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Abstract

Video semantic segmentation (VSS) plays a vital role in
understanding the temporal evolution of scenes. Tradi-
tional methods often segment videos frame-by-frame or in
a short temporal window, leading to limited temporal con-
text, redundant computations, and heavy memory require-
ments. To this end, we introduce a Temporal Video State
Space Sharing (TV3S) architecture to leverage Mamba
state space models for temporal feature sharing. Our model
features a selective gating mechanism that efficiently prop-
agates relevant information across video frames, eliminat-
ing the need for a memory-heavy feature pool. By pro-
cessing spatial patches independently and incorporating
shifted operation, TV3S supports highly parallel computa-
tion in both training and inference stages, which reduces
the delay in sequential state space processing and improves
the scalability for long video sequences. Moreover, TV3S
incorporates information from prior frames during infer-
ence, achieving long-range temporal coherence and supe-
rior adaptability to extended sequences. Evaluations on the
VSPW and Cityscapes datasets reveal that our approach
outperforms current state-of-the-art methods, establishing
a new standard for VSS with consistent results across long
video sequences. By achieving a good balance between ac-
curacy and efficiency, TV3S shows a significant advance-
ment in spatiotemporal modeling, paving the way for ef-
ficient video analysis. The code is publicly available at
https://github.com/Ashesham/TV3S.git.

1. Introduction

Semantic Segmentation has achieved substantial progress
through the introduction of convolutional neural networks
[5, 40, 48, 49, 72] and, more recently with vision transform-
ers [4, 14, 39] due to their ability to capture spatial patterns
and contextual information. However, these techniques are
mainly designed for static images and do not leverage the
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Figure 1. Comparison of the proposed TV3S with baseline models
for VSS. By enhancing temporal information, our TV3S demon-
strates superior performance over the baselines.

temporal dynamics present in videos [2, 11, 12, 23, 57, 67].
Recently, research attention has increasingly shifted to-

ward video semantic segmentation (VSS) [36, 53, 54, 61],
due to its potential to benefit a wide range of practical ap-
plications. Unlike static image segmentation, VSS requires
models to track motion, adapt to changes in appearance,
and handle interactions among objects across consecutive
frames. These challenges necessitate sophisticated tech-
niques to accurately interpret dynamic environments where
objects may occlude one another, shift positions, or exhibit
varying states of motion and stillness [7, 47].

The contemporary approaches of VSS fall into two main
categories. The first leverages optical flow, modeling pixel
movement between consecutive frames to align features and
support object tracking, thereby enhancing temporal coher-
ence. These methods effectively propagate temporal infor-
mation, making them useful for fine-grained temporal align-
ment [8, 13, 17, 50, 67]. However, they have significant
drawbacks, including high computational costs due to the
complexity of estimating accurate flow fields, especially in
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scenes with occlusions or sudden changes. Additionally,
optical flow relies on precise motion estimation, where in-
accuracies in dynamic scenes can propagate and lead to re-
duced accuracy in video segmentation.

The second category involves feature aggregation, where
information from multiple frames are combined to improve
segmentation accuracy [28, 70]. The researchers relied
on recurrent neural networks (RNNs) particularly Convo-
lutional Long Short-Term Memory (ConvLSTM) [52] to
introduce temporal structures to the models [15, 43, 46,
62, 64]. Recently, VM-RNN [60] has advanced this area
by applying an efficient LSTM model to work with Vision
Mamba [74] to capture spatiotemporal dynamics. While
these methods can capture both spatial and temporal infor-
mation, they face challenges when scaling to handle long
video sequences, largely due to the high computational and
memory demands of recurrent networks. Furthermore, the
sensitivity of LSTMs to sequence length often leads to train-
ing instability, requiring careful tuning and optimization
[46, 52, 64]. These limitations underscore the need for more
scalable architectures.

Due to such challenges in past feature aggregation meth-
ods, the focus in this domain has shifted towards the usage
of transformer-based models [25, 29–31, 57–59, 65] [63].
However, these approaches still face challenges, including
high memory costs and limited scalability, particularly with
long video sequences or high-resolution frames. Efficient
information sharing across numerous frames continues to
be a challenge, making real-time applications difficult.

To address the challenges of integrating spatial and tem-
poral information in VSS, we present Temporal State
Space Sharing (TV3S), designed to overcome the lim-
itations of existing models. Unlike traditional optical
flow methods, which struggle with inaccuracies in dy-
namic scenes, and RNN- and Transformer-based architec-
tures, which are constrained by expensive feature pool-
ing and high computational costs, TV3S takes a more ef-
ficient approach by processing spatial patches in paral-
lel while dynamically sharing temporal information across
video frames. Specifically, a spatially encoded input frame
is split into discrete patches, which are processed inde-
pendently through a series of TV3S blocks, each contain-
ing Temporal State Space (TSS) modules with a selec-
tive gating mechanism that effectively integrates and prop-
agates spatiotemporal information across frames, ensur-
ing minimal computational overhead. To further enhance
motion handling at the edges of patches, we introduce a
shifted window-based approach that works with un-shifted
and shifted encoded features, enabling the model to cap-
ture movements near the boundaries while still maintaining
efficient temporal information sharing. These components
work jointly to integrate both local and long-range tem-
poral features, significantly improving VSS performance

while avoiding excessive computational costs and improv-
ing overall efficiency as evident in Fig. 1.

In summary, the contributions of our paper include:
• We present the Temporal Video State Space Sharing

(TV3S) architecture, a novel framework that shares and
propagates temporal information across video frames ef-
ficiently and effectively.

• We process spatial patches independently with a selective
gating mechanism efficiently, thus enabling parallel com-
putation during both training and inference and support-
ing scalability for long, high-resolution video sequences.

• We design a shifted window-based approach within the
TV3S block, enhancing temporal state space sharing and
capturing long-range spatial context effectively.

Through extensive experiments on the VSPW [42] and
Cityscapes [9] datasets, we demonstrate that our approach
surpasses existing state-of-the-art methods, establishing
new benchmarks for efficiency and accuracy in VSS.

