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Figure 1: Teaser. FL4N is the first feed-forward latent 4D novel view synthesis model. It models dynamics
in a latent space to render temporally coherent frames, whereas Gaussian-based methods such as 4DGT (Xu
et al., 2025), MoVieS (Lin et al., 2026a), NeoVerse (Yang et al., 2026), and C4G (Kim et al., 2026c) suffer from
temporal ghosting, artifacts, holes, or blur.

ABSTRACT

4D novel view synthesis (NVS) aims to render dynamic scenes across viewpoints
and timestamps, which requires jointly inferring 3D structure and temporal dy-
namics. Existing monocular feed-forward methods often rely on explicit 4D Gaus-
sian representations, which are prone to temporal inconsistency and severe ren-
dering artifacts. We present FL4N, the first feed-forward latent 4D NVS model.
Instead of relying on explicit 4D primitives, FL4N encodes a 4D scene prior into
a unified latent representation across space and time. Our core insight is that
learning temporal dynamics as residuals on top of a pretrained static latent prior
enables effective 4D modeling with limited dynamic training data. To this end,
we introduce a lightweight dynamic encoder that leverages static scene features to
disentangle object motion from camera-induced parallax. Trained solely with an
image synthesis objective, FL4N achieves state-of-the-art 4D NVS quality while
rendering in real time. Its learned latent representation generalizes to real-world
videos and disentangles viewpoint from time.

1 INTRODUCTION

4D novel view synthesis (NVS) is a cornerstone of understanding and simulating our ever-changing
physical world, enabling broad applications, e. g., immersive graphics (Li et al., 2025), world mod-
els (Zhu et al., 2025), robotics (Kim et al., 2026b), autonomous driving (Song et al., 2025), and
4D-aware vision-language models (Cho et al., 2026). Unlike static NVS (Hong et al., 2025; Jin
et al., 2025), 4D NVS requires capturing both persistent 3D structure and temporal dynamics. While
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slow optimization-based methods (Pumarola et al., 2021; Wang et al., 2025b) and multi-view meth-
ods (Balice et al., 2026; Xu et al., 2024b) are impractical in the wild, monocular feed-forward
approaches offer a practical, real-time solution by inferring a 4D scene from a casual video.

However, monocular feed-forward 4D NVS is highly ill-posed, as it must jointly infer entangled 3D
structure and object motion from monocular observations alone (Wang et al., 2025b). This requires
the model to learn a strong 4D prior. To make this tractable, existing methods (Lin et al., 2026a; Xu
et al., 2025; Yang et al., 2026) rely on the explicit 3D inductive bias of 3D Gaussians (Kerbl et al.,
2023) with added 3D motion and dense geometry and motion supervision. However, this reliance
on explicit 3D primitives often bottlenecks 4D rendering quality. Inaccurate prediction of Gaussian
attributes across timestamps often yields rendering artifacts, e. g., temporal ghosting, floaters, and
holes (An et al., 2026; Kim et al., 2026c), as in Fig. 1. Moreover, time-varying effects (e. g., shadows
and illumination changes) must be encoded in per-primitive attributes (Li et al., 2024), and regions
with insufficient primitive coverage tend to be over-smoothed (Kim et al., 2026c; Li et al., 2024).

In recent static NVS literature, latent-based methods (Jin et al., 2025; Mitchel et al., 2025; Szy-
manowicz et al., 2026) avoid these limitations by learning view synthesis end-to-end with trans-
formers, mapping input views directly to target views conditioned on a target camera, without an
explicit 3D representation. With minimal 3D inductive biases and large-scale training, these latent
models outperform 3D-Gaussian-based methods in visual fidelity (Jin et al., 2025; Kim et al., 2026a).
However, directly extending the latent approach to dynamic scenes faces a fundamental challenge.
Without explicit 3D priors, learning to disentangle 3D structure and temporal dynamics purely from
data would require massive multi-view dynamic scene datasets (Bai et al., 2025; Van Hoorick et al.,
2024), which are much scarcer than static datasets (Watson et al., 2025).

To resolve this challenge, we propose FL4N, a Feed-forward Latent-based 4D NVS model, which
augments a frozen pretrained static latent NVS model with a trainable dynamic encoder. Our key
insight is that a 4D latent model does not need to learn dynamic scene representation from scratch:
pretrained static latent NVS models already possess a strong, generalizable 3D prior, allowing the
dynamic encoder to exclusively focus on modeling temporal changes (e. g., object motion or ap-
pearance variation). Consequently, our method can be trained with a small amount of dynamic data
while fully inheriting the pretrained model’s ability to synthesize coherent novel views.

