input according to [7], which makes the Transformer
focus all attention on the single modality that performs better
under normal circumstances like image or depth data. Similar
to [14], to effectively activate the potential of the model
across all scenarios, we utilize a modality masking module
to randomly mask some of the modalities for multi-modal
input and thus enforce the model to learn from all modalities
in various situations. As a result, this module enables our
model to overcome the training data bias problem and consider
all modalities, which further facilitates the model to perform
better across all scenarios in our experiments. For the mask
proportion, we set it to 30% in our experiments as it achieves
the best accuracy.

E. Training Loss

Our AdaptiveFusion applies L1 loss to the reconstructed
mesh to constrain the 3D vertices V and joints J . We also
incorporate L1 loss to the 2D joints J2D obtained by projecting
predicted 3D joints to the image space using estimated camera
parameters. In addition, the coarse meshes Vd1, Vd2 are also
supervised by downsampled ground truth meshes using L1 loss
to accelerate convergence. The total loss of AdaptiveFusion is
calculated by:

L = α∥J − J̄∥1 + β∥J2D − J̄2D∥1 + γ(∥V − V̄ ∥1
+∥Vd1 − V̄d1∥1 + ∥Vd2 − V̄d2∥1),

(4)

where α, β, and γ denote the weight of each component, and
variables with overline represent the ground truth.

F. Comparison with Relevant Methods

We compare our proposed AdaptiveFusion with other rele-
vant fusion methods, i.e. DeepFusion [11], TokenFusion [12],
and FUTR3D [16], which show the state-of-the-art accuracy
in the 3D object detection task. We extend these methods
to be applicable to 3D human body reconstruction, and the
frameworks are illustrated in Fig. 1. For DeepFusion and To-
kenFusion, we employ the parametric reconstruction pipeline
by replacing the detection head of the two methods with
linear projection to regress SMPL-X [27] parameters. For
FUTR3D, we follow its original design and implement the
non-parametric pipeline by adding positional embedding of the
human body template into the fused features. Subsequently, we

employ a Transformer decoder to directly regress joints and
vertices.

DeepFusion employs Transformer to integrate local fea-
tures extracted from multiple modalities. This strategy shows
the limited capability of leveraging information from other
vertices for global interaction due to the absence of global
features. Besides, it requires the LiDAR point clouds as the
main modality and cannot work with different combinations
of modalities, e.g.only RGB images. The framework of Deep-
Fusion for 3D body reconstruction is shown in Fig. 1 (b).
AdaptiveFusion makes a further step to capture the global
context by incorporating global features extracted from GIM
and it supports arbitrary combinations of input modalities.

For TokenFusion in Fig. 1 (c), it aims to substitute unim-
portant modality tokens detected by Score Nets with features
from other modality streams, and the scores are learned with
inter-modal projections among Transformer layers. The design
still cannot support arbitrary numbers and orders of modalities.
Also, it is ineffective to incorporate the modality streams in
adverse environments as undesirable issues like severe sparsity
and temporally flicking of point clouds would lead to fetching
wrong image features. In addition, the adoption of the non-
parametric mechanism enables interactions between vertices,
joints, local features, and global features, which can further
enhance the reconstruction performance of AdaptiveFusion.

To enable a unified framework for 3D object detection,
FUTR3D first encodes features for each modality individually
and then employs a query-based Modality-Agnostic Feature
Sampler (MAFS) that works in a unified domain to extract
features from different modalities as Fig. 1 (d) suggests.
Finally, a transformer decoder operates on a set of 3D queries
and performs set predictions of objects. Despite its flexibility
for input modalities, FUTR3D still needs to train different
networks for different modality combinations. Furthermore,
it is unable to handle uncalibrated input modalities, limiting
its capability to integrate uncalibrated information from other
vehicle sources.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Experimental Settings

