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Figure 1. Any4D is a flexible feed-forward model capable of producing dense metric 4D reconstructions using N frames as input.
Any4D is up to 15× faster and 3× better than prior state-of-the-art, where performance can be further boosted by using diverse sensors as
input. Note that Any4D produces dense 3D tracking vectors, but here we visualize the sparse 3D motion tracks for simplicity.

Abstract

We present Any4D, a scalable multi-view transformer
for metric-scale, dense feed-forward 4D reconstruction.
Any4D directly generates per-pixel motion and geometry
predictions for N frames, in contrast to prior work that typ-
ically focuses on either 2-view dense scene flow or sparse
3D point tracking. Moreover, unlike other recent methods
for 4D reconstruction from monocular RGB videos, Any-
4D can process additional modalities and sensors such as
RGB-D frames, IMU-based egomotion, and Radar Doppler
measurements, when available. One of the key innova-
tions that allows for such a flexible framework is a mod-
ular representation of a 4D scene; specifically, per-view
4D predictions are encoded using a variety of egocentric
factors (depthmaps and camera intrinsics) represented in
local camera coordinates, and allocentric factors (camera

extrinsics and scene flow) represented in global world co-
ordinates. We achieve superior performance across diverse
setups - both in terms of accuracy (2 − 3× lower error)
and compute efficiency (15× faster) - opening avenues for
multiple downstream applications.

1. Introduction
Reconstructing the 4D (3D + t) world from sensor obser-
vations is a long-standing goal of computer vision. Such
a technology can unlock a wide range of downstream
tasks. In generative AI, 4D reconstruction can improve dy-
namic video synthesis [8, 41, 72, 84], video understanding
[24, 96], and the creation of interactive dynamic assets such
as VR avatars. In robotics, 4D scene reconstruction can sig-
nificantly improve predictive control (MPC) for an agent
navigating and manipulating in a physical world [44, 52].
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Although there has been significant recent progress on
4D reconstruction [16, 27, 37, 41, 60, 78, 92], dynamic
reconstruction of in the wild videos remains challenging
for many reasons. First, 4D reconstruction is severely
under-constrained, requiring simplifying assumptions such
as rigid motion, smoothness priors, or a mostly-static world
assumption. Second, there is a lack of large-scale 4D
datasets. Unlike million-scale video [10] and 3D datasets
[2, 3], reliable high-quality 4D reconstruction datasets are
still limited to a few thousand scenes, primarily obtained via
simulation [18, 95]. Third, because 4D reconstruction and
tracking is such a challenging problem, progress has been
largely achieved by treating dynamic attribute prediction as
independent sub tasks (i.e., 3D tracking, video-consistent
depth estimation, scene flow estimation, camera pose esti-
mation in dynamic scenes). This focus on sub tasks has led
to fragmented datasets and benchmarks that lack consistent
4D definitions and annotations. This is unsatisfying because
all sub tasks observe the same underlying 4D world!

To create a universal system that can reliably work on in
the wild videos, we seek to address the following desider-
ata: a) efficiency: much prior work often makes use of iter-
ative optimization-based methods as a post-processing step
that maybe too slow for real-time deployment. b) multi-
modality: Many robotic platforms use additional sensors
beyond cameras, but most prior work fails to exploit such
diverse configurations. c) metric scale outputs: while ex-
isting 4D reconstruction methods produce outputs in a nor-
malized coordinate frame, physical agents undeniably oper-
ate in the metric-scale physical world.

Taking a step in this direction, Any4D is a unified and
scalable model with the following 3 core contributions:

• Dense Metric-Scale 4D Reconstruction: Any4D pre-
dicts the dense geometry and motion of the scene in met-
ric coordinates, unlike existing methods that can recon-
struct only up-to-scale or sparse tracks. We propose a fac-
tored 4D representation consisting of per-view allocentric
factors (for scene flow and poses) and egocentric factors
(for intrinsics and depth). This factored 4D representation
allows us to train on diverse datasets with partial annota-
tions, including metric-scale 3D reconstruction datasets
without motion annotations, and non-metric datasets with
motion annotations.

• Flexible Multi-Modal Inputs: When available, Any4D
can further improve its 4D reconstruction by exploiting
additional input modalities like depth from RGBD sen-
sors, camera poses from IMUs or doppler velocity from
RADARs compared to image-only 4D reconstruction.

• Efficient Inference: Any4D infers both geometry and
motion from N video frames in a single feed-forward
pass, bypassing existing work that only predict motion
for 2 frame inputs or require computationally-expensive

optimization, making Any4D up to 15× faster than the
next best performing method.

