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Figure 1. Overview: DAS3R featuring reconstructing static scene from unposed videos where dynamic objects occupy a significant portion
of the scene. We predict dynamic mask directly from deep network with image pair as input. The predicted dynamic masks are then used
for dynamic-aware Gaussian splatting training. In the figure we show an example from Sintel dataset. Compares to SpotLessSplats [18],
DAS3R can reconstruct clean background while SpotLessSplats fails to remove the dynamic object.

Abstract

We propose a novel framework for scene decomposi-
tion and static background reconstruction from everyday
videos. By integrating the trained motion masks and mod-
eling the static scene as Gaussian splats with dynamics-
aware optimization, our method achieves more accurate
background reconstruction results than previous works.
Our proposed method is termed DAS3R, an abbreviation
for Dynamics-Aware Gaussian Splatting for Static Scene
Reconstruction. Compared to existing methods, DAS3R is
more robust in complex motion scenarios, capable of han-
dling videos where dynamic objects occupy a significant
portion of the scene, and does not require camera pose in-
puts or point cloud data from SLAM-based methods. We
compared DAS3R against recent distractor-free approaches
on the DAVIS and Sintel datasets; DAS3R demonstrates en-
hanced performance and robustness with a margin of more
than 2 dB in PSNR. The project’s webpage can be accessed
via https://kai422.github.io/DAS3R/

1. Introduction
Reconstructing static scenes from dynamic environments is
a fundamental task in computer vision, with wide-ranging

applications in robotic perception, animation, and the meta-
verse. Current methods mainly focus on autonomous driv-
ing videos [10, 14], or unconstrained images with transient
dynamic objects [8, 18, 24], where dynamic elements typ-
ically occupy a small portion of the scene. These methods
struggle when applied to a broader range of everyday video
content that involves continuous and substantial dynamic
components as well as complex camera movements. Recon-
structing static background from unposed everyday video
presents multiple challenges. Primarily, the movement of
large dynamic objects can influence the precision of camera
pose estimation. Some methods [2, 17, 24, 30, 31] use seg-
mentation networks to identify and exclude objects in video
frames, but these methods often produce high false-positive
rates, as semantically meaningful segmented objects are not
necessarily dynamic. Other methods, such as NeRF-based
or Gaussian Splatting-based dynamic scenes reconstruction
[9, 12], rely on thresholding epipolar errors to distinguish
static and dynamic regions, with camera poses computed
by robust SLAM [28] and RANSAC [5] for statistical out-
lier rejection. This method proves inadequate when a sig-
nificant portion of the scene consists of dynamic objects,
resulting in the statistical majority shifting from the static
background to dynamic content. By integrating depth data,
[32] calculates an error map by contrasting the derived opti-
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cal flow with the induced flow deduced from estimated cam-
era poses, generating a dynamic mask by applying a thresh-
old to this error. However, their performance significantly
relies on accurate optical flow estimation and shows high
sensitivity to the selection of threshold parameters.

We propose a direct learning-based approach to handle
dynamic objects in scenes. By taking two frames of the
same scene captured at different times as input and adopting
MonST3R [32] as the backbone network, the dynamic mask
can be accurately predicted even if it occupies a significant
portion of the scene.The pairwise masks are subsequently
aggregated into video-level dynamic masks by combining
predictions from all chosen image pairs. The primary in-
sight is to predict a dynamic mask from an image pair in-
stead of relying on a single image. By employing compar-
ison and cross-attention between the two images, the un-
derlying camera poses are decomposed from object motion
in the latent space, resulting in enhanced robustness in dy-
namic prediction. Our method uses ground-truth dynamic
object masks to supervise the learning process with the syn-
thetic dataset Point Odyssey [33], and is capable of general-
izing to unseen datasets such as Sintel [3] and DAVIS [15].
We follow the same post-processing pipeline of MonST3R
and DUSt3R [26] to generate dense prediction and cam-
era pose estimation of the video. By replacing the static
confidence of MonST3R in the global alignment pipeline
with model predicted dynamic masks, we achieve enhanced
accuracy in scene depth reconstruction and camera pose
estimation. Dense predictions are subsequently employed
to initialize Gaussian splats, while the predicted dynamic
masks drive the dynamic-aware training for Gaussian splat-
ting.