1) Datasets: We conduct the experiments on the large-
scale mmWave 3D human body dataset mmBody [6], which
consists of synchronized and calibrated mmWave radar point
clouds and RGBD images in various conditions and mesh
annotations for humans in the scenes. Following the general
setting, we choose 20 sequences in the lab scenes (Lab1
and Lab2) as the training set while 2 sequences for each
scene including labs, furnished, rain, smoke, poor lighting, and
occlusion2 as the test set. As mentioned above, we randomly
split the training set into 31 parts to train a single network,
and each part consists of a combination of inputs. For testing,
we test the network with all combinations on the entire test
set. In addition, we evaluate AdaptiveFusion on the other
multi-modal and/or multi-view human datasets, Human3.6M
[18], HuMMan [19] and BEHAVE [20], to demonstrate its

2Only radar and camera1 are occluded and camera2 can still function.
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TABLE II
MEAN ERRORS (CM) OF DIFFERENT METHODS FOR 3D BODY RECONSTRUCTION IN DIFFERENT SCENES OF MMBODY DATASET [6]. FOR THE TWO

COLUMNS OF EACH SCENE, THE FIRST COLUMN IS FOR MPJPE AND THE SECOND IS FOR MPVE.

Methods
Basic Scenes Adverse Environments

AverageLab1 Lab2 Furnished Rain Smoke Poor Lighting Occlusion

DeepFusion [11] 4.3 5.4 4.1 5.3 5.6 7.2 5.0 6.3 7.6 9.3 5.2 6.2 7.8 10.5 5.7 7.2
TokenFusion [12] 4.4 5.9 4.5 6.0 5.3 7.0 5.1 6.6 8.2 10.6 9.4 13.6 9.2 12.9 6.6 8.9

FUTR3D [16] 4.0 5.3 4.1 5.3 4.7 6.0 4.3 5.4 7.8 10.2 4.4 5.7 7.2 9.5 5.3 6.8
ImmFusion [14] 4.1 5.4 3.7 4.7 5.2 6.4 5.6 6.8 7.6 9.8 6.8 9.0 7.8 11.0 5.9 7.4

AdaptiveFusion (img1) 4.3 6.0 4.5 5.9 5.9 7.3 5.5 6.5 8.6 11.6 9.8 13.8 9.9 13.7 6.9 9.2
AdaptiveFusion (dep1) 3.3 4.3 3.4 4.3 4.0 4.9 5.3 6.5 10.6 15.0 3.5 4.4 9.4 14.0 5.6 7.6
AdaptiveFusion (radar) 6.1 8.1 5.5 7.4 5.9 8.1 7.0 8.8 8.1 10.1 5.8 7.9 8.0 10.7 6.7 8.7

AdaptiveFusion (img1-radar) 4.1 5.4 4.2 5.4 5.2 6.3 5.2 6.0 7.0 9.0 6.4 8.6 7.7 10.1 5.8 7.3
AdaptiveFusion (full-modalities) 3.1 4.1 3.3 4.2 3.7 4.4 3.4 4.4 5.2 6.4 3.5 4.3 4.5 6.6 3.8 4.9

adaptability. For the Human3.6M dataset, we conduct mix-
training using 3D and 2D training data following [2]. We
follow the common setting where subjects S1, S5, S6, S7, and
S8 are used in training, and subjects S9 and S11 for testing. We
further evaluate our method on the single-view image dataset
3DPW [21] to demonstrate its adaptability in the wild.

2) Metrics: To evaluate the performance of the reconstruc-
tion on the mmBody dataset, we employ commonly used
metrics, Mean Per Joint Position Error (MPJPE) and Mean Per
Vertex Error (MPVE), which quantify the average Euclidean
distance between the prediction and the ground truth for
joints/vertices in each frame. For the HuMMan and BEHAVE
datasets, we additionally employ Procrustes Analysis MPJPE
(PA-MPJPE) to evaluate the alignment accuracy. For the Hu-
man3.6M dataset, we report MPJPE and PA-MPJPE following
the P2 protocol [1].

3) Implementation Details: We implement all the models
using Pytorch. For the mmBody, HuMMan, and BEHAVE
datasets, we train all the networks on Nvidia GeForce RTX
3090 GPUs for 50 epochs from scratch with an Adam opti-
mizer and an initial learning rate of 0.001. For the Human3.6M
dataset, we train our model on 8 NVIDIA V100 GPUs for 200
epochs. For each epoch, our training takes about 2 hours. The
loss weights of α, β, and γ in our experiments are 1000, 100,
and 100, respectively.