2. Related Work
Reconstruction of Dynamic Scenes: Reconstruction
and camera pose estimation for static scenes has a rich his-
tory. It has been studied as Simultaneous Location and
Mapping (SLAM) [13, 15, 31, 33, 50, 65] when visual ob-
servations occur in a temporal sequence, and as structure-
from-motion (SFM) [1, 62, 64, 71] otherwise. Since tra-
ditional optimization-based reconstruction is at odds with
dynamics reconstruction, many approaches relied on ad-
hoc semantic and motion masks to discard dynamic re-
gions of a scene [6, 21, 36, 57]. Subsequently, advances
in data-driven monocular depth [14, 58, 59, 88] and opti-
cal flow [67, 94] estimation have not only enabled data-
driven static reconstruction methods [68], but have also
sparked research [34, 37, 40, 45, 63, 84] in dynamic scene
reconstruction. Although methods such as MegaSaM [40]
are promising, they rely on per-scene optimization, making
them ill-suited for real-time use. More recently, following
the success of end-to-end methods[26, 80], methods such
as MonST3R [92] handle dynamic scenes by making inde-
pendent per-frame predictions. However, they still require
post-hoc optimization to establish explicit correspondences.
To alleviate this, [32, 77, 83] also show the potential of feed-
forward multi-view inference from a set of images. Follow-
ing this line of work, Any4D is a feed-forward model that
predicts camera poses, dense 3D motion (as scene flow) and
geometry (as pointmaps), fully describing a dynamic scene
captured by a set of N frames in its entirety.

Scene Flow: Scene flow was introduced in [75] as the
problem of recovering the 3D motion vector field for ev-
ery point on every surface observed in a scene. Any op-
tical flow then is the perspective projection of scene flow
onto the camera plane. Subsequently, it has been studied
through a wide range of approaches, ranging from vari-
ational methods [5, 25, 55] to learning-based supervised
methods [42, 81] and self-supervised methods [49, 56, 85].
Despite these advances, solutions to scene flow estimation
have largely been tailored to specific downstream use cases,
exploiting access to privileged information. In autonomous
vehicles (AVs), scene flow approaches [11, 74] typically ac-
cess sensor pose through inertial and proprioceptive sen-
sors. Similarly, RAFT-3D [69] assumes access to depth.
Recently, [41] proposed to build upon [77] for scene flow
and view synthesis. However, in the spectrum of dynamism
in a scene, we observe that all the above scene flow methods
are limited to simplistic scenes like [7, 47, 48] with minimal
dynamic motion. Our model is instead capable of directly
predicting scene flow in the allocentric coordinate frame .

3D Tracking: While scene flow has been defined for
short-range motion typically for a pair of image frames,
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Figure 2. Any4D’s unified capabilities overcome major limitations of existing 4D reconstruction models [16, 87].

point tracking [61] is the task of tracking a pixel trajec-
tory over a long time horizon. Following methods such
as [20, 29, 30] that show the success of 2D point-tracking,
TAPVID-3D [35] introduced a benchmark to address the
problem of 3D point tracking. Subsequently, [51, 86, 91]
proposed methods for obtaining 3D point tracks and im-
proving this benchmark. However, [51, 86] focus on
ego-centric 3D point-tracking, unlike Any4D which re-
gresses allocentric 3D point-tracks. [87] recently proposed
a method for allocentric 3D point tracking, by jointly opti-
mizing camera motion, 2D and 3D point tracks. However,
it is important to note that these methods can only track
sparse points and require knowledge of poses and depth, ei-
ther from ground truth or from running off the shelf models,
limiting real-time deployment. In contrast, Any4D natively
supports dense 3D point tracking and can take flexible in-
puts, allowing adoption on a range of platforms.

Concurrent and Recent Work: We acknowledge con-
current works [16, 19, 27, 41, 43, 66, 93] that focus on pre-
dicting geometry and motion, with [27, 41] being limited to
extremely small camera and scene motion. Any4D differs
from all concurrent methods in 3 ways (see Fig. 2). First,
all concurrent methods require multiple feedforward passes
to infer the motion, whereas Any4D adopts a scalable archi-
tecture inspired by [32] and performs a single feedforward
pass for all image frames at once. Second, these methods
only accept image inputs, while Any4D which can exploit
diverse multi-modal inputs. Third, unlike the concurrent
works, we are the only method to produce metric scale 4D
reconstructions. We believe that the open-source release of
Any4D will set a strong foundation for the community.

3. Any4D

Any4D is a transformer that takes flexible multi-modal in-
puts and outputs a dense metric-scale 4D reconstruction in
a single feed-forward pass. In addition to a set RGB images
I ≜ {Ii}Ni=1, Any4D can use auxiliary multi-modal sensor

inputs which we denote as O ≜ (Oi)
N
i=1. Then, our model

can be represented as a function that maps these inputs to a
factored output representation as follows:

(s̃, {R̃i, D̃i, T̃i, F̃i}Ni=1) = Any4D
(
I,O

)
, (1)

where the optional inputs O can contain information such as
depth maps, camera intrinsics, camera poses from external
systems or IMU and Doppler velocity from RADAR.

