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Figure 1. Our Driv3R predicts dense 4D dynamic point clouds in the global world coordinate system in a streaming manner from multi-
view images. It outperforms existing methods in reconstructing dynamic autonomous driving scenes and achieves a 15× faster inference
speed compared to approaches that require global alignment optimization [43, 52].

Abstract

Realtime 4D reconstruction for dynamic scenes remains a
crucial challenge for autonomous driving perception. Most
existing methods rely on depth estimation through self-
supervision or multi-modality sensor fusion. In this paper,
we propose Driv3R, a DUSt3R-based framework that di-
rectly regresses per-frame point maps from multi-view im-
age sequences. To achieve streaming dense reconstruction,
we maintain a memory pool to reason both spatial relation-
ships across sensors and dynamic temporal contexts to en-
hance multi-view 3D consistency and temporal integration.
Furthermore, we employ a 4D flow predictor to identify
moving objects within the scene to direct our network focus
more on reconstructing these dynamic regions. Finally, we
align all per-frame pointmaps consistently to the world co-
ordinate system in an optimization-free manner. We conduct
extensive experiments on the large-scale nuScenes dataset
to evaluate the effectiveness of our method. Driv3R out-

*Work done while visiting UC Berkeley. †Corresponding author.

performs previous frameworks in 4D dynamic scene recon-
struction, achieving 15× faster inference speed compared
to methods requiring global alignment. Code: https:
//github.com/Barrybarry-Smith/Driv3R.

1. Introduction
Real-time and accurate dense reconstruction of dynamic
scenes is a challenging task for the perception of au-
tonomous driving and robotics. Compared to data fusion
from multi-modality sensors, such as cameras, LiDAR, and
radar, relying solely on multi-view cameras provides a more
computationally efficient and low-cost solution. However,
achieving accurate depth estimation without 3D ground
truth supervision and precise representations of dynamic
objects introduces significant challenges to this task.

To address these challenges, several efficient 3D rep-
resentations have been proposed to enable scene recon-
struction from multi-view cameras and perform down-
stream tasks, such as novel view synthesis, depth estima-
tion, and pose prediction. Mildenhall et al. [31] encode
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multi-view image inputs into implicit neural radiance field
(NeRF) for 3D representations, followed by works im-
proving the efficiency, performance, and generalizability of
NeRF model [7, 22, 48, 51]. More recently, explicit 3D
Gaussian representation has been demonstrated to achieve
better performance and significantly improved efficiency
with the rasterization-based renderer [6, 9, 14, 26, 46].
Meanwhile, to adapt the origin NeRF and 3D Gaussian
representation to model the complex dynamic objects and
scenes more accurately, several works have explored incor-
porating strategies such as object tracking, optical flow, and
motion encoding to further extend the 3D representations to
support dynamic 4D reconstruction [15, 28, 30].

Despite the advances in efficient 3D representations, pre-
cise and dense point cloud remains to be highly signifi-
cant for reconstruction, particularly in the context of au-
tonomous driving. In this direction, DUSt3R [43] pioneers
learning strong 3D priors solely from input image pairs,
which directly regress pixel-aligned point cloud represen-
tations and confidence maps. Furthermore, MonST3R [52]
extends the DUSt3R representations to model dynamic
scenes by strategically fine-tuning on appropriate datasets.
However, MonST3R still relies on the computationally ex-
pensive global alignment process used in DUSt3R and
struggles to efficiently model dynamic large-scale scenes in
autonomous driving. To eliminate the need for such align-
ment proposed by DUSt3R, Spann3R [41] introduces a spa-
tial memory pool to update features encoded by ViT [12],
enabling an incremental 3D reconstruction process within a
consistent coordinate system. However, such spatial mem-
ory can only reason spatial relationships in static scenes
and is not able to effectively handle temporal information
fusion, thus limiting its ability to reconstruct dynamic and
large-scale scenes in the context of autonomous driving.