B. Experimental Results

1) Effectiveness Analysis: We comprehensively analyze the
effectiveness of our method. Experimental results demonstrate
that AdaptiveFusion can not only adapt to arbitrary modal in-
puts but also achieve effective fusion by selecting informative
features in various environments.
Effectiveness in View and Modality Fusion. We evaluate
AdaptiveFusion using different input combinations from the
mmBody dataset as reported in Table II and average errors are
shown in Fig. 2. We can see that the error decreases with more
modalities and views added, which demonstrates our model
can integrate the strengths of each modality effectively.
Effectiveness in Arbitrary Input Combinations. Our ex-
periments show that AdaptiveFusion can effectively adapt to
different input combinations and even improves performance
from single-modal approaches. We compare its testing results
using a single-modal input with models trained only using

img1
dep1

radar

img1-radar
img1

dep1
radar

img1-radar

img1-dep1

img1-im
g2

img1-im
g2-radar

img1-dep1-radar

img2-dep2-radar

img1-im
g2-dep1-dep2

full-m
odalitie

s

full-m
odalitie

s

full-m
odalitie

s

full-m
odalitie

s0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Av
er

ag
e 

of
 M

PJ
PE

 (c
m

)

Fixed Combination
ImmFusion
AdaptiveFusion
Deepfusion
Tokenfusion
FUTR3D

Fig. 2. Comparison of AdaptiveFusion using different input combinations
with other methods on the mmBody dataset. Img1 and dep1 denote the RGB
images and depth point clouds from the first viewpoint. Img2 and dep2 are
from the second viewpoint (no adverse conditions for this viewpoint).

the fixed single modality. As shown in Fig. 2, Adaptive-
Fusion trained with different input combinations performs
better than models trained with the fixed modality. Notice that
AdaptiveFusion only accesses 1/31 of the training data for
one combination. This demonstrates the significant advantage
of our combination training strategy, which enhances the
performance across various modal combinations.
Attention Interactions. Fig. 3 shows some reconstructed
meshes from AdaptiveFusion for different poses and subjects
in different scenarios. Overall, the reconstructed meshes for
most samples are close to the ground truth. We further analyze
the attention weights extracted from the last layer of FTM
to better understand the effect of AdaptiveFusion in learning
interactions between multi-modal multi-view features. Fig. 3
shows the visualization of the attention map between a specific
joint and other token features including vertices and local
features of each modality. For example, at the first row, the
depth point clouds are contaminated with rain, leading to the
estimation for the left ankle attending more to the image region
and the radar point cloud of the left leg. In the smoke scene at
the second row, both image and depth modalities are severely
degraded, which forces the right elbow prediction more reliant
on information from the radar point cloud and other vertices. In
the poor lighting scene at the third row, the images are highly
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Fig. 3. Qualitative results. Each row represents an adverse weather scene (rain, smoke, poor lighting, and occlusion) and each column shows the reconstructed
mesh and attention weights, respectively. From top to bottom, weights are for the estimation of the left ankle, right elbow, right ankle, and right shoulder.
The darker color in the Vertices column indicates larger attention weights. The reddish color indicates larger attention weights and the bluish color smaller
from the Image1 to Radar columns.

noisy and the radar points for the right ankle are missing.
In this case, the estimation relies more heavily on the depth
points of the right leg to accurately regress the location. At the
fourth row, camera1 is significantly impaired by the occlusion,
and AdaptiveFusion utilizes more information from camera2
and radar to predict the right shoulder position. Overall,
AdaptiveFusion is able to adapt to various sensor degradation
scenarios and effectively integrate relevant information from
different modalities to make accurate predictions.