Model predictions are denoted with ∼ in order to differ-
entiate them from ground-truth targets or auxiliary inputs.
Predictions include a metric scaling factor s̃ ∈ R for the en-
tire scene, egocentric quantities predicted in the local cam-
era coordinate frame, namely
• ray directions for each view, i.e., R̃i ∈ R3×H×W

• scale-normalized depth along the rays for each view, i.e.,
D̃i ∈ R1×H×W .

and allocentric quantities predicted in a consistent world
coordinate frame, namely
• scale-normalized forward scene flow from the first view

to all other views, i.e., F̃i ∈ R3×H×W .
• camera pose of each view in the coordinate system of the

first view, i.e., T̃i ≜ [pi, qi] ∈ R7 represented using a
scale-normalized translation vector and quaternion.

Now, given these output factors from Any4D, one can re-
cover the predicted metric-scale geometry G̃i in the form
of pointmaps [80] by composing the individual quantities
as

G̃i = s̃ · T̃i · R̃i · D̃i ∈ R3×H×W . (2)
Similarly, allocentric scene flow M̃i and pointmaps after
motion G̃′

i can be recovered as
M̃i = s̃ · F̃i ∈ R3×H×W (3)

G̃′
i = G̃i + M̃i ∈ R3×H×W (4)

We show in Sec. 4, that this parameterization of motion and
geometry is optimal for model performance compared to
other parameterizations.

3.1. Architecture

Any4D largely follows a multi-view transformer architec-
ture, similar to [32] (see Fig. 3). Conceptually, it can be
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Figure 3. Any4D predicts a factorized dense metric 4D reconstruction represented as a global metric scale, per-view egocentric factors
(depth maps and ray directions) and per-view allocentric factors (forward scene flow and camera poses) as explained in Sec. 3. Any4D
is a N-view transformer, consisting of modality-specific encoders, followed by an alternating-attention transformer to produce contextual
patch embeddings. The output tokens from the transformer are then decoded using individual decoders specific to each factor.

separated into three sections: a) modality specific input en-
coders, b) a multi-view transformer backbone that attends
to the tokens from all views, and c) output representation
heads which decode the tokens into the factorized output
variables for each view.

Multi-Modal Input Encoders: RGB inputs I and aux-
iliary multi-modal sensor inputs O are mapped to view-
specific patch tokens through multi-modal view encoders
with shared weights for input views which map to a
R1024×H/14×W/14 feature space. We follow the design
choices in [32] for RGB, depth, camera poses and intrinsics
encoders, and additionally, add a CNN encoder to encode
doppler velocity. We summarize these below:
• RGB Images: DINOv2 [53] for encoding images, to ex-

tract the layer-normalized patch-level features from the fi-
nal layer of DINOv2 ViT-Large, FI ∈ R1024×H/14×W/14.

• Depth Images: A shallow CNN encoder is used to en-
code depth images, where we normalize the input depth
before passing it to the depth encoder. The normalization
factor is computed independently for each local view.

• Doppler Velocity: Doppler velocity is also encoded us-
ing a CNN-based encoder. However, here the normaliza-
tion factor for encoding the doppler velocity is computed
from the first-view pointmap and shared globally.

• Camera Intrinsics: Camera intrinsics are encoded as

rays, and also use a CNN that maps the 3-channel ray-
directions into the same 1024-dimensional latent space.

• Camera Poses: Two 4-layer MLP encoders are used for
camera rotation and translation that map normalized input
poses to latent vectors, frot ∈ R1024 and ftrans ∈ R1024.
The normalization factor for pose translation is computed
globally across all views, and a positional encoding is
used to indicate the reference view pref ∈ R1024.

• Metric Scale Token: For metric-scale data, the depth
scale and pose scale obtained from normalizing depth and
pose are first transformed to log-scale and then encoded
using a 4-layer MLP, yielding two R1024 latent features.

All multimodal encodings thus obtained are aggregated
via summation into a per-view embedding Fview ∈
R1024×H/14×W/14, which are flattened into tokens, along
with an added learnable token to learn the metric-scale.