Concretely, we attach the lightweight trainable dynamic encoder alongside the frozen static encoder,
similar to ControlNet (Zhang et al., 2023). The dynamic encoder takes the same input views with a
learnable per-view time token and cross-attends to frozen static encoder features to isolate true scene
dynamics from camera-induced motion. A lightweight time module then modulates the residual
latent for the queried timestamp, which is residually added to the static latent (He et al., 2016) and
decoded by the frozen renderer at the target camera pose. Multi-view videos naturally disentangle
viewpoint and temporal variation through same-time views and fixed views across time. Sampling
unseen view–time pairs, FL4N learns this disentanglement through image synthesis with binary
dynamic mask supervision, without dense geometry or motion supervision.

We evaluate our approach on synthetic and real datasets under a systematic protocol. To effectively
demonstrate the performance of 4D novel view synthesis and the capability of view-time disentan-
glement, we separate the setting with novel view synthesis, cross-time view synthesis, and novel
time synthesis. FL4N achieves state-of-the-art or competitive performance across datasets in the
pose-free setting without test-time pose optimization, while optionally incorporating context cam-
era poses further enables state-of-the-art performance across all three settings.

Our main contributions are summarized as follows:

• First 4D latent NVS model. We present to jointly model 3D structure and temporal variation in
a latent space, rendering novel views at novel timestamps without explicit 3D representations or
target-view/time observations.

• A residual formulation for efficient dynamic adaptation. We formulate 4D NVS as learning
a temporal residual on a frozen static representation. This leverages the pretrained scene and
viewpoint priors while concentrating learning on temporal variation through a lightweight branch.

• State-of-the-art performance. We comprehensively benchmark 4D NVS across novel view,
cross-time, and novel time synthesis on eight synthetic and real-world benchmarks, achieving
state-of-the-art rendering quality on all three settings, with the fastest runtime.
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2 RELATED WORK

Feed-forward Gaussian splatting for 4D novel view synthesis. Explicit feed-forward 4D meth-
ods typically represent scenes with 3D Gaussians extended with temporal dynamics, such as ve-
locity (Xu et al., 2025; Yang et al., 2026) or deformation fields (Lin et al., 2026a;b). However, in-
dependently modeling motion per Gaussian often disrupts object rigidity and temporal consistency
due to incoherent motion among nearby Gaussians (Kim et al., 2026c), yielding artifacts such as
temporal ghosting. Anchoring Gaussian prediction to each target timestamp (Liang et al., 2025) can
sidestep the issue but is susceptible to view bias by primarily relying on nearby frames while under-
utilizing observation from distant frames. Query-based Gaussian representation (Kim et al., 2026c)
alleviates this via dense motion supervision, yet its limited number of queries constrains render-
ing quality due to insufficient Gaussian coverage, particularly for large outdoor scenes. Multi-view
approaches (Balice et al., 2026) can exploit observations from multiple time-synchronized static
cameras, but the setup is far more restrictive than a monocular moving camera. We introduce a
feed-forward latent-based method with minimal geometric inductive bias in a practical but more
challenging monocular camera setup.

Latent-based novel view synthesis. Latent-based NVS models synthesize novel views with trans-
formers conditioned on the target pose (Jiang et al., 2025; Jin et al., 2025; Kim et al., 2026a; Sajjadi
et al., 2022; Szymanowicz et al., 2026) or latent pose variable (Mitchel et al., 2025), bypassing ex-
plicit 3D representations. Although RayDer (Prestel et al., 2026) trains on dynamic videos, it still
targets static NVS while suppressing object motion via per-view nuisance token that is dropped at
inference. Despite their strong generalization, these methods either assume static scenes or treat
dynamic content as variation to be ignored rather than modeled. Toward dynamic latent representa-
tions, DyST (Seitzer et al., 2024) extends RUST (Sajjadi et al., 2023) with a dynamics estimator, yet
keeps its scene latent time-invariant. Temporal variation is decoded via control codes extracted from
target-pose and target-time frames, which limits explicit view and time control and risks appearance
leakage from these frames. In contrast, our model constructs a time-conditioned scene latent that is
rendered from arbitrary target cameras, enabling synthesis at novel views and novel timestamps.