2) Comparison Results: Table II, Table III, Table IV,
Table V, and Table VI summarize the main results of models
tested on different datasets. Compared with existing fusion
solutions and baselines, our approach performs better in every
aspect: in addition to the superior fusion effect of multi-
modal inputs by utilizing the complementary feature of each
modality, it also achieves significant performance from multi-
view inputs. We provide more quantitative comparisons in the
supplementary material.
Comparison with Multi-Modal Fusion Methods. We com-
pare AdaptiveFusion with the state-of-the-art fusion meth-
ods, DeepFusion [11], TokenFusion [12] and FUTR3D [16].
Since the original works are designed for object detection,
we extend these approaches to be applicable to 3D human
body reconstruction with multi-modal inputs. Table II in-
cludes reconstruction errors with full-modalities input in all
scenes of these methods. As we can see, AdaptiveFusion
achieves more desirable results in all scenarios. DeepFusion
exhibits a lower performance compared to AdaptiveFusion
in all scenes. This can be mainly attributed to the lack of
global features, which reduces global interactions during the

fusion stage. Furthermore, it requires the point clouds as the
main modality and cannot work with different combinations
of modalities, e.g. only RGB images. TokenFusion aims to
substitute unimportant modality tokens detected by Score Nets
with features from other modality streams, and the scores
are learned with inter-modal projections among Transformer
layers. The design still can not support arbitrary numbers and
orders of modalities. Besides, it is ineffective to incorporate
the modality streams in adverse environments as undesirable
issues like severe sparsity and temporally flicking of point
clouds would lead to fetching wrong image features. For
FUTR3D, despite strengthening interactions between vertices
and joints to improve performance, the overall performance
of the non-parametric FUTR3D is still inferior to that of
AdaptiveFusion. We also compare AdaptiveFusion with the
radar-camera fusion method ImmFusion [14]. AdaptiveFusion
using an image-radar combination achieves comparative or
better performance in most scenes. Furthermore, Adaptive-
Fusion with full-modalities input significantly outperforms
ImmFusion in all aspects.

Comparison with Multi-View Fusion Methods. We validate
AdaptiveFusion with multi-view images from four views on
the Human3.6M dataset as summarized in Table III. For single-
view methods, AdaptiveFusion performs close to the state-of-
the-art methods in MPJPE. However, our method with multi-
view images significantly enhances performance by fusing
information from multiple perspectives. Compared with other
multi-view methods, AdaptiveFusion achieves better or on-par
performance with a simple framework and without the need
for calibration and pre-training.
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TABLE III
RESULTS (MM) ON THE HUMAN3.6M DATASET [18]. * DENOTES

PRE-TRAINED METHODS USING EXTRA DATASETS.

Input Methods MPJPE ↓ PA-MPJPE ↓

Monocular Image

SPIN [22] 62.5 41.1
Pose2Mesh [53] 64.9 46.3
Graphormer [34] 51.2 34.5

PyMAF [54] 57.7 38.7
POTTER [55] 56.5 35.1
Kim et al. [25] 48.3 32.9

AdaptiveFusion (Ours) 53.3 35.6

Multi-View Images

Liang et al. [29] 79.9 45.1
Shin et al. [56] 46.9 32.5
Li et al. [57] 64.8 43.8
ProHMR [30] 62.2 34.5
Yu et al. [58] - 33.0

Calib-free PaFF [31] * 44.8 28.2
AdaptiveFusion (Ours) 43.8 31.1

TABLE IV
RESULTS (MM) ON THE HUMMAN [19] DATASETS.

Methods Inputs MPJPE ↓ MPVE ↓ PA-MPJPE ↓

HMR [1] Monocular Image 54.78 - 36.14
VoteHMR [4] Monocular Depth 144.99 - 106.32

AdaptiveFusion (Ours) Monocular Image 37.47 42.60 21.56
AdaptiveFusion (Ours) Multi-View Images 34.43 42.08 20.82

We further validate AdaptiveFusion on the HuMMan and
BEHAVE datasets, and the results are summarized in Table IV
and Table V. As the HuMMan dataset does not provide point
data currently, we only utilize the image modalities from four
viewpoints. We compare AdaptiveFusion with other single-
modality methods HMR [1] and VoteHMR [4] on this dataset3.
HMR is a classic image-based 3D human body reconstruction
method and VoteHMR is a recent work that takes point clouds
as the input for human mesh recovery. AdaptiveFusion with
image modality inputs achieves lower MPJPE and PA-MPJPE
compared to the two methods.