Transformer Backbone: We use an alternating-attention
transformer [77] across the views, consisting of 12 blocks of
12 multi-head attention and MLPs. Each transformer block
processes tokens with a latent dimension of 768 and con-
tains MLPs with a ratio of 4, similar to the ViT-Base archi-
tecture. Furthermore, consistent with [32] we choose to not
use 2-D rotary positional encoding (RoPE) for the inputs,
and also employ Flash Attention [12] for efficiency.
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Any4D SpatialTrackerV2 St4RTrack

Figure 4. Any4D provides dense and precise motion estimation, where on the other hand, state-of-the-art baselines either produce
reliable but sparse motion (SpatialTrackerV2 [87]) or dense per-pixel motion that is not accurate (St4RTrack [16]). For SpatialTrack-
erV2, we are only able to uniformly query a maximum of 2500 points with a H100 GPU using 80 gigabytes of GPU memory. Note that we
don’t use any pre-computed segmentation mask but purely threshold our scene flow output to get a binary motion mask. St4RTrack cannot
produce good binary motion masks due to incorrect scene flow predictions on object boundaries and the background.

Output Representation Heads: We decode the multi-
view tokens from the transformer backbone into a factored
output representation as follows:
• Geometry DPT Head: We use a dense prediction trans-

former (DPT) [58] head to predict per-view ray directions
R̃i, up-to-scale ray depths D̃i, and confidence masks.

• Motion DPT Head: A second DPT head is tasked to pre-
dict per-view forward allocentric scene flow F̃i . The
scene flow represents motion of points in the reference
view-0 to all other views, and naturally enables long-
range 3D tracking (see supplementary for details).

• Pose Decoder: The pose decoder is an average-pooling-
based CNN decoder that predicts per-view, up-to-scale
translations and quaternions T̃i ≜ [pi, qi].

• Metric Scale Decoder: We use a lightweight MLP de-
coder to predict the log scale metric scaling factor, which
is subsequently exponentiated.

3.2. Training Details

Datasets: Despite recent efforts [27], there is a lack
of large-scale datasets that contain dynamic scene mo-
tion annotations. In fact, reliable, high-quality scene
flow annotations are sparse and only available from sim-
ulation engines [18, 28]. We address this challenge
in this work by a) finetuning large-scale pretrained ge-

ometry models and b) training with partial supervi-
sion. Owing to our factored representation, we are able
to train on a mixture of both geometry-only and dy-
namic datasets, where they can be synthetic or real-
world with varying sparsity of labels: BlendedMVS [89],
MegaDepth [39], ScanNet++ [90], VKITTI2 [7], Paral-
lelDomain4D [73], Waymo-DriveTrack [4], SAIL-VOS3D
[23] PointOdyssey [95], Dynamic Replica [28] and Kubric
[18] data generated by CoTracker3[29] and GCD[73].
Please refer to Supplementary for detailed information of
all datasets used for training.

Training with Multi-Modal Conditioning: We prepro-
cess the datasets and generate multi-modal inputs offline for
faster training. Geometric inputs consisting of poses, depths
and intrinsics are directly taken from the dataset annota-
tions. To simulate doppler velocity, we take the radial com-
ponent of egocentric scene flow between data pairs. During
training, multi-modal conditioning is applied with a proba-
bility of 0.7, i.e., 70% of training iterations include multi-
modal inputs alongside images. Additionally, we ensure
that individual modalities (depth, rays, poses, and doppler)
are independently removed with a probability of 0.5 to pro-
mote effective learning in flexible input configurations. Fi-
nally, we initialize our network with MapAnything weights
[32]. For each training batch, we sample up to 4 views from
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the datasets and train on 1 H100 node for 100 epochs.

Losses: Any4D is trained using a combination of geo-
metric and motion losses based on the type of annotation
available. Ray directions representing the camera intrinsics
and quaternions are scale-agnostic, and therefore can be su-
pervised via simple regression losses:

Lrays ≜
N∑
i=1

∥Ri − R̃i∥ (5)

Lrotation ≜
N∑
i=1

min(∥qi − q̃i∥, ∥ − qi + q̃i∥). (6)

On the other hand, geometric quantities such as camera
translations ti, ray depths Di and scene flow Fi are pre-
dicted in a scale-normalized coordinate frame. Following
prior work [32, 38, 80], we use the ground-truth validity
masks Vi and pointmaps Xi and compute the ground-truth
scale as the average euclidean distance of valid points with
respect to the world origin (given by the first view camera
frame): z = ∥{Xi[Vi]}Ni ∥/

∑N
i Vi. To compute scale-

invariant losses, we also compute a scale factor derived
from our predictions z̃ = ∥{X̃i[Vi]}Ni ∥/

∑N
i Vi:

Ltrans ≜
N∑
i

∥∥∥∥ tizi − t̃i
z̃i

∥∥∥∥ , (7)