To address this, we propose a Driv3R model to recon-
struct large-scale dynamic autonomous driving scenes in
the global world coordinate system without global align-
ment optimization. Specifically, we maintain a memory
pool to reason both temporal relationships and spatial con-
texts within the multi-view sequences. Additionally, to ac-
curately capture dynamic objects from input images, we
adopt the lightweight RAFT [38] model followed by seg-
mentation refinement in the 4D flow predictor. Having gen-
erated masks for moving objects with the flow predictor,
we adopt the point cloud predictions from the pretrained
R3D3 [35] model as supervision to direct our model to fo-
cus more on these dynamic regions for accurate 4D recon-
struction. Furthermore, by ensuring multi-view 3D con-
sistency through information interactions between different
viewpoints in the temporal-spatial memory pool, we can
align the per-frame point maps to the world coordinate sys-
tem in an optimization-free manner, ultimately reconstruct-
ing the complete large-scale 4D dynamic autonomous driv-

ing scenes. We conduct extensive experiments on the large-
scale nuScenes [4] dataset for depth estimation and scene
reconstruction, where Driv3R achieves results comparable
to state-of-the-art multi-view depth estimation frameworks.
In addition, for 4D reconstruction on dynamic large-scale
scenes, our method outperforms all existing methods with a
15× faster inference speed compared to methods that rely
on global alignment optimization.

2. Related Work
Depth Estimation For Autonomous Driving. Due to
the absence of dense ground-truth depth in large-scale au-
tonomous driving datasets, previous research either adopts a
self-supervised approach for depth estimation [3, 17, 33, 35,
45, 50, 53–55] or incorporates additional supervisory sig-
nals, such as LiDAR [13, 27], optical flow [50, 56] and ob-
ject motion [5, 33], to enhance prediction accuracy. Among
these methods, R3D3 [35] leverages both temporal and spa-
tial information from multi-view cameras by iterating be-
tween geometric estimations and further refines the monoc-
ular depth, enabling accurate and efficient dense depth pre-
diction in dynamic scenes. We thus adopt the depth pre-
dictions from the pretrained R3D3 model as supervision for
moving objects in our Driv3R model.
Static 3D Reconstruction. Static 3D reconstruction for ob-
jects and scenes has seen considerable advancement with
the rise of learning-based approaches. These methods aim
to learn meshes [16, 25, 32, 42], point clouds [19, 29, 41,
43], voxels [10, 36, 40], implicit neural fields [7, 22, 31, 48,
51] or explicit representations [6, 9, 14, 26, 37] from the
training data. DUSt3R [43] takes a pioneering step to di-
rectly regress point maps from arbitrary input image pairs
leveraging strong 3D priors learned from the large-scale
training data. However, DUSt3R requires computationally
expensive global alignment to optimize pointmaps and cam-
era poses into a consistent coordinate system. To address
this, Spann3R [41] maintains a spatial memory pool that en-
ables incremental 3D reconstruction in a consistent coordi-
nate system from input sequences, eliminating the need for
alignment optimization. However, these methods perform
poorly to reconstruct dynamic scenes, which are crucial for
autonomous driving perception.
Optical Flow. Identifying dynamic objects is crucial for
the accurate reconstruction of 4D scenes. Optical flow,
which estimates per-pixel motion across image sequences,
plays a key role in detecting moving objects in 2D images.
Previously, the estimation of optical flow is treated as an
energy minimization process [21] or discrete optimization
problem [8, 49], while more recent works tend to adopt
end-to-end differentiable neural networks for improved ef-
ficiency and accuracy [2, 20, 23, 24, 38]. The lightweight
RAFT [38] model constructs multi-scale 4D correlation vol-
umes and updates the flow field using a recurrent network,

2



achieving outstanding performance in optical flow predic-
tion with high inference efficiency. Therefore, we adopt
RAFT as the core component in our 4d flow predictor.
Dynamic 4D Reconstruction. Since the introduction of
NeRF [31], subsequent researchers have extended its im-
plicit neural field representations to enable novel view syn-
thesis in 4D dynamic scenes [15, 39, 39]. More recently,
3D Gaussian has been explored as an efficient explicit rep-
resentation for scene reconstruction [26]. Therefore, sev-
eral works have focused on leveraging Gaussian represen-
tations to encode the motions and deformations in dynamic
scenes for real-time rendering [47] and novel view syn-
thesis based on monocular videos [28, 30]. Additionally,
GFlow [44] and DreamScene4D [11] manage to reconstruct
dynamic scenes from monocular videos without camera pa-
rameters, enhancing the scene recovery and object track-
ing for in-the-wild scenarios. Moreover, MonST3R [52]
proposes to directly estimate per-timestamp geometry for
each frame, successfully adapting DUSt3R [43] represen-
tations to reconstruct dynamic scenes. However, MonST3R
still depends on the computationally expensive global align-
ment optimization proposed by DUSt3R and struggles to ef-
ficiently represent the entire scene within a consistent coor-
dinate system. In this work, we take a step further to model
the 4D dynamic scenes without any optimization, enabling
real-time scene reconstruction for autonomous driving.