2. Related Work
Semantic segmentation began with natural images, with the
introduction of fully convolutional networks (FCNs) [40]
pioneering an end-to-end pixel-wise classification frame-
work. Building on this foundation, subsequent works en-
hanced segmentation accuracy by adopting atrous convolu-
tional layers [5, 6], employing pyramid architectures [5, 6,
72], leveraging encoder-decoder architectures [10, 45, 48],
and incorporating attention mechanisms [16, 24, 66]. More
recently, transformer-based architectures like SegFormer
[69], Segmenter [56], SETR [73], and Mask2Former [7],
have further advanced the field by learning global depen-
dencies. While these developments have significantly im-
proved image semantic segmentation, transitioning them to
VSS introduces new challenges related to temporal coher-
ence and efficient exploitation of temporal information.

2.1. VSS Based on Recurrent Neural Networks

Early works in this field explored recurrent neural networks
(RNNs) for temporal modeling. Valipour et al. [62] in-
corporated a recurrent unit between the encoder and de-
coder, significantly improving video segmentation perfor-
mance. Evaluations by [15] on different RNN structures
such as ConvRNN [55], ConvGRU [3], and ConvLSTM
[52] on the KITTI dataset [18] demonstrated the superiority
of ConvLSTM in handling video sequences. Further explo-
rations have combined ConvGRU with optical flow to rep-
resent pixel displacements and maintain temporal continu-
ity [44], while bidirectional ConvLSTM has been applied
to merge temporally adjacent features, enhancing stability
across frames [43]. Despite these advancements, the high
computational and memory cost of RNNs for processing
longer video sequences poses notable challenges, highlight-
ing the need for more efficient models capable of handling
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Figure 2. Overview of the proposed TV3S architecture, illustrating the encoder-decoder framework that employs state space models and
our TSS module based on Mamba [19] for independent spatial and temporal processing.

long-range temporal dependencies [46, 52].

2.2. VSS Based on CNNs and Transformers

To address RNN limitations, CNN-based methods were de-
veloped for temporal modeling. DFF [75] and Accel [26]
utilized optical flow to propagate features between frames,
reducing redundancy. ClockNet [51] and LLVS [35] intro-
duced adaptive feature reuse to exploit semantic similarity
across frames for efficiency and temporal coherence.

Recognizing the limitations of optical flow and CNNs
for long-range temporal modeling (see Sec. 1), recent ad-
vancements [1, 31, 33, 34] have seen a shift towards us-
ing transformers [63] in VSS. Transformers, with their
self-attention mechanism, can capture global dependen-
cies across frames, making them suited for temporal fea-
ture aggregation. Among notable approaches, MPVSS [67]
proposes a memory-augmented transformer framework to
capture multi-frame dependencies, enabling efficient tem-
poral aggregation across longer video sequences. Simi-
larly, CFFM [57] and MRCFA [58] employ multi-resolution
cross-frame attention to handle temporal variations by dis-
entangling static and dynamic contexts within video frames,
allowing for a refined segmentation process that distin-
guishes between stationary and moving elements.

Despite advancements, transformer-based methods face
high computational costs due to the quadratic complexity
of self-attention, especially with high-resolution frames or
long videos [63]. Additionally, they are usually designed to
learn temporal information in a short video sequence due to
the high complexity. This gap highlights the need for more

efficient and holistic models that can simultaneously man-
age computational costs while effectively modeling long-
range temporal information in VSS.

2.3. State Space Models

State space models (SSMs) present a promising alterna-
tive for temporal modeling, addressing the shortcomings
of RNNs and transformers. Unlike RNNs, which suffer
from scaling challenges with sequence length, SSMs like S4
[21, 22] exhibit with linear complexity by imposing diago-
nal structures on state matrices, making them more efficient
for long data sequences. Enhanced through HiPPO [20] ini-
tialization, SSMs handle extensive dependencies while re-
quiring less memory, making them well-suited for tasks re-
quiring to store long temporal context. Recently, Mamba
[19] introduced a selective-scan mechanism to process tem-
poral data efficiently. This advancement has spurred adap-
tations in vision-specific models, such as Vision Mamba
[74] and VMamba [38], which incorporate Mamba blocks
in a hierarchical structure to overcome directional sensitiv-
ities and maintain scalability across high-resolution inputs.
Additionally, Vim [74] refined the scanning techniques to
prevent overfitting. Furthermore, U-Mamba [41] has ex-
plored a hybrid network architecture that combines SSMs
with convolutional layers. VideoMamba [32] represents
one of the early frameworks to leverage SSM-based mod-
ules for video understanding, focusing on video clip clas-
sification. However, it is limited by its offline processing,
which increases memory and computational demands, re-
stricts dense semantic segmentation, and hinders its ability
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Figure 3. Internal structure of the TV3S block, illustrating the
flow of internal operations, and the propagation of hidden states
for efficient spatiotemporal integration.

to capture the global context of sequences.
However, despite these advancements, current vision-

specific models largely rely on hierarchical designs fail
to fully exploit varying temporal resolutions and context
lengths, highlighting a critical need for improved mecha-
nisms for temporal state sharing. To this end, our proposed
TV3S architecture integrates parameter-efficient SSMs to
enhance effective temporal state sharing, thus proving ad-
vantageous for VSS. This integration not only underscores
the computational efficiency and scalability of SSMs in
VSS but also emphasizes their suitability for tasks requir-
ing long-range temporal coherence, representing a signifi-
cant novelty in the field.

3. Methodology

Fig. 2 illustrates the proposed TV3S architecture, which
effectively captures and integrates temporal dependencies
within video sequences using a state space modeling frame-
work. It aims to leverage both temporal and spatial informa-
tion to achieve accurate and consistent segmentation results.

3.1. Overall Architecture

The architecture processes a sequence of video frames de-
noted as {It−l, ..., It−k, ..., It−1, It}, where It represents
the frame at time t, and {l, ..., k, ..., 1} are temporal off-
sets capturing frames from the past relative to t. These
frames are fed into an image encoder such as MiT [69] and

Swin [39]. The encoder produces a corresponding set of
encoded feature {Et−l, ...,Et−k, ...,Et−1,Et}, capturing
rich spatial context.