To achieve static background reconstruction, current ef-
forts in robust and distractor-free reconstruction often rely
on semantic features and segmentation [8, 11, 18] and per-
form an implicit way to identify the transient components.
While our method incorporated model predicted dynamic
mask as the prior for decomposing the scene. This helps
our framework to handle the persistent dynamics; we fur-
ther incorporate Gaussian Splatting training with optimiz-
able dynamic-aware attribute - the staticness. During the
rendering stage, staticness directly contributes to the com-
putation of Gaussian point colors through alpha blending.
This allows efficient removal of dynamic elements and acts
as a robust solution for mitigating false-positive predictions
in dynamic mask assessments.

We compared our method against recent distractor-free
reconstruction methods on the DAVIS and Sintel datasets;
our approach achieves a performance improvement of over
2 dB on PSNR, exhibiting strong reconstruction capabili-
ties even with complex camera movements and substantial
dynamic elements. We summarize our contributions as fol-
lows:

• DAS3R can predict more accurate dynamic masks from
image pairs compared to the static confidence offered by
previous methods.

• Integrating staticness as a Gaussian point attribute,
DAS3R achieves effective dynamic object suppression,
and accurate reconstruction under complex camera move-
ments and substantial dynamic elements.

• Detailed experimental results on DAVIS and Sintel
datasets shows enhanced performance compared to
distractor-free Gaussian Splatting approaches.

2. Related works
Dynamic Scene Decomposition. Estimating poses and re-
constructing in dynamic settings often hinge on the seg-
mentation of dynamic objects. Certain methods [9, 12] ap-
ply epipolar constraints to identify dynamic regions, relying
on RANSAC for essential matrix estimation, which typi-
cally demands highly accurate correspondences. When the
optical flow presented is imprecise, these methods find it
challenging to decide whether the residual error arises from
object movement or from faulty correspondences. Differ-
ent approaches [2, 17, 24, 30, 31] emphasize the track-
ing and semantic segmentation of dynamic objects, gener-
ally relying on assumptions like the motion of foreground
objects versus a static background, or the prior identifica-
tion of mobile objects. However, these assumptions limit
their applicability.[1] An alternative approach presumes that
both motion segmentation and reconstruction can be con-
currently addressed using factorization methods like sin-
gular value decomposition (SVD), which separate camera
and object motions. Regrettably, these approaches are fre-
quently susceptible to noise and outliers. Our method de-
composes dynamic scenes by segmentation but offers en-
hanced robustness and generalization by harnessing sub-
stantial volumes of training data. This allows us to reduce
sensitivity to noise and outliers, thereby delivering a more
scalable approach to comprehending dynamic scenes.
End-to-end Reasoning for 3D geometry. End-to-end rea-
soning aims to build a differentiable Structure-from-Motion
(SfM) pipeline to replicate traditional workflows while en-
abling end-to-end training [21, 23, 25]. They leverage im-
age pairs, which is the minimal input set required for multi-
view geometric computation. Models such as DUSt3R
and MonST3R [26, 32] are capable of directly learning 3D
pointmaps without intrinsic parameters as input. MonST3R
extends DUSt3R to dynamic scenes, directly regressing 3D
point clouds across time steps from image pairs. DAS3R re-
lies on MonST3R to predict dynamic masks for image pairs,
and construct dynamic masks for the entire video through
global alignment over frame pair graph and aggregation.
Distractor-free 3D Gaussian Splatting. The traditional
3DGS approach typically assumes inter-view consistency
while this assumption can be violated when dealing with
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dynamic objects. Recent methods have addressed the chal-
lenge by incorporating robust 3DGS training strategies to
ignore transient interferences [8, 11, 14, 18, 22, 24]. For in-
stance, WildGaussians [8] combines robust DINO features
with an appearance modeling module to effectively handle
occlusions and appearance variations in 3DGS. SpotLessS-
plats [18] leverages Stable Diffusion features and robust op-
timization techniques to suppress transient interferences in
3DGS. Similarly, HybridGS [11] introduces a hybrid model
that integrates a multi-view-consistent 3D Gaussian model
with a single-view-independent 2D Gaussian model, en-
abling the separation of transient and static elements in a
scene.