3. Proposed Approach

3.1. Problem Formulation
Given multi-view images It = {It,c}Cc=1 from RGB cam-
eras with corresponding camera poses {Tt,c,Kt,c}Cc=1 for
each timestamp t ∈ T , our Driv3R aims to learn 4D dense
pixel-wise point cloud representations {Pt | t ∈ T } in the
global world coordinate system.

Our Driv3R is composed of three stages and allows for
end-to-end training. First, we construct a memory pool
for spatial and temporal information interaction inspired by
Spann3R [41]. Then, we introduce a 4d flow predictor to
identify dynamic objects within the scene, guiding the net-
work to focus more on reconstructing these regions during
training. Finally, we employ a multi-view aligner to register
all point maps into the consistent world coordinate system
in an optimization-free manner. Leveraging the depth infer-
ence from the pretrained R3D3 [35] model as supervision,
Driv3R enables consistent 4D dense point cloud reconstruc-
tion and precise modeling of moving objects within the dy-
namic scenes.

3.2. Temporal-Spatial Memory Pool
Spann3R [41] takes multi-view images as input and man-
ages an external spatial memory to predict per-image
pointmaps in a consistent coordinate system. Inspired by

Spatial InteractionTemporal Interaction

Timestamp: t Timestamp: t’

Figure 2. Temporal and spatial interactions within the memory
pool. By maintaining a sensor-aware memory pool where key-
value pairs are stored in the order of timestamps, we clearly iden-
tify both spatial and temporal relationships and perform a more
efficient feature update process.

this, we maintain a temporal-spatial memory pool to rea-
son both temporal relationships and spatial contexts within
the multi-view input sequences. To elaborate, given frames
from various sensors and timestamps in the input sequence,
denoted as It,c and It′,c′ , a ViT [12] first encodes both im-
ages into feature maps ft,c, ft′,c′ . Then, we update ft,c
by extracting memories from the temporal-spatial memory
pools as described in Equation 1, which allows the encoded
feature ft,c to fully interact with information obtained from
previous timestamps and viewpoints.

f∗
t,c = softmax(

qt,c K
T

√
s

V ) + qt,c, (1)

where qt,c,K, V represent the query for the current frame,
and the key and value from memory pools, respectively.
Subsequently, we decode the feature pair (f∗

t,c, ft′,c′) via
two interconnected decoders. The feature decoded by the
target decoder is used to generate the query for the next
step, while the feature decoded by the reference decoder
is applied to memory encoding and regression of per-frame
point maps and confidence maps (as shown in Equation 2).

f tar
t,c , fref

t,c = Decoder(f∗
t,c, ft′,c′),

Pt,c, Ct,c = MLP(fref
t,c ),

Kt,c, Vt,c = Encoder(fref
t,c , ft,c, Pt,c).

(2)

Compared to Spann3R [41], our architecture efficiently
handles both spatial and temporal information storage, man-
agement, and interaction. Specifically, we maintain a sepa-
rate memory pool for each sensor with each key-value pair
labeled by its corresponding timestamp. During pool up-
dates, new keys are added to the relevant sensor pool based
on cosine similarities with the existing memory keys, allow-
ing us to identify which key-value pairs have the closest spa-
tial and temporal relationships with the current frame when
using the memory pool to update the feature generated from
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Figure 3. Overview of Driv3R. Given multi-view input sequences, we construct a sensor-wise memory pool for temporal and spatial
information interactions. After obtaining per-frame point maps, the 4D flow predictor identifies the dynamic objects within the scene.
Finally, we adopt an optimization-free multi-view alignment strategy to predict the 4D global point cloud in the world coordinate system.

ViT (as shown in Figure 2). By performing cross-attention
only on relevant key-value pairs, we effectively reduce un-
necessary computational overheads and minimize interfer-
ence from irrelevant frames.

3.3. 4D Flow Predictor

To enhance the ability of our Driv3R model to reconstruct
dynamic objects in the input scene, we design a 4D flow pre-
dictor based on RAFT [38] model. Given image sequence
from a single sensor {I1, I2, ..., IT } and corresponding
pointmaps {P1, P2, ..., PT } obtained in Section 3.3, we first
generate a set of pairs {(Ii1 , Ii2)}Mi=1 that include frames
which are temporally adjacent. Then, we use the pretrained
RAFT model to predict flow maps {(F i

12, F
i
21)}Mi=1 for each

image pair. To further capture the 4D motions of objects,
we apply cross-projection on the pointmaps to obtain the
flow map induced by the motion of the sensor (as shown
in Equation 3). Thus, we derive the coarse dynamic mask
{Ω′

1,Ω
′

2, ...,Ω
′

T } for each frame by simply averaging the
corresponding masks across all frame pairs.