Ldepth ≜
N∑
i

∥∥∥∥∥flog

(
Di

zi

)
− flog

(
D̃i

z̃i

)∥∥∥∥∥ (8)

where flog(x) ≜ (x/∥x∥) log(1 + ∥x∥) converts quantities
to log-space for numerical stability. A pointmap loss is also
applied to the composed geometric predictions as follows:

Lpm ≜
N∑
i

∥∥∥∥∥flog

(
Xi

zi

)
− flog

(
X̃i

z̃i

)∥∥∥∥∥ (9)

Similarly, scene flow is also supervised in a scale-
invariant manner. We find that scene flow loss is dominated
by static points since most of the scene is static. Therefore,
we find it is crucial to calculate a static-dynamic motion
mask M from the ground truth scene flow, and upweight the
scene flow loss in the dynamic regions by 10x more com-
pared to static regions:

Lsf ≜
N∑
i

M ·

∥∥∥∥∥flog

(
Fi

zi

)
− flog

(
F̃i

z̃i

)∥∥∥∥∥ (10)

Finally, the predicted metric scale factor s̃ is also super-
vised in the log space as follows: Lscale ≜ ∥flog(z) −
flog(s̃ · sg(z̃)∥, where sg denotes the stop-gradient opera-
tion and prevents the scale supervision from affecting other
predicted quantities. The final loss is expressed as:
L = Ltrans +Lrot +Lrays +Ldepth +Lpm +Lsf +Lmask (11)

4. Results & Analysis
We evaluate Any4D on diverse benchmarking setups specif-
ically designed for allocentric 4D reconstruction, and com-
pare against state-of-the-art (SOTA) methods.

3D Tracking: There is a lack of standard and unified
benchmarks for evaluating 4D reconstruction in the existing
literature. To create allocentric 3D tracking benchmarks, we
follow [16] and repurpose existing 3D tracking benchmark,
particularly TAPVID-3D [35]. However, TAPVID-3D have
their own limitations: the Aria Digital Twin (ADT) se-
quences are largely static, Parallel-Studio sequences contain
fixed-camera viewpoints, while the DriveTrack sequences
are extremely sparse. Hence, we choose to drop ADT,
and keep Parallel-Studio and Drive-Track benchmarking se-
quences. We also add unseen held-out sequences from Dy-
namic Replica [28] and a zero-shot dataset LSFOdyssey
[76], both of which contain camera motion along with 3D
tracking labels. The final benchmark contains ∼ 170 se-
quences across 4 datasets of up to 64 frames in length. We
evaluate Any4D against SOTA 3D trackers SpatialTrack-
erV2 [87] and St4RTrack [16]. We also compose 3D re-
construction models [32, 38, 77, 92] with 2D tracks from
CoTracker3 [29] for comparison.

We use standard benchmarking protocols [16, 35, 69, 87]
to evaluate the quality of our 4D reconstruction. Follow-
ing [16], we first perform median-scaling to align to met-
ric space. We report average percent of points within delta
for 3D points after motion (APD) and inlier percentage τ
for scene flow. We also report End Point Error (EPE) for
3D points after motion (dynamic points) and 3D scene flow
vectors. APD and τ are defined as:

APD =
∑
i,t

1 ·
(∥∥∥Pi,t − P̃i,t

∥∥∥ < δ3D

)
(12)

τ =
∑
i,t

1 ·
(∥∥∥Fi,t − F̃i,t

∥∥∥ < 0.1m
)

(13)

where P̃i represents the predicted 3D point after motion
and F̃i is the corresponding scene flow vector at time t.
For APD, we use thresholds δ3D ∈ {0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 1.0} m.
As evident in Tab. 1, Any4D shows state-of-the-art perfor-
mance across all datasets. Furthermore, it is 15× faster than
the closest performing method, SpatialTrackerV2. This is
further reinforced qualitatively in Fig. 4.

Dense Scene Flow: We construct allocentric scene flow
benchmarks by repurposing 2 egocentric scene flow bench-
marking datasets: VKITTI-2 [7] and Kubric-4D [72].
While scene flow in VKITTI-2 is limited to small consec-
utive frame motion, we can simulate scene flow across 60
frames and 16 camera viewpoints from Kubric4D (GCD).
Hence we create 2 variants for Kubric4D (GCD): (a) scene
flow from static camera movement and (b) scene flow from
wide-baseline dynamic camera movement. Importantly, all
pairs from both datasets are from held-out scenes to ensure
there is no data leak from the training datasets. We evaluate
Any4D against St4RTrack which can predict dense scene
flow, and 3D reconstruction method outputs composed with
optical flow from SEA-RAFT [82], to calculate covisible
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Table 1. Any4D showcases state-of-the-art sparse 3D point tracking, while providing dense motion predictions and being an order
of magnitude faster than the closest performing baseline. We report end-point error (EPE), average points within delta (APD) and inlier
ratio at 0.1m (τ ) for dynamic points in the benchmark. The runtime is computed on a H100 using 50 frames as input. Best results are bold.