The TV3S architecture processes these feature maps se-
quentially through a series of N TV3S blocks (with a de-
fault value of N = 4), each containing two TSS modules
that independently process spatial patches of the feature
map, facilitating parallelization. Layer normalization is ap-
plied before each TSS module, and residual connections are
included after each module to stabilize training. Each TSS
module consists of operations including a linear projection,
a 1-dimension depthwise convolution (DWConv1), a SiLU
activation feeding into the state space model (S6), and fi-
nally ending with another linear projection to project back
to the input dimension, as detailed in Fig. 3.

3.2. Temporal Video State Space Sharing Block

The TV3S block is the core unit of the TV3S architecture,
which enables seamless integration of temporal information
across frames. Each block consists of two TSS modules
that employ a state space model to capture and propagate
temporal dependencies within frames. The encoded feature
map Et is partitioned into non-overlapping patches of size
w × w. Each patch P i,j

t is then flattened, transforming the
spatial dimensions into a linear sequence suitable for paral-
lel processing, with i and j representing the patch indices.
Mathematically, P i,j

t can be expressed as

P i,j
t = Et[i : i+ w, j : j + w, :] ∈ RCE×w×w,

P̂ i,j
t = Flatten(P i,j

t ) ∈ RCE×(w×w),
(1)

where CE denotes the number of channels in Et after
encoding It. In contrast to traditional Mamba variants
[38, 41, 74], which process sequences sequentially, our ap-
proach parallelizes the handling of each window or patch,
offering two main advantages. First, the encoder effec-
tively encodes complex spatial information across channels,
eliminating for further processing of spatial relationships.
Second, minimal changes between consecutive frames al-
low window-based processing to efficiently capture tempo-
ral dynamics, enabling a highly parallelized and computa-
tionally efficient model.

State space model for temporal aggregation.
Each TSS module within a TV3S block utilizes a state

space model to capture temporal dependencies between
frames. Given encoded feature map Et, the hidden state
Ht is updated using the current flattened patch P̂ i,j

t and the
previous hidden state Ht−1:

Hi,j
t = fA(∆,As)H

i,j
t−1 + fB(∆,As,Bs)P̂

i,j
t ,

F i,j
t = CsH

i,j
t .

(2)

Here, As ∈ RNs×Ns , Bs ∈ RNs×CE , and Cs ∈ RCE×Ns

are learnable state space matrices. As seen in Eq. (2),



the matrices A and B are discretized using the time scale
parameter ∆s with fixed discretization functions fA(.) &
fB(.), referred as discretization rules, as described in [19]
due to their many advantages. Here, Ns denotes the hid-
den states dimensionality of the state space model and the
aggregated feature output is denoted as F i,j

t . This mech-
anism enables each patch to independently capture and
propagate its temporal dependencies across two dimensions
(i, j).Consequently, temporal data storage consists of a to-
tal of W

w × H
w hidden states, promoting effective temporal

consistency and high parallelization.

Shifting and edge handling. To enhance spatial context
sharing, the reshaped feature maps undergo a shifting oper-
ation inspired by Swin Transformer [39]. This shift is pa-
rameterized as s×s, where s < w (typically s = w/2). The
shifting rearranges the blocks so that edge blocks receive in-
formation from adjacent regions, thereby enriching spatial-
temporal representation. The shifted feature maps are then
re-partitioned into patches, with those on the right and bot-
tom edges further subdivided into smaller sub-blocks of di-
mensions 2×w× w

2 , 2× w
2 ×w, and 4× w

2 × w
2 , as visu-

alized in Fig. 2. These re-partitioned patches are processed
through a second TSS module in the same TV3S block, in-
tegrating the newly acquired spatial context with temporal
information.

In the proposed architecture, each TV3S block consists
of a pair of TSS modules, with one module processing un-
shifted blocks and the other handling shifted blocks. By
stacking N such TV3S blocks, the architecture forms a deep
hierarchical structure termed TV3S architecture, which is
capable of capturing intricate temporal dependencies across
frames. The final aggregated feature representation, FN ,
is passed through a linear projection layer to map it to C
classes, followed by an interpolation to produce the final
segmentation output.

3.3. Training Strategy

The training strategy for the TV3S architecture focuses
on optimizing both temporal feature aggregation and ro-
bust spatial feature extraction to enable efficient learning of
short- and long-term dependencies within video sequences,
facilitating high VSS performance.

During training, sequential input frames are taken at the
intervals {It−9, It−6, It−3, It} the same as [42]. Each of
the frames in set {It−k} with k = {9, 6, 3, 0}, is passed
through the encoder to generate encoded features Et−k en-
capsulating rich spatial information. An intermediate fea-
ture Ôt−k is extracted straight from Et−k with the use of
linear projection that aligns the channel dimensions of Et−k

with the number of classes C in the dataset. Concurrently,
the encoded features Et−k are fed into the TV3S blocks to
integrate temporal information, producing aggregated fea-
tures FN

t−k.

Algorithm 1 Inference Procedure for TV3S Architecture

1: Input: Frame sequence {It}
2: Output: Segmentation map Ot

3: Initialize: Hidden states H for all TV3S blocks
4: for each frame It in the sequence do
5: Et ← Encoder(It) // Extract features
6: for each patch (i, j) in Et do
7: P̂ i,j ← Flatten(Et[i : i+ w, j : j + w, :])
8: for each TV3S block n from 1 to N do
9: //Update Features and Hidden State.

10: F n,i,j
t ,Hn,i,j

t ← TV3Sn(P̂ i,j ,Hn,i,j)
11: end for
12: end for
13: Ot ← Interpolate(Linear(FN

t )) // Segmentation
14: H ← {Ht} // Store for next frame
15: end for

With both output predictions extracted, a weighted cross-
entropy between these output predictions O and the ground-
truth segmentation masks M is computed as training loss
for all frames in the input sequence. The training loss is
computed as:

L = λ
∑

k={9,6,3,0}
LCE(Ôt−k,Mt−k)+LCE(Ot,Mt). (3)

Loss formulation presented in Eq. (3) employs a dual-loss
strategy to ensure accurate segmentation of the final frame
Ot while preserving spatial relationships in the intermediate
features Ôt−k from the encoder. By applying cross-entropy
losses LCE, with intermediate losses weighted at λ = 0.5,
the model effectively balances spatial feature learning and
temporal coherence, enhancing its capability to extract tem-
porally consistent spatial information for improved segmen-
tation across consecutive frames.