Next, we incorporate the pretrained SAM2 [34] model
for segmentation to further refine the coarse dynamic
masks. To illustrate, for each mask at frame t, we first bina-
rize Ω

′

t and feed each connected mask region along with the
original image into SAM2, using the segmentation output
to augment the binary coarse mask. This helps to fill in the
missing parts of the initial mask, thereby ensuring compre-
hensive coverage of the dynamic objects. Finally, we obtain

the refined masks of dynamic objects {Ω1,Ω2, ...,ΩT }. The
overall process of 4D flow predictor can be formulated as:

Ei
12 = K

(e)
i2

T
(e)
i2

−1
P

(e)
i1

−K
(e)
i1

T
(e)
i1

−1
P

(e)
i1

,

K
(e)
ij

, T
(e)
ij

= PoseEstimate(Pij ), j = 1, 2.
(3)

Ω
′

t =
1

N
(
∑
i1=t

||F i
12 − Ei

12||+
∑
i2=t

||F i
21 − Ei

21||),

Ωt = S(B(Ω
′

t), It) + B(Ω
′

t),

(4)

where PoseEstimate(·) denotes the estimation of camera ex-
trinsics and intrinsics from the given point map as described
in DUSt3R [43]. S(·) and B(·) stand for SAM2 augmenta-
tion and binary operation, respectively.

3.4. Multi-view Aligner
After regressing per-frame point cloud predictions from
multi-view input sequences, pointmaps from multiple sen-
sors, denoted as {Pt,c, t ∈ T , c = 1, 2, ..., C}, are ini-
tially represented within their respective coordinate sys-
tems. Therefore, we employ a multi-view aligner to align
these point maps into the global world coordinate system
in an optimization-free manner. Specifically, we first ob-
tain the camera parameters through pose estimation for each
frame within the respective coordinate system of its input
sequence, which allows us to project the predicted point
maps into per-frame depth maps. Therefore, each depth
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map can be unprojected to points in the global world co-
ordinate system using the ground truth camera parameters
(as illustrated in Equation 5). Since all the per-frame point
maps are decoded from features that fully capture both tem-
poral and spatial information within the memory pool, such
simple pose transformation can ensure point cloud consis-
tency both temporally and spatially. Finally, we obtain per-
frame dense point maps {Pt | t ∈ T } from multi-sensor
inputs within the real-world coordinate system without re-
quiring any additional alignment:

K
(e)
t,c , T

(e)
t,c = PoseEstimate(Pt,c),

P
(w)
t,c = Tt,cKt,c

−1K
(e)
t,c T

(e)
t,c

−1
Pt,c.

(5)

3.5. Training of Driv3R
Loss. Due to the sparsity of point clouds obtained from
LiDAR in autonomous driving, we use the dense depth es-
timation results from the pretrained R3D3 [35] model as
supervision. After the warm-up training steps, we super-
vise only the points aligned with dynamic objects, which
are identified by the 4d flow predictor in Section 3.3, to cal-
culate the confidence-aware loss (as shown in Equation 6).
Following DUSt3R [43], both the predicted and “ground
truth” point maps from R3D3 prediction are normalized by
average distances. Furthermore, we also add a scale loss to
encourage the scale of predicted point maps to be smaller
than the predicted ones from the pretrained R3D3 model.

L = Ldynamic
conf + Ldynamic

scale . (6)

Two-stage Training. Our Driv3R model is trained in two
stages to address the limitations of training memory. In the
first stage, the input sequences consist of images from a sin-
gle sensor, which means the memory pool is used solely
for temporal information interactions. In the second stage,
the input sequences consist of images from different sen-
sors and timestamps with overlapping fields of view, which
allows the memory pool to further reason about spatial re-
lations and ensures the output pointmaps are spatially con-
sistent. Finally, we adopt the optimization-free multi-view
aligner to formulate the complete 4D dense point cloud pre-
dictions in the global world coordinate system.

4. Experiments
4.1. Datasets
The nuScenes [4] dataset consists of 1,000 diverse driv-
ing scenes, each lasting approximately 20 seconds with
keyframes annotated at a frequency of 2Hz. The 1,000
scenes in nuScenes are officially split into 700 for train-
ing, 150 for validation, and 150 for testing. Each keyframe
contains RGB cameras from six surrounding cameras and
a sparse point cloud collected from lidar. We divide each

sample into sequences in the temporal order and group con-
secutive sets of 5 frames as inputs to Driv3R. We only use
multi-view camera data during training and inference and
adopt the pretrained R3D3 [35] model to generate noisy
depth supervision.