Drive Track [4] Dynamic Replica [28] LSFOdyssey [76] PStudio [35]

Dynamic Points Scene Flow Dynamic Points Scene Flow Dynamic Points Scene Flow Dynamic Points Scene Flow
Method Runtime (s) EPE ↓ APD ↑ EPE ↓ τ ↑ EPE ↓ APD ↑ EPE ↓ τ ↑ EPE ↓ APD ↑ EPE ↓ τ ↑ EPE ↓ APD ↑ EPE ↓ τ ↑

MonST3R + CoTracker3 146.40 16.81 0.44 21.87 0.06 0.81 43.34 0.18 25.99 0.61 50.96 0.41 43.64 0.51 51.87 0.52 21.06
MASt3R + CoTracker3 13.82 17.16 1.22 20.01 0.20 0.40 57.72 0.23 53.98 0.83 45.95 0.62 41.10 0.43 54.11 0.43 14.69
VGGT + CoTracker3 2.31 8.30 4.80 11.69 0.77 0.26 69.12 0.06 89.37 0.47 59.21 0.22 74.11 0.26 69.34 0.17 45.77
MapAnything + CoTracker3 0.73 9.42 2.45 12.88 0.43 0.25 70.51 0.06 89.59 0.63 35.51 0.51 58.00 0.63 50.85 0.35 58.01
St4RTrack 1.12 11.82 1.03 14.63 0.10 0.17 80.87 0.07 77.90 0.56 48.11 0.25 38.31 0.41 53.12 0.21 28.46
SpatialTrackerV2 11.56 5.45 4.48 10.63 0.10 0.69 62.34 0.06 83.66 0.34 68.37 0.09 78.75 0.21 74.46 0.14 50.70
Any4D 0.50 3.89 7.81 3.14 1.83 0.07 93.44 0.05 86.99 0.27 71.70 0.10 71.41 0.27 67.43 0.19 33.57

Table 2. Any4D achieves state-of-the-art dense scene flow estimation performance. We report end-point error (EPE), average points
within delta (APD) and inlier ratio at 0.1m (τ ) for dynamic points and scene flow across three datasets, where best results are bold.

Kubric-4D Dynamic Camera Kubric-4D Static Camera VKITTI-2

Dynamic Points Scene Flow Dynamic Points Scene Flow Dynamic Points Scene Flow
Method EPE ↓ APD ↑ EPE ↓ τ ↑ EPE ↓ APD ↑ EPE ↓ τ ↑ EPE ↓ APD ↑ EPE ↓ τ ↑

MonST3R + SEA-RAFT 5.23 2.20 3.73 14.69 2.26 6.80 1.16 61.79 12.31 0.44 1.21 12.93
MASt3R + SEA-RAFT 6.35 1.92 1.45 13.95 2.85 7.58 1.26 53.62 12.25 2.50 13.05 10.20
VGGT + SEA-RAFT 11.80 3.60 11.76 14.53 1.92 15.01 0.78 86.54 6.57 2.61 0.70 37.63
MapAnything + SEA-RAFT 17.65 2.67 17.70 9.16 2.82 19.99 1.75 73.33 8.46 2.42 1.32 13.78
St4RTrack 2.44 5.79 1.70 11.83 2.61 6.53 0.72 20.51 14.71 0.00 0.97 3.37
Any4D 1.13 18.14 0.17 83.38 1.23 19.53 0.10 87.51 4.97 11.70 0.04 93.08

via  Allocentric Flow via Egocentric Flow via 3D Points after motion

Allocentric Scene Flow Extracted Via Different Output RepresentationsInput Images

Figure 5. Scene motion parametrized as allocentric scene flow provides the cleanest 4D reconstructions. We find that other parame-
terizations such as 3D points after motion (proposed in St4RTrack [16]) provide extreme noise on object boundaries and background.

scene flow. We are unable to run SpatialTrackerV2 or Co-
Tracker3 as they do not support per-pixel point queries and
run out-of-memory(OOM). From Tab. 2, we see that Any-
4D outperforms baselines by 2 − 3× on average on APD,
and by even more on scene-flow metrics.

Video Depth: We also evaluate Any4D on standard
video depth benchmarks [17, 46, 54] in Tab. 3, against spe-
cialized video depth baselines [9, 22], feed-forward + itera-
tive optimization baselines [40, 80, 87, 92], and single-step
feed-forward baselines [32, 77, 79]. Any4D shows state of

the art video depth estimation over other single-shot feed-
forward inference baselines while being competitive with
optimization based and task-specific methods.