3.4. Inference Procedure

During inference, the TV3S architecture processes each
frame sequentially while leveraging stored hidden states to
maintain temporal coherence across the video sequence, as
detailed in Algorithm 1. For each frame It, the encoder
first extracts the encoded features Et, which are then par-
titioned into non-overlapping spatial patches indexed by
(i, j) and flattened into Pi,j . Each flattened patch is pro-
cessed through the TV3S blocks, updating the current hid-
den states Ht using the previous states Ht−1. After pro-
cessing all patches, the aggregated feature map FN

t is re-
constructed from the updated hidden states. This feature
map is then passed through a linear projection layer and in-
terpolated to match the original image resolution, produc-
ing the final segmentation map Ot. The updated hidden
states Ht are then stored back in H for use with subse-
quent frames, ensuring continuous temporal integration and
consistent segmentation results.



Methods Backbones mIoU↑ mVC8↑ mVC16↑ GFLOPs↓ Params(M)↓ FPS↑
Segformer† [69] MiT-B1 36.5 84.7 79.9 26.6 13.8 58.7
CFFM [57] MiT-B1 38.5 88.6 84.1 - 15.5 29.8
MRCFA [58] MiT-B1 38.9 88.8 84.4 - 16.2 40.1
TV3S (Ours) MiT-B1 40.0 90.7 87.0 36.9 17.3 24.7
Segformer [69] MiT-B2 43.9 86.0 81.2 100.8 24.8 16.2
CFFM [57] MiT-B2 44.9 89.8 85.8 143.2 26.5 10.1
MRCFA [58] MiT-B2 45.3 90.3 86.2 127.9 27.3 10.7
TV3S (Ours) MiT-B2 46.3 91.5 88.35 53.9 28.3 21.9

Mask2Former† [7] R50 38.5 81.3 76.4 110.6 44.0 19.4
MPVSS [67] R50 37.5 84.1 77.2 38.9 84.1 33.9
Mask2Former† [7] R101 39.3 82.5 77.6 141.3 63.0 16.9
MPVSS [67] R101 38.8 84.8 79.6 45.1 103.1 32.3
DeepLabv3+† [6] R101 34.7 83.2 78.2 379.0 62.7 9.2
UperNet† [68] R101 36.5 82.6 76.1 403.6 83.2 16.0
PSPNet† [72] R101 36.5 84.2 79.6 401.8 70.5 13.8
OCRNet† [71] R101 36.7 84.0 79.0 361.7 58.1 14.3
TCB† [42] R101 37.8 87.9 84.0 1692 - -
ETC† [37] OCRNet 37.5 84.1 79.1 361.7 - -
Segformer [69] MiT-B5 48.9 87.8 83.7 185.0 82.1 9.4
CFFM [57] MiT-B5 49.3 90.8 87.1 413.5 85.5 4.5
MRCFA [58] MiT-B5 49.9 90.9 87.4 373.0 84.5 5.0
TV3S (Ours) MiT-B5 49.8 91.7 88.7 137.0 85.6 14.0

Mask2Former† [7] Swin-T 41.2 84.5 80.0 114.4 47.4 17.1
MPVSS [67] Swin-T 39.9 85.9 80.4 39.7 114.0 32.8
TV3S (Ours) Swin-T 44.9 88.0 83.5 57.3 31.7 22.9
Mask2Former† [7] Swin-S 42.1 84.7 79.3 152.2 68.9 14.5
MPVSS [67] Swin-S 40.4 86.0 80.7 47.3 108.0 30.6
TV3S (Ours) Swin-S 50.6 89.6 85.8 94.1 53.1 19.5

Table 1. Quantitative comparison of our model with existing methods on the VSPW dataset [42]. Our model achieves a strong balance
between accuracy, model complexity, and operational speed. FPS and FLOPs are calculated with an input resolution of 480 × 853. (†Frame-
by-Frame processing)

4. Experiments

4.1. Experimental Setup

Implementation details. The implementation of our ap-
proach is based on MMSegmentation codebase and all
the experiments including training and inference were con-
ducted with 2 A100 NVIDIA GPUs. The main experi-
ments are done with the backbone same as the SegFormer
(Variants with MiT and Swin) which are pre-trained with
ImageNet. While the model is aimed to work with any
number of frame sequences, during training, the model is
trained with just three reference frames, {k1, k2, k3} =
{−9,−6,−3}. More information on training is found in
Sec. 3.3. To improve receptive field when processing the
features from the backbone, the window size w and the shift
s are set to 20 and 10 with number of TV3S blocks N set
to 4 (more information on these at Sec. 4.3) and the de-
coder made with mamba following its default parameters
following [19] with the input embedding dimension of 256
matching the SegFormer implementation. The images from
VSPW dataset [42] are cropped down to 480 × 480 and

are augmented using various augmentation methods during
training, including cropping, resizing, flipping and addition
of photometric distortion during training. Optimization of
the model is done with the use AdamW optimizer and a
”poly” learning rate schedule initializing the learning rate
at 6e − 5. Testing is performed using the context of full
video with the frame receiving the context of all the past
frames within the video through the hidden states H due to
its high efficiency & effectiveness following Sec. 3.4. Note
that for all cases there was no use of post-processing on the
obtained output like in [27].