4.2. Implementation Details
Given that the initial resolution of images in nuScenes [4]
is 1600x900, we split each camera into two virtual cam-
eras with a resolution of 224x224, so that we can lever-
age the pretrained memory encoder in Spann3R [41] and
ensure the multi-view inputs are able to cover the entire
panoramic fields of view. Our Driv3R model is trained on 8
NVIDIA A6000 GPUs with a batch size of 4. As described
in Section 3.5, our model is trained in two stages to address
memory limitations. We first train Driv3R for 30 epochs
using temporal sequences. Then, we fine-tune the model
for 20 additional epochs with a small learning rate, allow-
ing the memory pool to further reason spatial relationships
in sequences composed of multi-view images from different
timestamps. For fair comparisons, we fine-tune all baseline
models not trained on nuScenes [4] for the same number of
epochs using predicted points from R3D3 [35] as supervi-
sion. We provide more details in Sec A.1.

4.3. Evaluation Metrics
Following previous work in dense 3D reconstruction [1,
41], we use accuracy, completion, and normal consis-
tency to evaluate the quality of reconstruction. Addition-
ally, we also calculate the standard metrics to assess the
quality of depth estimation, including Abs Rel, Sq Rel,
RMSE, and the percentage of prediction with δ < 1.25,
δ < 1.252 and δ < 1.253. The predicted point maps and
ground-truth LiDAR point clouds are transformed into a
consistent global coordinate system for the assessment of
reconstruction quality, and into respective sensor coordinate
systems for the evaluation on depth predictions.

4.4. Results and Analysis
Depth Estimation. Table 1 shows that our Driv3R achieves
competitive results on nuScenes [4] compared to both multi-
view depth estimation frameworks [18, 35, 45] and meth-
ods that directly regress per-frame pointmap [41, 43, 52].
Notably, the visual results in Figure 4 demonstrate that the
spatial memory pool introduced in Spann3R [41] is not ca-
pable of fully capturing the temporal relationships within
the input sequences, thus can cause significant blur in the
reconstruction areas of fast-moving dynamic objects. Addi-
tionally, while MonST3R [52] can achieve more delicate
depth estimation in some scenarios, its global alignment
process is both computationally expensive (as discussed in
Section 4.4) and highly sensitive to the accuracy of dy-
namic masks. In contrast, Driv3R leverages the strengths
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Table 1. Depth evaluation on the nuScenes [4] validation set. For FSM [18], R3D3 [35] and SurroundDepth [45], all images are input at
their respective required resolutions. For other methods, the input image resolution is uniformly set to 224x224.

Method Abs Rel ↓ Sq Rel ↓ RMSE ↓ RMSE(log) ↓ δ < 1.25 ↑ δ < 1.252 ↑ δ < 1.253 ↑
FSM [18] 0.334 2.845 7.786 0.406 0.508 0.761 0.894
R3D3 [35] 0.253 4.759 7.150 0.347 0.729 0.848 0.903

SurroundDepth [45] 0.280 4.401 7.467 0.364 0.661 0.844 0.917
DUSt3R [43] 0.254 2.824 7.455 0.362 0.652 0.798 0.897

MonST3R [52] 0.238 2.525 7.245 0.350 0.674 0.835 0.899
Spann3R [41] 0.229 2.714 7.313 0.358 0.661 0.818 0.885

Driv3R 0.234 2.279 7.298 0.353 0.697 0.850 0.905

Table 2. Comparison of reconstruction results on nuScenes [4] dataset. To comprehensively evaluate the model performance on
reconstructing dynamic scenes, we sample 3508 input sequences from the NuScenes validation dataset according to the dynamic masks
from the 4D flow predictor for evaluation. The resolution settings are the same as in Table 1.

Methods Acc ↓ Comp ↓ NC ↑ Depth Metrics

Mean Median Mean Median Mean Median Abs Rel Sq Rel RMSE δ < 1.25

FSM [18] 3.630 2.599 2.400 1.748 0.563 0.644 0.359 3.465 7.968 0.494
R3D3 [35] 2.454 1.732 1.458 0.740 0.605 0.668 0.250 4.452 7.080 0.697

SurroundDepth [45] 2.873 1.964 1.620 0.875 0.613 0.670 0.288 4.560 7.677 0.655
DUSt3R [43] 2.840 2.026 1.377 0.682 0.627 0.708 0.325 3.780 7.682 0.604