Support for Multi-Modal Inputs: Since Any4D can uti-
lize flexible inputs for inference to enhance performance,
we study improvements to scene flow on the dense Kubric-
4D static benchmark and 3D tracking on LSFOdyssey
benchmark by incorporating different input modalities.
From Tab. 4, we observe that adding geometry signifi-
cantly improves APD and EPE for 3D points. Adding
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Table 3. Any4D shows state-of-the-art video depth estimation
over other single-step feed-forward baselines. It is also com-
petitive to iterative/optimization-based methods or ones trained
specifically for this task. We report the absolute relative error (rel)
and the inlier ratio at 1.25% (δ1.25), where the best is bold.

Average Bonn KITTI Sintel

Method rel ↓ δ1.25 ↑ rel ↓ δ1.25 ↑ rel ↓ δ1.25 ↑ rel ↓ δ1.25 ↑

a) Video Depth:
DepthCrafter 0.15 85.23 0.07 97.90 0.11 88.50 0.27 69.30
VDA 0.17 86.90 0.05 98.20 0.08 95.10 0.37 67.40

b) Feed-Forward + Iterative Optimization:
DUSt3R 0.26 75.83 0.17 83.50 0.12 84.90 0.48 59.10
MonST3R 0.16 82.73 0.06 95.40 0.08 93.40 0.34 59.40
MegaSAM 0.10 87.97 0.04 97.70 0.07 91.60 0.18 74.60
SpatialTrackerV2 0.09 88.80 0.03 98.80 0.05 97.30 0.20 70.30

c) Single-Step Feed-Forward:
CUT3R 0.21 80.30 0.07 95.00 0.10 89.90 0.47 56.00
VGGT 0.13 85.85 0.07 97.27 0.09 94.37 0.24 65.90
MapAnything 0.14 84.97 0.09 94.77 0.09 94.26 0.25 65.87
Any4D 0.13 86.28 0.07 97.27 0.09 93.97 0.24 67.59

Table 4. Auxiliary inputs improve the 4D motion estima-
tion performance of Any4D. We compare different inputs on
both dense scene flow (Kubric) and sparse 3D point tracking
(LSFOdyssey) benchmarks using end-point error (EPE), average
points within delta (APD) and inlier ratio at 0.1m (τ ), where best
is bold. “Geometry” indicates use of depth, intrinsics and poses.

Kubric-4D Static Camera LSFOdyssey

Dynamic Points Scene Flow Dynamic Points Scene Flow
Any4D Inputs EPE ↓ APD ↑ EPE ↓ τ ↑ EPE ↓ APD ↑ EPE ↓ τ ↑

Images Only 1.17 21.33 0.11 86.25 0.28 71.47 0.12 68.03
Images + Geometry 0.23 80.18 0.09 86.26 0.19 80.80 0.12 68.71
Images + Doppler 1.17 21.70 0.12 86.90 0.29 71.26 0.11 70.32
Images + Geometry + Doppler 0.23 81.72 0.09 87.27 0.19 81.10 0.11 71.37

doppler further improves scene-flow, with the best perfor-
mance achieved when all modalities are provided.

Choice of Motion Representation: While allocentric
motion Fallo is arguably the useful quantity for downstream
applications, it is possible to represent the predicted scene
flow output in 4 ways:
• Allocentric Scene Flow: Directly predicting F̃allo.
• Egocentric Scene Flow: Predicting egocentric scene

flow F̃ego, and using estimated geometry to recover al-
locentric motion as:

F̃allo = Tt→t+1

(
P v
0 + F̃ego

)
− p

• 3D Points After Motion: Predicting view-aligned
pointmaps at time 0 and t - P v

0 and P v
t , and recovering

the allocentric motion:
F̃allo = P v

t − P v
0

• Backprojected 2D Flow: Unprojecting optical flow to
obtain covisible scene flow between pointmaps.

We systematically investigate these choices in Tab. 5 and
Fig. 5. We find that directly predicting allocentric motion
leads to optimal performance not only on scene flow, but
surprisingly, also on dynamic pointmaps after motion, com-
pared to directly predicting points after motion as adopted
otherwise in [16]. This is because allocentric flow tar-
gets are easier to learn since they are sparse (mostly 0) for

Table 5. Allocentric scene flow is the optimal output repre-
sentation for 4D motion. We compare different representation
types on dense scene flow (Kubric) and sparse 3D point tracking
(LSFOdyssey) using end-point error (EPE), average points within
delta (APD) and inlier ratio at 0.1m (τ ). Best results are bold.