Datasets. The experiments were mainly conducted with
the use of VSPW dataset [42] which stands as one of the
largest VSS benchmark. The dataset consists of training,
validation and test subsets containing 2,806 clips (198,244
frames), 343 clips (24,502 frames) and 387 clips (28,887
frames) accordingly. The dataset consisting of a rich 124
categories with a dense annotation of frame rate of 15fps
contrasts itself from the previously available datasets, which
had very sparse annotation with just one frame being anno-
tated every 10s of frames. Furthermore, the dataset cover-



Methods Backbones mIoU↑ GFLOPs↓ Params(M)↓ FPS↑
ETC† [37] R18 71.1 434.1 – –
SegFormer† [69] MiT-B0 71.9 - 3.7 58.5
CFFM [57] MiT-B0 74.0 80.7 4.6 15.8
MRCFA [58] MiT-B0 72.8 77.5 4.2 16.6
SegFormer† [69] MiT-B1 74.1 - 13.8 46.8
CFFM [57] MiT-B1 75.1 158.7 15.4 11.7
MRCFA [58] MiT-B1 75.1 145.0 14.9 13.0
TV3S (ours) MiT-B1 75.6 83.6 17.3 25.1

Table 2. Quantitative comparison of our method with efficient al-
ternative approaches on the Cityscapes dataset [9], using a resolu-
tion of 512 × 1024. (†Frame-by-Frame processing)

Models Evaluation (mIoU)

Add Concat Direct

1 TSS (No Shift) 37.6 37.8 38.0
TV3S (No Shift) 38.1 38.4 38.9

TV3S (Shift) 38.5 39.3 39.5

Table 3. Evaluation on the implication of the shifted mechanism
and the output method.

ing various different scenarios of both outdoor and indoor
scenes makes it suitable for training models to well ver-
ify the adaptability of the performance standing as the best
benchmark in the field of VSS. While most experiments and
training were done with the VSPW dataset [42], the pro-
posed method was also evaluated on the Cityscapes dataset
[9] which annotates one frame out of every 30 frames for
benchmarking the results.

Evaluation metrics. We use mean IoU (mIoU) and mean
video consistency (mVC) as key metrics. The metric mVC
evaluates the smoothness of predicted segmentation maps
over time, assessing performance in the temporal domain.
More formally, given a video clip {Ic}Cv

c=0 with ground truth
masks {Mc}Cv

c=1 and predicted outputs {Oc}Cv
c=1, V Cn is

computed as follows:

VCn =
1

Cv − n+ 1

Cv−n+1∑

i=1

(∩i+n−1
i Mi) ∩ (∩i+n−1

i Oi)

∩i+n−1
i Mi

,

(4)
where Cv ≥ n. Once the V Cn of all the videos are com-
puted, their mean is computed to obtain the mVCn. Eq. (4)
shows that mVCn finds the common areas of the predicted
masks among frames which indicates the level of consis-
tency of the prediction masks across time. More informa-
tion on the metric can be found at [42].

4.2. Comparison with State-of-the-art Models

Our model is compared against state-of-the-art models on
the VSPW dataset [42], as shown in Tab. 1. The table is
divided into three groups based on model size and back-
bone, offering insights at varying scales. In the first group

Window sizes mIoU mVC8 mVC16

4 38.5 89.0 84.6
6 38.6 89.2 84.7
12 39.3 89.3 85.0
16 39.2 89.3 85.0
20 40.0 90.7 87.0
28 40.0 88.8 84.2
36 39.9 89.1 84.9

Table 4. Impact of the window size on model performance.

Backbones TV3S Blocks mIoU mVC8 mVC16

MiT-B1

1 36.2 88.1 83.6
2 37.4 88.6 84.3
3 37.6 88.5 83.5
4 40.0 90.7 87.0

Table 5. Performance metrics based on the number of TV3S
blocks in the model.

with small models (<30M parameters), our method out-
performs the baselines, demonstrating efficiency even with
limited model capacity. In the second group with larger
models (>30M parameters), TV3S achieves near-state-of-
the-art performance by effectively capturing rich contextual
information. The third group focuses on the Swin Trans-
former backbone, where our model excels with over 8 mIoU
ahead of the next best, highlighting its ability to preserve
temporal correlations and ensure spatial accuracy. Overall,
our method demonstrates superior visual consistency across
all groups, further illustrated by Fig. 4 showcasing tempo-
rally consistent segmentation.

We also present results on the Cityscapes dataset [9] in
Tab. 2, using smaller model variants at an input resolution
of 1024 × 512. Due to the dataset’s annotation structure,
metrics such as mVC8 and mVC16 are not applicable, but
our model still achieves top performance in mIoU, under-
scoring its strong generalizability across datasets.

4.3. Ablation Study

All ablation studies were conducted on the VSPW dataset
[42] using the MiT-B1 backbone and following the same
training and inference strategies as previously described.

Impact of shifted representations and feature inte-
gration. We evaluated the effectiveness of different
TSS/TV3S decoder (see Tab. 3), including one TSS layer,
unshifted TV3S, and shifted TV3S. Despite the only dif-
ference between unshifted and shifted TV3S being the fea-
ture representation, the results clearly show that shifted rep-
resentation significantly outperforms its unshifted counter-
parts, highlighting their effectiveness. We further tested
adding feature maps through addition and concatenation be-
fore the final prediction, but both methods reduced perfor-
mance, suggesting that reintroducing spatial information af-
ter temporal modeling disrupts temporal coherence.
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Figure 4. Qualitative example of our TV3S architecture compared with the current baseline. This displays both improved performance in
performing spatial predictions and utilizing the temporal information to produce temporally consistent segmentation results.

Number of Frames mIoU mVC8 mVC16

1 37.9 84.5 79.1
2 39.2 86.9 81.8
4 39.5 88.9 84.2
8 39.7 90.4 85.9

16 39.7 91.2 87.2
32 39.7 91.5 87.8

Table 6. Performance based on the amount of temporal informa-
tion available during inference

Impact of window size. TV3S establishes temporal re-
lationships with window size controlling the spatial con-
text during processing. Larger windows help summarize
stable scenes but may overload the model in dynamic set-
tings, while smaller windows enhance understanding in
fast-changing environments but may miss correlations in
slower scenes. As shown in Tab. 4, the optimal performance
is achieved with a 20 × 20 window size, striking a balance
between spatial context and model efficiency.