The BEHAVE dataset is a large-scale human-object in-
teractions dataset with challenges of object occlusions and
variations in background environments. We evaluate the state-
of-the-art monocular-image method Graphormer [34], depth-
based reconstruction method VoteHMR [4], and the multi-
view image-based method MV-SMPLify [57] on the BEHAVE
dataset. AdaptiveFusion with single-modality and multi-view
inputs exhibits relatively high performance. Furthermore, by
combining both multi-view and multi-modal information,
AdaptiveFusion with full-modalities input achieves the best
results as expected.
Results in the Wild. We further validate AdaptiveFusion with
in-the-wild moving monocular images on the 3DPW dataset as
shown in Table VI. Our method achieves comparative results,
demonstrating its capability to work under outdoor mobile
perspectives. It should be noted that our method is designed
for multi-view and multi-modal inputs. The result tested with
monocular image input is a degraded case for our multi-view
model. However, it is comparable with state-of-the-art methods
elaborated for single-view images.

3Results of existing works on the HuMMan dataset are taken from [19].

TABLE V
RESULTS (MM) ON THE BEHAVE [20] DATASETS.

Methods Inputs MPJPE ↓ MPVE ↓ PA-MPJPE ↓

Graphormer [34] Monocular Image 65.35 83.81 39.23
VoteHMR [4] Monocular Depth 63.34 72.28 40.33

MV-SMPLify [57] Multi-View Images 47.32 56.27 38.93
AdaptiveFusion (Ours) Monocular Image 64.64 82.14 40.98
AdaptiveFusion (Ours) Monocular Depth 45.12 60.15 35.35
AdaptiveFusion (Ours) Multi-View Images 44.16 51.36 27.33
AdaptiveFusion (Ours) Multi-View Multi-Modal 31.08 37.89 20.82

TABLE VI
RESULTS (MM) ON THE 3DPW DATASET [21].

Methods MPJPE ↓ PA-MPJPE ↓

SPIN [22] 96.9 59.2
Pose2Mesh [53] 89.5 56.3
Graphormer [34] 74.7 45.6

PyMAF [54] 92.8 58.9
SMPLer-X [59] 75.2 50.5

OSX [60] 74.7 45.1
POTTER [55] 75.0 44.8
Kim et al. [25] 73.9 44.9

AdaptiveFusion (Ours) 74.6 45.6

TABLE VII
RESULTS OF TIME CONSUMPTION FOR DIFFERENT FUSION METHODS.

Methods Params Time (ms) FPS

DeepFusion [11] 212.5M 64.1 15.6
TokenFusion [12] 280.4M 80.6 12.4

FUTR3D [16] 250.4M 74.1 13.5
AdaptiveFusion (Ours) 228.3M 68.5 14.6

Time Consumption. We provide results of time consumption
in Table VII. Our model consumes affordable computational
resources and can achieve real-time performance.

C. Ablation Study

In this section, we conduct a comprehensive study as
reported in Table VIII to validate the effectiveness of the
local features, Global Integrated Module (GIM), and modality
masking module of AdaptiveFusion.

1) Effectiveness of Local Features: To analyze the effec-
tiveness of the local features, we compared the results of
the original AdaptiveFusion with its variation AdaptiveFusion-
w/o-LF, in which the cluster features and grid features are
removed from the backward computation graph. As indicated
in Table VIII, the mean errors of AdaptiveFusion-w/o-LF are
obviously greater than AdaptiveFusion. Despite the assistance
of MMM, the errors in extreme conditions like occlusion are
even worse than those of the Radar-Only method. These results
strongly support our motivation of utilizing local features to
benefit the quality of reconstruction.

2) Effectiveness of Global Integrated Module: In our frame-
work, GIM serves as a mixer to integrate global features
of multi-modal input. Instead of element-wise addition or
channel-wise concatenation, GIM uses learnable parameters to
control the weights of global features from different modal-
ities. In extreme scenarios in which some sensors may not
function at all, such as the smoke and occlusion scenes where
camera1 is completely occluded, GIM allows the model to
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TABLE VIII
ABLATION STUDY ON THE MMBODY DATASET.