In contrast, DAS3R focuses on capturing persistent and
substantial dynamic objects from video data, while earlier
approaches primarily focusing on transient dynamic objects
from image data. Furthermore, DAS3R does not need cam-
era parameters as input, while previous methods often rely
on camera predictions provided by COLMAP as input.

3. Preliminary
3.1. 3D Gaussian Splatting

3D Gaussian Splatting [6] is a framework that represents a
scene as a collection of 3D Gaussians. Each Gaussian G(x⃗)
is parameterized by its mean position µ⃗, covariance matrix
Σ, color c⃗i, and opacity α:

G(x⃗) = exp(−1

2
(x⃗− µ⃗)⊤Σ−1(x⃗− µ⃗)). (1)

The rendering process of 3DGS involves projecting 3D
Gaussian primitives onto the 2D image plane. The con-
tribution of each Gaussian to the rendered image is deter-
mined by integrating its density along the viewing direction,
weighted by its opacity α and color attributes c⃗i:

Cu,v =

N∑
i=1

c⃗iαi

i−1∏
j=1

(1− αj). (2)

where Cu,v denotes the final rendered color at pixel coor-
dinate (u, v), N is the number of all overlapping Gaussians.

The differentiable rasterization blends the contributions
of all Gaussians in the scene based on their projection
onto the image plane, resulting in a continuous and differ-
entiable image representation. Through photometric loss,
each Gaussian attribute can be optimized through gradient
descent based on the rendered and ground truth images.

Lloss = Lpixel + λssim · Lssmi, (3)

Here, Lpixel = ∥I − Î∥1 signifies the photometric loss
calculated pixel-by-pixel, and Lssim = Sssim(I, Î) corre-
sponds to the loss based on structural similarity. Recently,

MonoGS [13] has also allowed for the simultaneous refine-
ment of camera poses and Gaussian splats.

The presence of dynamic content in a scene results in
inconsistencies for Gaussian training objectives when cap-
tures are taken at different timestamps. DAS3R employs
optimizable dynamic masks to explicitly decompose the
loss, directing the influence from the static scene flow solely
back to the Gaussian parameters.

4. Methodology
4.1. Problem Definition

Given a with a casual captured dynamic video, our objective
is to reconstruct a 3D Gaussian model of the static back-
ground, which allows for rendering that background from
any viewpoint. To achieve this, we intend to train a 3D
Gaussian model utilizing a dataset comprising RGB videos
I = {Ii | i = 1, . . . , N}. Notably, the dataset for train-
ing does not include individual frame camera poses, depth
details, and camera intrinsic parameters.

Each frame Ii encompasses not only photometric
changes due to homography transformation caused by ego-
centric camera movement but also includes changes from
the motion of dynamic objects. A similar setting is the
distractor-free Gaussian Splatting [8, 18], aimed at remov-
ing transient objects for the reconstruction process from
unrestrained images. In contrast to their scenarios where
the dynamic objects are only transient and limited in scale,
our approach tackles the challenge of reconstructing static
scenes from complex dynamic videos, which involve per-
sistent and significant dynamic objects along with intricate
camera movements, as seen in the DAVIS [15] and Sintel
[3].