Effect on the number of TV3S blocks. In our exper-
iments, we assessed the impact of varying the number of
TV3S blocks, as shown in Tab. 5. Increasing the number
of blocks improved mIoU from 36.18 with one block to
40.00 with four blocks, along with enhanced temporal con-
sistency, as shown by the mVC8 and mVC16 scores. This
upward trend suggests that stacking TV3S blocks better ag-
gregates temporal features, capturing complex relationships
without introducing excessive redundancy.

4.4. Temporal Context

Importance of long temporal context. Given Mamba’s
RNN-like structure, we conducted an evaluation of its per-
formance on the VSPW dataset [42] with varying temporal
context sizes that ranged from 1 to 32 frames. In our ap-
proach, the videos that were shorter than 32 frames were

excluded from the and at the same time the first 32 frames
were omitted during inference to ensure a fair and unbi-
ased evaluation of the model’s capabilities. The findings
presented in Tab. 6 indicate that there is a notable im-
provement in performance as the temporal context sizes in-
crease. However, this enhancement reaches a plateau once
the temporal information saturates. This saturation effect is
likely attributed to the limited changes that can be captured
within smaller temporal windows, which causes diminish-
ing returns in performance improvements beyond a certain
threshold.

5. Conclusion
The work proposes a TV3S architecture that addresses the
challenges of VSS by capturing temporal dynamics. The
proposed structure is designed to achieve good computa-
tional efficiency and scalability. By leveraging indepen-
dent processing of spatial blocks through state space models
enhanced with Mamba [19], our approach enables parallel
computation during both training and inference. This de-
sign mitigates the time delay and high memory demand typ-
ically associated with sequential processing in traditional
state space and recurrent models, making it highly suitable
for long, high-resolution video sequences. Extensive ex-
periments on the VSPW [42] and Cityscapes [9] datasets
show that the TV3S architecture not only surpasses exist-
ing methods in segmentation accuracy but also significantly
improves temporal prediction consistency.

Future works. Our model enhances the encoder’s fo-
cus on key temporal features, integrating spatial and tem-
poral information for improved video frame segmentation.
Its adaptability extends to tasks like object detection and
action recognition, while its multi-modal data integration
offers new research opportunities in audio-visual learning,
emphasizing temporal synchronization.
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eling long sequences with structured state spaces. In ICLR,
2021. 3

[22] Albert Gu, Isys Johnson, Karan Goel, Khaled Saab, Tri
Dao, Atri Rudra, and Christopher Ré. Combining recurrent,
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Supplementary Material

This supplementary material provides more results that
enhance and extend the findings presented in the main
manuscript. Due to space constraints, certain details and
experiments were omitted from the primary manuscript.
Specifically, Appendix A presents more ablation studies
that offer deeper insights into the proposed TV3S model.
Appendix B details the latest performance results substan-
tiating the efficacy of our proposed method through a more
fair and refined training procedure. Appendix C showcases
an expanded set of visual results demonstrating the segmen-
tation capabilities of TV3S, alongside comparative analyses
with additional models including MRCFA.

A. Additional Ablation Studies
Following the main text, all ablation studies were conducted
on the VSPW dataset using the MiT-B1 and Swin-T back-
bones, adhering to the same training and inference strategies
outlined in the main text.

Effect of spatial information extraction. To assess the
effectiveness of our proposed TV3S architecture in extract-
ing spatial information, we conducted experiments using
single-frame inputs and compared the performance against
baseline segmentation models and other video semantic
segmentation (VSS) methods, as presented in Tab. S1.
While VSS methods are inherently designed for multi-
frame processing, this evaluation isolates their ability to
handle spatial features independently. For a fair compar-
ison, we evaluated our model with and without the TV3S
blocks, noting that our architecture can utilize the tempo-
ral blocks even when only one frame is provided. The re-
sults demonstrate that our model not only performs on par
with the baseline when the TV3S blocks are excluded but
also significantly outperforms it when the blocks are in-
cluded. In contrast, other VSS methods exhibit reduced per-
formance in single-frame evaluations, reflecting their ability
to partially adapt to single-frame inputs despite their multi-
frame design. These findings indicate that our TV3S model
effectively captures spatial information and maintains ro-
bust performance even without temporal context, showcas-
ing its superiority in both spatial and spatiotemporal seg-
mentation tasks.

Effect of the number of TV3S blocks. As detailed in
the main text, the MiT-B1 backbone exhibited enhanced
performance with an increasing number of TV3S blocks,
achieving a mIoU of 40.0 and improved temporal consis-
tency metrics (mVC8 = 90.7, mVC16 = 87.0) when utiliz-
ing four blocks, as shown in Tab. S3. Extending this eval-
uation to the Swin-T backbone and maintaining a consis-

Methods Backbones mIoU↑ WIoU

Segformer MiT-B1 36.5 58.8
CFFM MiT-B1 37.1 59.0
MRCFA MiT-B1 37.0 58.8
TV3S (Ours) MiT-B1 37.7 59.2
TV3S (+Blocks) MiT-B1 38.6 60.3
Segformer MiT-B2 43.9 63.7
CFFM MiT-B2 43.6 63.3
MRCFA MiT-B2 43.4 63.5
TV3S (Ours) MiT-B2 43.8 62.8
TV3S (+Blocks) MiT-B2 44.9 63.7

Segformer MiT-B5 48.9 65.1
CFFM MiT-B5 48.3 65.8
MRCFA MiT-B5 48.0 65.3
TV3S (Ours) MiT-B5 48.9 66.0
TV3S (+Blocks) MiT-B5 49.5 66.4

Mask2Former Swin-T 41.2 62.6
TV3S (Ours) Swin-T 42.8 62.4
TV3S (+Blocks) Swin-T 43.8 62.6
Mask2Former Swin-S 42.1 63.1
TV3S (Ours) Swin-S 49.5 65.8
TV3S (+Blocks) Swin-S 50.5 66.2

Table S1. Comparative effectiveness of models in extracting spa-
tial information from single-frame inputs on the VSPW dataset,
with our proposed method outperforming existing models.

tent framework, the Swin-T backbone attained a mIoU of
44.90 with four blocks, closely aligning with its peak per-
formance of 45.11 achieved using two blocks. Addition-
ally, temporal consistency metrics (mVC8 = 88.0, mVC16 =
83.5) remained stable across different block configurations.
These findings indicate that, while the MiT-B1 backbone
benefits significantly from an increased number of TV3S
blocks, the Swin-T backbone maintains robust performance
with a standardized four-block setup, underscoring the ef-
fectiveness of a unified framework for diverse backbones.