Methods
Basic Scenes Adverse Environments

AverageLab1 Lab2 Furnished Rain Smoke Poor Lighting Occlusion

AdaptiveFusion-w/o-LF 4.6 5.9 4.3 4.8 5.1 6.3 5.3 6.6 7.9 10.4 6.6 8.2 9.8 14.0 6.2 8.0
AdaptiveFusion-w/o-GIM 3.4 4.6 3.7 4.8 4.1 5.2 4.1 5.3 6.2 7.9 3.9 4.7 7.1 10.1 4.7 6.1

AdaptiveFusion-w/o-MMM 3.5 4.7 3.6 4.7 4.2 5.4 3.9 5.1 6.6 8.8 5.2 6.6 10.3 14.7 5.3 7.1
AdaptiveFusion 3.1 4.1 3.3 4.2 3.7 4.4 3.4 4.4 5.2 6.4 3.5 4.3 4.5 6.6 3.8 4.9

TABLE IX
ABLATION STUDY ON THE MASK PROPORTION.

Mask Proportion MPJPE ↓ MPVE ↓

10% 4.1 5.3
30% 3.8 4.9
50% 4.0 5.2

select the most informative features from the global features
of other modalities, resulting in improved accuracy and ro-
bustness of reconstruction. AdaptiveFusion-w/o-GIM is on par
with AdaptiveFusion in the basic scenes where the proportion
of valid information from RGB, depth, and mmWave sensors is
balanced. Simultaneously, with MMM, AdaptiveFusion-w/o-
GIM performs well in smoke and poor lighting scenes as well.
However, in the extreme scenarios in which some sensors may
not function at all, such as the occlusion scene where camera1
is completely occluded, GIM allows the model to select the
most informative features from the global features of other
modalities, resulting in improved accuracy and robustness of
3D human body reconstruction.

3) Effectiveness of Modality Masking Module: As stated
above, the training set only consisting of basic scene data
would force the Transformer module to pay more attention
to a single modality, which leads to a rapid decline in
performance when the sensor fails in adverse environments.
As shown in Table VIII, AdaptiveFusion-w/o-MMM can
achieve similar errors with AdaptiveFusion in the basic scenes.
However, in adverse environments, AdaptiveFusion outper-
forms AdaptiveFusion-w/o-MMM significantly, demonstrating
the importance of MMM in improving the performance of
reconstruction. In particular, MMM gains over more than 50%
reconstruction error reduction, and the mean joint/vertex errors
for AdaptiveFusion can reach as low as 4.5cm/7.1cm. This is
mainly attributed to the fact that MMM forces the Transformer
module to lean more attention on the other camera and radar
to select helpful features.

4) Ablation on Mask Proportion: We provide more ablation
results for the mask proportion (in Lab1 of mmBody dataset)
as shown in Table IX. We set it to 30% in the experiments of
our main paper as it achieves the best accuracy.

D. Limitations

Though with the masking module, our model has gained a
certain level of generalization ability, it does not achieve zero-
shot capability: it exhibits relatively high error in furnished,
smoke, and occlusion conditions on the mmBody dataset due
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RGBD+mmWave Label Prediction

Fig. 4. Failure cases in the furnished, smoke, and occlusion scene (Radar
points in green and depth points in orange).

to the sensor defects and data imbalance as exampled in
Fig. 4. In the furnished and smoke scenario, the poor fusion
performance can be attributed to the background noise of
images and defects of sensors like missing point clouds and
multi-path effects, respectively. In the occlusion scenario, the
subject is much taller than other subjects in the training set
and the reconstructed shape appears shorter than the ground
truth. Contrastive and predictive multi-modal pre-training are
promising solutions.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we introduce AdaptiveFusion, a generic adap-
tive 3D reconstruction framework that is capable of processing
an unlimited number and combination of sensor inputs to
achieve robust and precise reconstruction performance. Our
approach uses a Transformer network to fuse both global and
local features, enabling AdaptiveFusion to adaptively handle
arbitrary sensor inputs and accommodate noisy modalities.
Furthermore, AdaptiveFusion demonstrates strong adaptabil-
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ity, achieving competitive results even with limited training
data for each input combination. We investigate various fusion
approaches and demonstrate that AdaptiveFusion outperforms
multi-view, LiDAR-camera, and other state-of-the-art multi-
modal fusion methods in various environments.
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