4.2. Camera Pose Estimation under Dynamic Scene

Estimating depth and camera poses from dynamic videos
poses a chicken-and-egg problem. The interplay between
the motion of dynamic entities and the motion of the scene
is inherently entangled. For instance, when using Gaussian
Splatting to reconstruct a casual video, a 2D reprojection
loss can be employed to simultaneously optimize both cam-
era poses and the appearance of dynamic objects. When
back-propagating photometric error to scene appearance
and camera parameters concurrently, an ambiguity emerges
regarding whether the observed changes are due to camera
movement or object motion.

Previous research efforts have focused on separating
camera motion from object motion through the use of epipo-
lar error [9, 12] and segmentation methods based on op-
tical flow [27]. The technique presented in MonST3R [32]
also calculates induced flow from the estimated camera mo-
tion and depth, and subsequently determines errors based
on estimated optical flow. These approaches rely heavily on
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precise optical flow predictions and the tuning of hyperpa-
rameters for error thresholding. Moreover, some methods
[24] utilize semantic segmentation techniques like Segment
Anything [7], which depend on predictions from single im-
ages under the assumption that dynamic objects form the se-
mantic foreground, an assumption that often does not hold
in real-world contexts.
Dynamic region segmentation We propose a method to
train dynamic segmentation masks directly from image pair
inputs. Unlike traditional semantic segmentation networks
that rely on a single image for predictions, our dynamic ap-
proach relies on reasoning across two overlapping image
frames. In particular, we employ MonST3R as the founda-
tional model for predicting the dynamic masks. Adopting
the approach of DUSt3R[26] and CroCo v2 [29], MonST3R
performs direct regression of dense 3D point maps from
the image pairs exhibiting dynamic content, eliminating the
need for prior scene or camera information, such as intrinsic
parameters.

Specifically, the input consists of two RGB images with
some overlapping content, In and Im, captured at differ-
ent time points tn and tm, where In, Im ∈ RW×H×3.
The output includes two corresponding point maps X(n,n)

and X(n,m) ∈ RW×H×3, and associated confidence maps
C(n,n),C(m,n). The first subscript indicates the coordi-
nate system of the point maps, which are both expressed in
the same coordinate system as the image I1, while the sec-
ond subscript indicates the frame index of the point map.
In addition to MonST3R, we also predict a dynamic mask
M(n,n) ∈ RW×H×1 that designates whether points are part
of a dynamic object region. For saving computations, we
only predict the dynamic mask for frame 1 as it is sufficient
to be aggregated to image dynamic masks. The dynamic
mask prediction, which employs the DPT head [16], uti-
lizes intermediate features derived from Croco backbones.
This includes the encoded features from each image and
the cross-attention output’s intermediate features. For suc-
cessful training of this model, we produce ground-truth dy-
namic masks for Point Odyssey [33]. Point Odyssey pro-
vides sparse 3D points motion information based on its 3D
trajectories, from which we can generate the image-level
dynamic mask by nearest interpolation to the image pixel’s
3D projection.
Comparison to MonST3R We perform both qualitative
and quantitative comparisons with static confidence from
MonST3R as shown in Table 1 and Figures 2 and 3.
Our approach delivers more accurate segmentation results,
whereas MonST3R often either misses segments or incor-
rectly identifies static areas as dynamic.One limitation of
our model’s prediction mask is the occurrence of false
positives in scenarios involving significant depth variation,
which complicates the differentiation between static and dy-
namic foregrounds. To address this challenge, we integrate

Method DAVIS Sintel
MonST3R 32.5 37.1
Ours 39.7 59.3

Table 1. Comparison of dynamic mask accuracy (IoU) on DAVIS
and Sintel datasets.

staticness into the Gaussian property and further refine it
during training. More details are provided in Section 4.3.

Figure 2. Dynamic Mask Comparison on DAVIS dataset.

Figure 3. Dynamic Mask Comparison on Sintel dataset.