MonST3R [52] 1.635 1.247 1.469 0.714 0.640 0.712 0.240 2.025 6.784 0.689
Spann3R [41] 2.372 1.726 1.334 0.699 0.636 0.716 0.293 3.202 7.397 0.636

Driv3R 1.619 1.137 1.050 0.510 0.642 0.724 0.229 2.040 6.455 0.709

of Spann3R in static reconstruction and R3D3 [35] in depth
estimation of dynamic objects, therefore is more efficient
and robust for 4D dynamic reconstruction.
Dynamic Objects and Scene Reconstruction. To high-
light the ability of Driv3R to accurately reconstruct dy-
namic scenes, we sample 3,508 input sequences from the
nuScenes [4] validation set, which contain a higher num-
ber of dynamic objects identified by the 4d flow predic-
tor. As shown in Table 2, Driv3R outperforms all previ-
ous methods in both reconstruction and depth estimation on
the NuScenes dynamic subset. Notably, our model even
achieves slightly better reconstruction results on dynamic
scenes compared to MonST3R [52], which requires global
alignment with flow optimization, while performing infer-
ence far more efficiently without the optimization. Visual-
ization results further demonstrate that the point clouds of
fast-moving objects predicted by Spann3R [41] often suffer
from incompleteness, blurring, and inaccuracy. In compar-
ison, our Driv3R reconstructs the dynamic regions of fast-
moving objects more accurately due to the temporal interac-
tion with the memory pool and the guidance of the dynamic
masks from the 4D flow predictor. Furthermore, the 4D
global point cloud generated by the optimization-free multi-
view aligner shown in Figure 5 maintains strong 3D con-
sistency as the encoded features from different viewpoints
can share spatial information within the memory pool. Due
to the point maps from Driv3R still containing floaters on
the edges, we only retain the regions with higher confi-

dence and align them to the global coordinate system via
the optimization-free multi-view aligner for visualization.

Efficiency Analysis. We investigate the inference ef-
ficiency of Driv3R in comparison to dominant methods
that regress per-frame point maps or depth maps from in-
put images. The input resolution is set to 224x224 for
DUSt3R [43], MonST3R [52], Spann3R [41] and Driv3R,
while For R3D3 [35], FSM [18], and SurroundDepth [45],
we evaluate the models at their respective required resolu-
tions. All models are evaluated on a single A6000 GPU with
a batch size of 1. To assess inference FPS, we use image
sequences from a single sensor as input and also account
for the time consumed by global alignment when evaluat-
ing inference time for DUSt3R and MonST3R. Addition-
ally, we set the input sequence length to 5 and evaluate the
total reconstruction time t4d and memory required to recon-
struct the complete 4D scene from multi-view images. For
DUSt3R, MonST3R, and Spann3R, we simply merge point
maps from different sensors to assess the inference time for
4D reconstruction.

Table 3 shows that our Driv3R significantly surpasses
DUSt3R [43] and MonST3R [52], which both require
global alignment optimization, in terms of inference effi-
ciency. Additionally, Driv3R also achieves better efficiency
compared to methods that rely on monocular depth pre-
diction [17] or multi-view fusion [35, 45] for scene recon-
struction. While our model consumes more inference mem-
ory due to the additional memory storage, it achieves effi-
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Input                     r3d3                 MonST3R            Spann3R               Driv3R 
Figure 4. Visualization Results of Depth Prediction on nuScenes [4] dataset. In these cases, Driv3R leverages the R3D3 [35] model to
mitigate the blur in Spann3R [41] caused by fast motion, resulting in more precise reconstruction of the dynamic scenes.

ciency comparable to Spann3R [41] where we simply merge
the pointmaps from different sensors to formulate the 4D
representations. However, Driv3R goes further by accu-
rately identifying and modeling dynamic objects within the
4D flow predictor, and ensuring both temporal and spatial
consistency through interactions with the temporal-spatial
memory pool, thus achieving superior performance for 4D
reconstruction in dynamic scenes.

Ablation of modules. To further investigate the de-
signs of Driv3R, we conduct ablations on the nuScenes [4]
dynamic subset. We begin with a vanilla model without
the temporal-spatial memory pool or the 4D flow predictor.
Next, we introduce temporal feature interactions within the
memory pool. Furthermore, the memory pool is extended,
and our model performs both temporal interactions across
input sequences and spatial interactions between different
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Spann3R                                     Driv3R                                                Global 4D Point Cloud 
Figure 5. Visualization Results of 4D Reconstruction on nuScenes [4]. Driv3R leverages both strong 3D priors from DUSt3R [43] and
accurate dynamic predictions in R3D3 [35], while maintaining both temporal and spatial consistency on 4D reconstruction.