Kubric-4D Static Camera LSFOdyssey

Dynamic Points Scene Flow Dynamic Points Scene Flow
Representation Type EPE ↓ APD ↑ EPE ↓ τ ↑ EPE ↓ APD ↑ EPE ↓ τ ↑

Backprojected 2D Flow 2.14 19.44 1.16 75.69 0.49 57.21 0.27 70.11
3D Points After Motion 1.24 17.33 0.58 21.84 0.24 69.30 0.38 21.87
Egocentric Scene Flow 1.26 19.43 0.12 85.37 0.24 71.80 0.14 65.13
Allocentric Scene Flow 1.23 19.53 0.10 87.51 0.24 73.95 0.10 71.46

mostly-static scenes. In contrast, 3D points after motion and
ego scene flow produce non-zero targets, even for mostly-
static scenes when observed from moving cameras.

Limitations: Although Any4D takes a step forward to-
wards achieving 4D reconstruction models, we identify im-
portant limitations. Firstly, we always calculate scene-flow
from the reference (first) view to all other frames in the se-
quence, necessitating that the object of interest should be
present at the start of the video. One possible way to alle-
viate this is by training Any4D in a permutation invariant
manner as in [83]. Secondly, we assume perfectly simu-
lated multi-modal input and do not account for sensor noise
- which is hardly true for real-world deployment. Finally, as
with all data-driven architectures, generalization is a func-
tion of the diversity and size of the training set. We believe
that Any4D’s performance on highly dynamic scenes and
wide baselines (or low frame-rate videos) can be improved
with the availability of richer dynamic 3D datasets[70].

5. Conclusion
We presented Any4D, a unified model that enables dense
4D reconstruction of dynamic scenes from both monocu-
lar and multi-modal setups. In Any4D, we chose a factor-
ized output representation of 4D scenes, which allowed the
use of diverse data for training at scale with partial super-
vision for auxiliary sub-tasks, in addition to the target task
of dense scene flow estimation. Any4D is flexible, and sup-
ports optional multi-modal inputs. Importantly, we showed
through our experiments that our joint training scheme pro-
duces generalizable view embeddings that improve perfor-
mance whenever inputs such as depth and egocentric radial
velocity (doppler) may be available to support the output
prediction quantities. Finally, due to the feed-forward na-
ture of Any4D, we saw that one can obtain dynamic scene
estimates an order of magnitude faster than existing meth-
ods such as SpatialTrackerV2 [86], by exploiting N-view in-
ference. We believe Any4Dwill ultimately enable real-time
4D scene reconstruction for applications such as Generative
AI, AR/VR and Robotics, and serve as a foundational 4D
reconstruction model.
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Dynaslam: Tracking, mapping, and inpainting in dynamic
scenes. IEEE robotics and automation letters, 3(4):4076–
4083, 2018. 2

[7] Yohann Cabon, Naila Murray, and Martin Humenberger. Vir-
tual kitti 2. arXiv preprint arXiv:2001.10773, 2020. 2, 5, 6

[8] Kaihua Chen, Tarasha Khurana, and Deva Ramanan. Recon-
struct, inpaint, finetune: Dynamic novel-view synthesis from
monocular videos. arXiv preprint arXiv:2507.12646, 2025.
1

[9] Sili Chen, Hengkai Guo, Shengnan Zhu, Feihu Zhang, Zi-
long Huang, Jiashi Feng, and Bingyi Kang. Video depth any-
thing: Consistent depth estimation for super-long videos. In
Proceedings of the Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition
Conference, pages 22831–22840, 2025. 7

[10] Tsai-Shien Chen, Aliaksandr Siarohin, Willi Menapace,
Ekaterina Deyneka, Hsiang-wei Chao, Byung Eun Jeon,
Yuwei Fang, Hsin-Ying Lee, Jian Ren, Ming-Hsuan Yang,
et al. Panda-70m: Captioning 70m videos with multiple
cross-modality teachers. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF
Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition,
pages 13320–13331, 2024. 2

[11] Nathaniel Chodosh, Deva Ramanan, and Simon Lucey. Re-
evaluating lidar scene flow. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF
Winter Conference on Applications of Computer Vision
(WACV), pages 6005–6015, 2024. 2

[12] Tri Dao. Flashattention-2: Faster attention with bet-
ter parallelism and work partitioning. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2307.08691, 2023. 4

[13] Frank Dellaert, Michael Kaess, et al. Factor graphs for robot
perception. Foundations and Trends® in Robotics, 6(1-2):
1–139, 2017. 2

[14] Bardienus P Duisterhof, Jan Oberst, Bowen Wen, Stan
Birchfield, Deva Ramanan, and Jeffrey Ichnowski. Rayst3r:
Predicting novel depth maps for zero-shot object completion.
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 2025.
2

[15] Jakob Engel, Thomas Schöps, and Daniel Cremers. Lsd-
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