4.2.1 Global Alignment with Predicted Dynamic Mask

We follow DUSt3R [26] and MonST3R [32] in trans-
forming pair predictions into the video’s global camera
poses. DUSt3R introduced a global alignment loss, while
MonST3R proposed an approach involving optical flow
reprojection loss and smoothing loss, utilizing optimized
static confidence to adjust the loss. In our approach, we
replace static confidence by directly aggregating pairwise
dynamic mask predictions into image dynamic masks.

Let G(V, E) be the connectivity graph of the frames’ in-
dices. V denotes vertices and E denotes edges, where each
edge e = (n,m) ∈ E denotes pair images In and Im which
share similar visual content for pointmap computation.
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For each image pair e = (n,m) ∈ E , the pairwise
pointmaps X(n,n),X(m,n), associated confidence maps
C(n,n),C(m,n), and soft dynamic mask M(n,n).

Let us assume the optimal global pointmap at time t is
X(t,w), the first t denotes frame index and the second W
denotes that the pointmap is under the world coordinates.
for edge (m,n),

Lalign(X
(·,w), σ,G(V, E)) =∑

e=(n,m)∈E

(
||C(n,n)(X(n,w) − σePnX(n,n)

e )||1+

||C(m,n) · (X(m,w) − σePnX(m,n)
e )||1

)
, (4)

σe denotes a pairwise scale factor, and Pn is the camera
pose transformation at frame n. Apart from pointmap align-
ment loss, we also use the smoothness loss from MonST3R
for encouraging smooth camera motion: Lsmooth(X) =∑N

t=0

(∥∥Rt⊺Rt+1 − I
∥∥

f +
∥∥Rt⊺(Tt+1 −Tt)

∥∥
2

)
, where

∥·∥f denotes the Frobenius norm, and I is the identity ma-
trix.
Flow loss with predicted dynamic mask In MonST3R,
the flow projection loss aims for the global pointmaps and
camera positions to align with the calculated flow concern-
ing the confident static areas of the real frames, depend-
ing on determining static confidence regions using PnP and
RANSAC. We replace the static confidence regions with our
model’s dynamically predicted masks.

Lflow(X) =
∑

W i∈W

∑
t→t′∈W i

||(1−Mt) · (Ft→t′

cam −Ft→t′

est )||1,

(5)
where Ft→t′

cam is the induced flow and Ft→t′

est is the estimated
flow. Mt is the aggregated masks from all pairs including
frame t. i.e.

Mt =
∑

(t,m)∈Et∗

Mt,t/|Et∗|, (6)

where |·| denotes the cardinality of the set. The complete
optimization for our dynamic global point cloud and cam-
era poses is X̂ = argminX,PW ,σ Lalign + wsmoothLsmooth +
wflowLflow, where wsmooth, wflow are hyperparameters.
Evaluation on Sintel and TUM-dynamics Table 2
presents a comparison of camera pose estimation results on
the Sintel and TUM-dynamics datasets. Integrating trained
dynamic masks into the optimization process significantly
enhances the overall accuracy of the camera pose, with no-
table improvements in rotation accuracy.

4.3. Static Background Reconstruction with 3D
Gaussian Splatting

We begin initializing the Gaussian splats by utilizing pre-
diction from global alignment, integrating both the depths

Table 2. Evaluation of camera pose estimation on Sintel and TUM-
dynamic datasets.

Sintel TUM-dynamics

Method ATE ↓ RPE trans ↓ RPE rot ↓ ATE ↓ RPE trans ↓ RPE rot ↓
Robust-CVD 0.360 0.154 3.443 0.153 0.026 3.528

CasualSAM 0.141 0.035 0.615 0.071 0.010 1.712

MonST3R* 0.108 0.042 0.732 0.104 0.022 1.042

Ours 0.107 0.041 0.669 0.072 0.019 0.948
∗ The results for MonST3R on TUM-dynamics are reproduced by us.

and camera parameters for each frame. Following Instant-
Splat [4], the dense 3D point clouds are filtered based on the
model’s confidence values. Furthermore, each 3D Gaussian
is linked with its accumulated dynamic probability M, and
this is added as an attribute of the Gaussian splats.