Table 3. Efficiency Analysis on nuScenes [4] dataset. Time
consumption of the global alignment process in DUSt3R [43] and
MonST3R [52] is also considered to be part of the inference time.

Method FPS Memory (GB) t4d (s)

DUSt3R [43] 0.40 5.84 178.31
MonST3R [52] 0.19 5.98 312.44
Spann3R [41] 4.63 5.82 12.98

FSM [18] 2.45 4.60 29.39
R3D3 [35] 2.79 2.96 21.51

SurroundDepth [45] 3.04 3.87 19.60
Driv3R 4.55 7.84 13.18

Table 4. Ablations on the nuScenes [4] dataset. We report the
standard metrics for depth estimation, including the average Abs
Rel, Sq Rel, and RMSE, respectively.

Model Abs Rel Sq Rel RMSE

vanilla 0.325 3.780 7.682
+ temporal interactions 0.293 3.202 7.397
+ spatial interactions 0.268 2.875 7.034
+ 4d flow predictor 0.229 2.040 6.455

viewpoints. Finally, we incorporate the 4D flow predictor
to generate masks for dynamic objects within the scene. All
the models are trained based on the Spann3R [41] pretrained
weight for 50 epochs and take the point predictions from the
R3D3 [35] model as supervision. Note that we perform the
global optimization on the vanilla model to align all point
maps to a consistent coordinate system.

As shown in Table 4, while temporal interactions across
timestamps improve the reconstruction quality compared to
using the direct DUSt3R encoder-decoder architecture, in-
troducing spatial interactions across viewpoints (as shown

in Figure 2) results in a further boost to model performance.
Additionally, dynamic masks generated by the 4D flow pre-
dictor mitigate the impact of inaccurate predictions from the
R3D3 [35] model. This allows Driv3R to leverage both the
strong 3D priors of DUSt3R [43] for static scenes and rep-
resentations of moving objects predicted from R3D3 multi-
view estimation, resulting in significantly improved perfor-
mance in dynamic 4D reconstruction.

5. Conclusion
We have presented Driv3R to learn dense 4D reconstruction
on dynamic scenes for autonomous driving. Our key inno-
vation is a memory pool that reasons both temporal rela-
tionships across sequences and spatial contexts across view-
points. We also use a 4D Flow Predictor to identify moving
objects, guiding the network to focus on dynamic regions.
With an optimization-free multi-view aligner, Driv3R gen-
erates consistent 4D point maps in the global coordinate
system. On the large-scale NuScenes [4] dataset, Driv3R
outperforms existing methods in depth estimation and scene
reconstruction, achieving 15× higher inference speed than
methods relying on global alignment.
Limitations. Although Driv3R efficiently reconstructs
large-scale dynamic scenes, the input length is constrained
by memory. During training, it requires about 10 GB of
memory for a 5-frame sequence from 6 multi-view cam-
eras, mainly due to memory pool storage. Furthermore,
using sparse LiDAR points for dynamic objects as super-
vision does not yield optimal results, and point predictions
from the R3D3 [35] pre-trained model can be inaccurate in
some cases. Future work can focus on improving memory
storage and adapting to the fully self-supervised training.
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A. Additional Implementation Details
A.1. Training Configuration
The comprehensive configuration for the two-stage training
of Driv3R is shown in Table 5. Based on Spann3R [41]
pretrained weight, we first train Driv3R for 30 epochs us-
ing only temporal sequences as input. Next, we fine-tune
the model for 20 more epochs with a smaller learning rate.
In this stage, temporal sequences from multiple sensors are
adopted as input, allowing the memory pool to further re-
fine its reasoning of spatial contexts. For all the baseline
models that have not been trained on nuScenes [4] dataset,
we fine-tune their pretrained model with the same training
configuration for a fair comparison.

Table 5. Detailed configuration of the two-stage training process
for Driv3R on the large-scale nuScenes [4] dataset.

Config Temporal Spatial

optimizer AdamW AdamW
scheduler OneCycleLR OneCycleLR

learning rate 3× 10−5 2× 10−5

weight decay 0.05 0.05
batch size 4 4

epoch 30 20

A.2. Training Loss
As illustrated before, the training loss is a combination of
confidence loss and scale loss. Following DUSt3R [43], the
confidence loss is defined as:

Lconf =
∑
c

∑
t

∑
i∈Mt,c

Ci
t,c Lreg(i)− α log Ci

t,c, (7)

Lscale = max(0, X(Mt,c)−Xr3d3(Mt,c)), (8)

where Mt,c represents the dynamic mask of timestamp t
and sensor c generated from the 4D Flow Predictor, while
α controls the overall range of confidence score and is set
to 0.5 during the training. Additionally, the scale loss is
formulated as Equation 8, which guides our Driv3R model
to predict points of dynamic objects within a narrower
range compared to the “ground truth” predictions from the
R3D3 [35] model, thereby preventing the predictions of
fast-moving objects from becoming unstable.