Training with different temporal context. We
assessed the impact of varying the number of tem-
plate frames during training on the MiT-B1 backbone
variant of TV3S, as detailed in Tab. S4. Specifi-
cally, the model was trained with one ({It−3, It}), two
({It−6, It−3, It}), three ({It−9, It−6, It−3, It}) and five
({It−15, It−12, It−9, It−6, It−3, It}) template frames. The
results indicate a clear improvement in visual consistency as
the number of templates increases, showcasing the model’s
enhanced ability to maintain temporal coherence, attributed
to the specialized training methodology. However, while
using five templates yielded the highest mVC values, the
mIoU performance peaked with three templates, offering
a balanced trade-off between segmentation accuracy and
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Methods Backbones mIoU↑ mVC8↑ mVC16↑ GFLOPs↓ Params(M)↓ FPS↑
Mask2Former R50 38.5 81.3 76.4 110.6 44.0 19.4
MPVSS R50 37.5 84.1 77.2 38.9 84.1 33.9
Mask2Former R101 39.3 82.5 77.6 141.3 63.0 16.9
MPVSS R101 38.8 84.8 79.6 45.1 103.1 32.3
DeepLabv3+ R101 34.7 83.2 78.2 379.0 62.7 9.2
UperNet R101 36.5 82.6 76.1 403.6 83.2 16.0
PSPNet R101 36.5 84.2 79.6 401.8 70.5 13.8
OCRNet R101 36.7 84.0 79.0 361.7 58.1 14.3
TCB R101 37.8 87.9 84.0 1692 - -
ETC OCRNet 37.5 84.1 79.1 361.7 - -
Segformer MiT-B5 48.9 87.8 83.7 185.0 82.1 9.4
CFFM MiT-B5 49.3 90.8 87.1 413.5 85.5 4.5
MRCFA MiT-B5 49.9 90.9 87.4 373.0 84.5 5.0
TV3S (Ours) MiT-B5 50.4 91.9 89.1 137.0 85.6 14.0

Table S2. Updated quantitative comparison of our MiT-B5 model with existing methods on the VSPW dataset. Our model achieves the
best balance among accuracy, model complexity, and operational speed. FPS and FLOPs are calculated with an input resolution of 480 ×
853.

Backbones TV3S Blocks mIoU mVC8 mVC16

MiT-B1

1 38.4 88.3 83.7
2 39.2 89.5 85.3
3 39.6 88.7 84.2
4 40.0 90.7 87.0

Swin-T

1 44.66 87.9 83.3
2 45.11 88.4 83.9
3 44.41 88.3 83.8
4 44.90 88.0 83.5

Table S3. Performance metrics based on the number of TV3S
blocks in the model.

Templates No. mIoU mVC8 mVC16

1 38.1 90.3 83.6
2 37.6 90.5 84.3
3 40.0 90.7 87.0
5 38.1 91.2 88.0

Table S4. Evaluation based on the number of templates exposed
during training.

temporal consistency. Although further fine-tuning could
refine the model for specific scenarios, the configuration
with three templates is recommended for its optimal bal-
ance, aligning with findings from. This configuration en-
sures the model operates effectively within practical con-
straints while leveraging its temporal modeling strengths.

Applicability of Bi-directional Scanning. We investi-
gated the use of bi-directional scanning, a technique preva-
lent in recent vision-based approaches utilizing mamba, in
the MiT-B1 variant of TV3S (see Tab. S5). This method
involved scanning the encoded feature space in both direc-
tions, with or without adding embeddings during the scan-

Models Evaluation (mIoU)

Bi Bi+Embed Direct

1 TSS (No Shift) 37.33 38.0 38.0
TV3S (No Shift) 38.0 38.4 38.9

TV3S (Shift) 39.6 37.6 39.5

Table S5. Implications of using bi-directional representation with
embedding on the proposed architecture.

Methods Backbones mIoU mVC8 mVC16

VideoMamba MiT-B1 36.2 83.9 78.7
TV3S MiT-B1 40.0 90.7 87.0

MPVSS Swin-B 52.6 89.5 85.9
MPVSS Swin-L 53.9 89.6 85.8
TV3S Swin-B 53.0 90.3 86.8
TV3S Swin-L 55.6 90.7 87.5

Table S6. Additional Experiments with VideoMamba as decoder
and with bigger Swin Transformer backbones

ning process, effectively doubling the computational load
for the decoder. The experimental results indicated that in-
corporating bi-directional scanning did not enhance perfor-
mance and, in some cases, led to degradation. We believe
that this decline may be due to two factors: first, the im-
plementation was conducted in a pixel-wise manner within
the encoded feature space, differing from the patch-wise
approach in the original mamba implementations; second,
scanning the same feature space twice might disrupt the
continuity of information, potentially hindering the model’s
ability to maintain performance. Consequently, these find-
ings suggest that while bi-directional scanning is effective
in certain contexts, its application as a decoder in the present
architecture did not yield benefits and may require further
methodological refinements.



Figure S1. Additional examples showcasing the performance of the proposed TVSS architecture compared with other VSS methods,
demonstrating visual consistency and accuracy.

Additional Experiments. Extended experiments were
conducted during the rebuttal phase, which included testing
VideoMamba and larger backbones of Swin, specifically its
Swin-B and Swin-L variants, as tabulated in Tab. S6. For
the experiments with VideoMamba, we used the MiT-B1
backbone in conjunction with VideoMamba as the decoder.
It was observed that VideoMamba only achieved a mean
Intersection over Union (mIoU) of 36.24, while our TV3S
framework achieved an mIoU of 40.0, thanks to its effective
state propagation and shifted-window mechanism, making
it ideal for dense prediction tasks.