Specifically, staticness (s) is defined as the complement
of the dynamic mask probability (Pdynamic):

su,v,t = 1−Mt
u,v,∈ [0, 1]

where u, v denotes the pixel index of the initialization.
To address errors and noise in the predicted, espe-

cially false-positive segmentations in scenes with signifi-
cant depth variation, we optimize the staticness property
as an attribute of the Gaussian primitives. Each Gaussian
is assigned an attribute called staticness (s), which quan-
tifies the likelihood that the Gaussian primitive belongs to
the static region. During rendering, the staticness is incor-
porated into the alpha blending computation to filter out dy-
namic objects when reconstructing static scenes.

The final alpha value for rendering is computed by:

Cu,v =

N∑
i=1

c⃗isi · αi

i−1∏
j=1

(1− sj · αj). (7)

Incorporating staticness into the Gaussian representa-
tion, DAS3R successfully diminishes the impact of dy-
namic objects and corrects false-positive predictions of dy-
namic masks, improving the reconstruction quality of static
scenes.
Static alignment for camera poses refinement. In Sec-
tion 4.2, we presented the loss functions used by MonST3R
for achieving global alignment. These losses arise from an-
alyzing local 3D point clouds constructed from depth in-
formation in each frame, with optimization performed on
an individual frame level rather than across the full global
point cloud space of the video. Nonetheless, aligning within
the global 3D space poses two significant challenges: 1)
the 3D point clouds for individual frames are discrete and
created by reprojecting pixels, thus complicating accurate
alignment, and 2) the inherently dynamic nature of the con-
tent opposes alignment.

To achieve global alignment of 3D geometries, we em-
ploy 3D Gaussians as the global representation for the entire
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scene. By aligning the static components of the scene, the
accuracy of camera pose estimation can be enhanced, lead-
ing to improved reconstruction quality. The alignment loss
is defined as the L1 loss on the rendered image, calculat-
ing the pixel-wise discrepancy between the rendered image
Irendered and the actual image Igt.

Limage =
1

|Ω|
∑
p∈Ω

∥Irendered(p)− S(p) · Igt(p)∥1 , (8)

where S(p) denotes per-frame Staticness. Ω is the set of
all pixels in the image, and p is the 2D pixel coordinate.

Throughout the optimization, gradients are back-
propagated to the camera pose parameters (Ri for rotation
and ti for translation) by re-projecting observed points into
the Gaussian model.
Training. During the Gaussian optimization process, we
allow only the position and opacity of the Gaussians to
be optimized, while keeping their color parameters, rota-
tion, and scale fixed. The opacities are initially set to 1/N ,
with N representing the total number of frames, to ensure
that gradients are propagated across all points in the scene.
Since a sufficient number of initialization points have al-
ready been obtained during the initialization phase, we dis-
able further cloning of Gaussians. Table 5 demonstrates that
this strategy effectively accelerates the convergence of cam-
era pose predictions while already achieving photometric
performance that surpasses the baseline.

5. Experiment
5.1. Experimental Details

Training of dynamic mask network. We utilize the pre-
trained model of DUSt3R, keeping the ViT encoder and de-
coder fixed, while training the DPT head for dynamic mask
prediction network. Following the approach of MonST3R,
we train for a total of 50 epochs, using 20,000 sampled im-
age pairs per epoch. We employ the AdamW optimizer with
a learning rate of 5 × 10−5 and a mini-batch size of 4 per
GPU. For the dataset, we use Point Odyssey [33], which is
a dataset of 200k synthetic images that feature 131 realistic
indoor and outdoor scenes.

We utilize the trajectories of ground truth points (which
are sparse) to calculate the ground-truth dynamic mask.
Since the points generated by the network are inverse-
projected from the 2D pixel image onto 3D space, they do
not completely align with the ground truth points. We ap-
ply nearest interpolation using points that possess dynamic
indicators.