A.3. Model Architecture
In this section, we further elaborate on the implementation
details of the temporal-spatial memory pool in Driv3R. Dif-
ferent from Spann3R [41], we maintain a separate mem-
ory pool for each sensor where key-value pairs are stored in
chronological order based on their timestamps. During the
first stage of training, the features of the input sequences
are updated using only the memory pool corresponding to
their respective sensor. However, during the spatial train-
ing stage, we first pre-define the frames from the previous

k timestamps (set to 4 in our experiment) that overlap with
the field of view of the current frame as the most closely re-
lated frames. Then, we apply cross-attention to update the
features of the current frame using only these closely related
frames to address the limitations of training memory.

Furthermore, we maintain working memory and long-
term memory for each pool inspired by Spann3R [41]. The
working memory consists of the most recent 5 frames dur-
ing the first training stage, and the most similar 5 frames
during the second spatial training stage. For long-term
memory, we apply memory pruning based on the accumu-
lated attention weights, preventing the memory from ex-
ceeding its limit during large-scale training and inference.

B. Additional Results and Visualization

We present more visualization results of the depth maps
and 4D global point clouds with corresponding quantita-
tive results for Driv3R, Spann3R [41], MonST3R [52], and
R3D3 [35] on the large-scale nuScenes [4] dataset. As il-
lustrated in Figure 6, our Driv3R effectively integrates the
strengths of R3D3 [35] for dynamic object prediction and
Spann3R [41] for static background modeling, achieving
comparable depth prediction while offering a 15x faster
inference speed compared to MonST3R [52]. Notably,
our model outperforms MonST3R in several scenarios due
to its robustness in handling the inaccuracy of dynamic
masks. Furthermore, we provide more visualizations of lo-
cal and global 4D reconstruction in Figure 7, where Driv3R
achieves better representations of fast-moving objects and
ensures both temporal and spatial consistency.

C. Additional Discussion and Future works

Although Driv3R outperforms previous methods in the 4D
reconstruction of large-scale dynamic scenes, the point pre-
dictions still exhibit floating artifacts on the edges, and there
are several failure cases involving both fast-moving ob-
jects and the background. These limitations primarily arise
from the accuracy constraints of the point predictions in the
R3D3 [35] model, as well as the lack of high-quality and
continuous data sequences containing a large number of dy-
namic and fast-moving objects. Due to the lack of ground-
truth dense point clouds for autonomous driving and inac-
curate depth prediction of existing methods, our future re-
search will focus on adapting our model to an efficient self-
supervised approach, such as utilizing reprojection loss and
geometry consistency loss. Furthermore, to address the is-
sue of data scarcity, a more efficient data sampling strategy
should be adopted instead of splitting sequence data based
on temporal order. Moreover, future work could involve
joint training strategies on multiple large-scale datasets,
even those outside the context of autonomous driving, to
further improve the model performance and robustness.
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Time: 1535489153447405  Abs Rel: 0.248                    Abs Rel: 0.206  Abs Rel: 0.254                    Abs Rel: 0.217

Time: 1535639751637558  Abs Rel: 0.306                    Abs Rel: 0.275                    Abs Rel: 0.434                   Abs Rel: 0.162

Time: 1531281507777893  Abs Rel: 0.320                    Abs Rel: 0.302                    Abs Rel: 0.371                   Abs Rel: 0.293

Time: 1535639639187558  Abs Rel: 0.245                    Abs Rel: 0.277                    Abs Rel: 0.653                   Abs Rel: 0.210

Time: 1531281845047423  Abs Rel: 0.175                    Abs Rel: 0.094 Abs Rel: 0.237                    Abs Rel: 0.107

Input                      r3d3                  MonST3R             Spann3R                 Driv3R 
Figure 6. Addtional Visualization Results of Depth Prediction on nuScenes [4] dataset. While MonST3R [52] demonstrates more
refined depth prediction in certain scenarios, Driv3R delivers comparable performance with a 15x faster inference speed, outperforming
methods which rely on global alignment optimization to reconstruct large-scale dynamic scenes.
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