As for the experiments involving larger backbones, it
was noted that by directly extending the current framework
without hyper-parameter tuning, we achieved mIoU scores
that are better than the performance of MPVSS. This find-
ing highlights the robustness of our approach and ensures
fair comparisons with other methods.

B. Updated Performance

Our initial training setup for the TV3S architecture, based
on the MMSegmentation codebase, utilized two A100



(a) (b)

Figure S2. Failure cases of the proposed method: (a) errors in the presence of transparent objects and (b) initial segmentation errors
propagating temporarily before being corrected.

NVIDIA GPUs with a batch size of 2 and trained the
model for 160k iterations using three reference frames.
This configuration resulted in strong temporal consistency
metrics (mVC8 and mVC16), achieving a good trade-off
between computational efficiency and frames per second
(FPS). However, compared to other video semantic segmen-
tation (VSS) methods that were trained using four GPUs,
our model was exposed to fewer data variants, potentially
impacting its generalization capabilities.

To ensure a fairer comparison, we extended the train-
ing duration by an additional 80k iterations, totalling 240k
iterations—a 50% increase in training time. This adjust-
ment compensates for the advantages other methods gain
from using more GPUs, such as exposure to a wider vari-
ety of data and improved generalization. Concurrently, we
halved the learning rate to 3e-5 from 6e-5 to maintain effec-
tive learning without overshooting, keeping the optimizer
and learning rate scheduler configurations consistent.

Under this training setup, as shown in Tab. S2 , our pro-
posed TV3S architecture achieved state-of-the-art perfor-
mance across all evaluated metrics, including mean Inter-
section over Union (mIoU) and temporal consistency met-
rics (mVC8 and mVC16).

C. Additional Qualitative Examples

In this section, we present qualitative examples to further
demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed TVSS archi-

tecture. As shown in Fig. S1, the segmentation outputs
from TVSS are compared with those from other state-of-
the-art video semantic segmentation (VSS) methods. The
examples illustrate how TVSS maintains good visual con-
sistency across consecutive frames while achieving accu-
rate segmentation. These results underline the advantages
of the temporal state-sharing mechanism, which effectively
propagates temporal information and reduces inconsisten-
cies commonly observed in other methods. The visualiza-
tions in Fig. S1 provide a clear, comparative insight into
how TVSS handles challenging scenarios, reinforcing the
quantitative results discussed earlier.

C.1. Success Cases

The proposed TVSS architecture excels in ensuring both
stability and continuity in the segmentation process across
frames, maintaining a high level of consistency even in dy-
namic and complex environments. The following examples
demonstrate the architecture’s ability to preserve these qual-
ities in challenging visual sequences.

(a) Temporal continuity and object consistency: One
of the standout features of TVSS is its ability to maintain
temporal continuity. In the provided sequences, the model
shows a consistent and stable segmentation of dynamic ob-
jects, such as waterfalls, people, or animals, across multiple
frames. This is particularly evident in cases where objects
remain in motion or where the background changes slightly,
but the segmentation boundaries remain stable, offering a



Figure S3. Visual comparison of segmentation results with 1, 8, and 32 exposed frames during inference.

smooth transition between frames.

(b) Robust segmentation in variable environments: In
more challenging scenes, including those with changing
lighting or background complexity, TVSS continues to
show visual stability. The segmentation boundaries are not
only preserved, but also remain consistent across frames,
regardless of the varying environmental conditions. The ar-
chitecture’s robustness to these changes ensures that even
as new elements or disturbances appear, the model still pro-
vides coherent and unified segmentation results, reflecting
its strong capacity to maintain accuracy over time.

These success cases underline the TVSS architecture’s
ability to offer consistent and continuous segmentation of
objects, crucial for maintaining visual coherence across
video sequences. The model’s strength lies in its ability
to handle the temporal aspect of visual data, ensuring that
segmentation evolves seamlessly across frames without dis-
ruptions.

C.2. Failure Cases

While the proposed TVSS architecture demonstrates robust
performance across various scenarios, it is not without lim-
itations. Fig. S2 illustrates two primary challenging scenar-
ios where the model encounters difficulties.

(a) Transparent objects: The first set of failure cases
involves the presence of transparent objects. Transparent
materials often present ambiguous visual cues, making it
challenging for segmentation models to accurately delineate
boundaries and classify regions. In these instances, TVSS
may misinterpret the transparency, leading to incorrect seg-
mentation of the object or its background.

(b) Error propagation from initial mis-classification:
The second set of challenges pertains to the propagation
of initial segmentation errors. When the model makes an
initial misclassification in a frame, this error can propa-

gate to subsequent frames due to the temporal state-sharing
mechanism. Although TVSS is designed to leverage tempo-
ral information to enhance consistency, early mistakes can
temporarily degrade segmentation accuracy until corrective
learning occurs in subsequent frames.

These failure cases highlight areas for potential improve-
ment, such as incorporating specialized modules for han-
dling transparent materials and enhancing error correction
mechanisms to mitigate the impact of initial misclassifica-
tions. Addressing these challenges will further strengthen
the reliability and applicability of the TVSS architecture in
diverse and complex environments.

C.3. Additional Visualizations

To qualitatively analyze segmentation consistency in videos
and its effect based on the number of frames used during
inference, we present Fig. S3. Visual comparisons demon-
strate that the results from using only one frame exhibit
rough and fragmented segmentations. In contrast, predic-
tions made using eight or thirty-two frames show smoother
and more refined boundaries, closely resembling the ground
truth (GT). This observation underscores the model’s abil-
ity to effectively integrate temporal information, leading to
better object delineation and improved segmentation bound-
aries. The enhanced consistency and quality of segmen-
tation suggest that incorporating more frames enables the
model to capture dynamic features and contextual infor-
mation more effectively, particularly in challenging or am-
biguous areas. This improvement can be attributed to the
model’s capacity to learn from the additional frames, result-
ing in a more accurate representation of the scene. This is
especially apparent in complex or cluttered environments,
where utilizing multiple frames significantly enhances the
robustness and overall accuracy of the segmentation.