5.2. Static Scene Reconstruction

We use the Sintel [3] and DAVIS [15] datasets as the bench-
mark for our experiments. The Sintel dataset is a synthetic

dataset which is well-known for its dynamic complexity,
featuring challenging scenes with intricate motion patterns
and interactions between dynamic and static elements, mak-
ing it ideal for evaluating dynamic video decomposition and
reconstruction methods. The DAVIS dataset is a benchmark
dataset widely used for video object segmentation tasks.
From DAVIS 2016, we selected the initial 50 frames from 8
sequences wherein the ground-truth masks exclusively de-
lineate the moving objects.

In our experiments, we report PSNR for novel static
scene reconstruction. Since the Sintel and DAVIS datasets
do not provide ground-truth backgrounds, we exclude dy-
namic objects from the PSNR calculation by applying the
ground-truth dynamic mask. In the case of Sintel, these dy-
namic masks are generated using ground-truth camera poses
and optical flow information. We implement a 90-10 split:
90% of the frames are designated for Gaussian model train-
ing, and the remaining 10% are designated as test frames
for assessing PSNR. Additionally, during training, we refine
the camera poses of test frames to ensure precise rendering
during evaluation.

5.3. Static Scene Reconstruction

Comparison on DAVIS and Sintel Dataset We compared
the distractor-free Gaussian reconstruction methods em-
ployed in unconstrained image sets, including WildGaus-
sians [8], Robust3DGS [24], and SpotLessSplats [18], as
well as a pose-free baseline method combining MonST3R
[32] and InstantSplat [4]. The camera parameters calculated
by COLMAP [19, 20] were used to evaluate the results of
the first three methods.

We provide quantitative comparisons for DAVIS dataset
in Table 3 and Sintel dataset in Table 4. DAS3R ob-
tains highest average scores even without any camera poses
as input. We also provide qualitative comparisons for
DAVIS dataset in Figure 4 and Sintel dataset in Figure 5.
WildGaussians fails to reconstruct when camera movement
is large and a dynamic object takes large camera space, e.g.
ambush-5 (2nd row of Sintel) and ambush-6 (3rd row of
Sintel). Robust3DGS and SpotLessSplats fail to remove
dynamic objects once they take a lot of camera space. For
some cases, e.g. horsejump-high (4th row of DAVIS), Spot-
LessSplats removes a lot of static content (the hurdles ). Our
DAS3R is able to correctly detect dynamic objects (even
with their shadow and reflection) and remove them accord-
ingly.

Gaussian Splatting training efficiency We also compare
the cost of training in Table 5. DAS3R only requires 4000
iterations, while the other methods require at least 30000 it-
erations, which take 10 minutes to train on a video of length
50.
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Figure 4. Qualitative comparison on DAVIS dataset. DAS3R achieves best rendering quality and is able to correctly detect and remove
dynamic objects with their shadow and reflection. SpotLessSplats removes static content (the hurdles) in horsejump-high (4th row of
DAVIS).

blackswan camel car-shadow dog horsejump-high motocross-jump parkour soapbox Average
WildGaussians 18.95 19.19 21.45 19.74 18.79 7.91 18.89 20.55 18.18
Robust3DGS 19.58 21.31 29.31 22.48 20.87 13.83 21.29 22.55 21.40
SLS-mlp 21.14 25.62 22.77 23.82 18.78 17.82 23.15 22.43 21.94
MonST3R + InstantSplat 20.30 20.97 25.55 24.41 24.38 18.95 25.26 25.35 23.14
DAS3R w/o static conf 24.12 27.06 31.04 28.53 21.11 17.92 26.90 26.11 25.35
DAS3R 23.90 27.27 29.13 28.63 25.09 17.09 28.09 26.41 25.70

Table 3. Comparison on DAVIS dataset. The PSNR is computed on static area by masking out dynamic content. The best results are bold.
DAS3R achieves best average results, even without COLMAP poses given.

5.4. Dynamic Mask Accuracy

Table 1 presents the accuracy results for the dynamic masks
on DAVIS and Sintel, evaluated using IoU accuracy. Fig-
ure 2 and Figure 3 show some examples comparing DAS3R
and MonST3R’s dynamic mask. Our methods provide more
valid masks than MonST3R when there are large dynamic
objects. One of the limitations is our method tends to pre-
dict false positives on static areas; this could be mitigated by
Staticness optimization during Gaussian Splatting training.

5.5. Camera Pose Accuracy

We provide camera pose estimation accuracy from the
global alignment step in Table 2. Our method achieves
remarkable improvement in Relative Rotation accuracy on
Sintel, and all metrics on TUM-dynamics. This result
demonstrates the necessity of utilizing more accurate dy-
namic masks for global camera pose alignment. Better cam-
era poses also provide initialization for training Gaussian
Splats.
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Figure 5. Qualitative comparison on Sintel dataset. DAS3R is robust to large dynamic objects while other methods fail to remove the
dynamic objects and even fail to reconstruct the overall scene .

alley-2 ambush-4 ambush-5 ambush-6 cave-2 cave-4 market-2 market-5 market-6 shaman-3 sleeping-1 sleeping-2 temple-2 temple-3 Average
WildGaussians 16.75 21.43 7.87 4.02 26.69 27.68 23.14 11.47 16.56 32.29 15.38 17.06 16.50 15.15 18.00
Robust3DGS 17.96 19.18 12.20 10.46 27.70 29.68 22.28 16.85 16.23 35.88 15.58 15.93 12.68 20.68 19.52
SLS-mlp 19.09 19.75 14.14 5.50 27.62 29.20 23.74 17.73 17.76 36.84 19.05 21.61 19.12 22.12 20.95
MonST3R+InstantSplat 27.70 22.51 18.04 14.75 27.40 31.94 27.12 23.57 26.86 43.89 31.20 35.73 28.84 21.00 27.18
DAS3R w/o static conf 31.50 24.61 26.23 18.71 28.32 32.06 28.11 26.41 20.05 44.45 14.98 14.70 21.44 23.78 25.38
DAS3R 31.10 24.52 26.28 19.26 28.32 31.86 29.03 26.49 23.58 45.60 26.30 25.67 27.18 23.90 27.79

Table 4. Comparison on Sintel dataset. The PSNR is computed on static area by masking out dynamic content. The best results are bold.
DAS3R achieves best average results, even without COLMAP poses given.

Iterations Time
DAS3R 4000 ∼2mins
WildGaussians 70000 ∼40mins
Robust3DGS 30000 ∼10mins
SLS-mlp 30000 ∼10mins

Table 5. Comparison on training cost. Test on RXT 4090 on a
480p video of 50 frames.

5.6. Ablation on Staticness

We verify the effectiveness of Staticness in terms of render-
ing accuracy of trained Gaussian Splats. Results are pro-
vided in Table 3 and Table 5. Disabling Staticness leads to
degraded results, especially on hard samples where the net-
work falsely predicts the static content as dynamic objects.

6. Conclusion
This work introduces DAS3R, a novel framework for scene
decomposition and static background reconstruction from
dynamic monocular videos. By leveraging dynamics-
aware Gaussian splatting and accurately predicting dynamic
masks through a learning-based approach, DAS3R achieves
robust and effective reconstruction in challenging scenarios
involving significant dynamic objects and complex camera
movements. Compared to prior methods, DAS3R demon-
strates superior performance, evidenced by substantial gains
in PSNR and enhanced camera pose estimation across
benchmark datasets like DAVIS and Sintel. Despite its ro-
bustness, the system occasionally suffers from false posi-
tives in dynamic object detection, particularly in areas with
significant depth variation. Addressing these limitations
through more diverse training data and improved model re-
finements will be the focus of future work.
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