Generative novel view synthesis. NVS becomes inherently ambiguous when target views extend
into regions unseen in the input views. Deterministic methods maintain strong cross-view consis-
tency on observed content but tend to blur unobserved regions (Prestel et al., 2026; Szymanow-
icz et al., 2026). Generative approaches (Bai et al., 2025; Chen et al., 2026; Ren et al., 2025;
Van Hoorick et al., 2024; Yu et al., 2025) can extrapolate plausible content beyond the observed
regions, yet their stochastic sampling often compromises cross-view consistency and scene faithful-
ness (Jin et al., 2025; Kim et al., 2026c). Although generative refinement can post-process rendered
views from Gaussian representations (Kim et al., 2026c; Yang et al., 2026) or serve as a diffusion
decoder for latent-based model (Szymanowicz et al., 2026), our work focuses on deterministic NVS
and remains orthogonal to such generative refinement directions.

3 METHOD

We propose FL4N, a Feed-forward Latent-based 4D NVS model. Given an N -frame monocular
video {Ik}Nk=1, our method synthesizes views from an arbitrary query view πtgt at target timestamp
ttgt drawn from the observed time range. Figure 2 shows an overview of FL4N. We formulate 4D
synthesis as a residual adaptation on top of a frozen pretrained static NVS model. Given the static
encoder and the renderer from the pretrained model, we attach a lightweight dynamic encoder that
focuses its capacity on isolating dynamic object motion.

In the following, we first review the latent static NVS baseline that forms a basis of our method
(§ 3.1). We then introduce FL4N, describing the technical details on the dynamic encoder with
target-time residual adaptation (§ 3.2). Finally, we detail the training strategy (§ 3.3) and conclude
by analyzing the learned residual features (§ 3.4).

3.1 PRELIMINARIES: LATENT-BASED NOVEL VIEW SYNTHESIS

Latent-based static NVS methods (Jiang et al., 2025; Szymanowicz et al., 2026) encode multi-view
images of a static scene into a latent scene representation and synthesize a novel view by decoding
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Figure 2: FL4N Overview. (Left) During training, context and target frames with varying views and timestamps
are sampled from multi-view videos. (Right) A static encoder encodes static 3D structures (static latent) while
a lightweight dynamic encoder extracts temporal residuals (residual latent) within the whole context frames.
For 4D NVS, the residual latent is first adapted at the target time and added to the static latent resulting in a
dynamic latent, which is then rendered into the novel view with target-view conditioned.

this latent conditioned on a target camera pose. Such a framework comprises a multi-view encoder
Est and a rendererR. Camera parameters are optional, conditioning the encoder when available and
otherwise letting the model operate pose-free.

Given N input images {Ik}Nk=1 and their optional corresponding cameras {πk}Nk=1, the static en-
coder produces the static scene latent zst:

zst = Est
(
{xk, πk}Nk=1

)
∈ RN×P×C , xk = Pst(Ik), (1)

with Pst(·) denotes the patchify layer, P the number of image patches, and C the feature dimension.
The renderer decodes the latent into a novel-view image Î = R(zst, πtgt) at a query camera πtgt.

3.2 FL4N: FEED-FORWARD LATENT MODEL FOR 4D NOVEL VIEW SYNTHESIS

Dynamic encoder. To learn to disentangle dynamic motion from static scene structure in monocu-
lar videos, we freeze the pretrained static encoder Est and renderer R, and introduce a lightweight
dynamic encoder Edyn. The static encoder Est already captures time-invariant content and camera-
induced viewpoint changes from its static-scene training. During our dynamic-scene training, the
frozen static encoder and renderer allow the dynamic encoder Edyn to learn temporal variations as
residuals to the pretrained static representation. Freezing the renderer R fixes latent-to-image map-
ping, forcing the residual feature to the pretrained latent space. This encourages them to complement
the static representation rather than learn a new feature space from limited dynamic data.

To provide explicit temporal cues to the dynamic encoder Edyn, we introduce a learnable time token
τk ∈ RC for each context frame Ik, which is concatenated with the patch tokens xk = Pdyn(Ik)
before being fed to the dynamic encoder Edyn. Through this encoding, each time token encodes a
timestamp-related information from each frame.

In the dynamic encoder, identifying dynamic regions requires separating object motion from ap-
parent camera-induced motion. We therefore introduce static anchoring, which conditions the dy-
namic encoder on static feature through cross-attention. This allows it to factor out camera-induced
changes captured in the static features and focus its representation on residual motion from dynamic
objects. Each dynamic encoder block applies frame-wise self-attention FSA(·), global self-attention
GSA(·), and cross-attention CA(·) sequentially,

Fℓ
res ← Fℓ

res + FSAℓ(Fℓ
res), Fℓ

res ← Fℓ
res +GSAℓ(Fℓ

res), Fℓ+1
res = Fℓ

res +CAℓ
(
Fℓ

res, Fst
)
, (2)

where Fℓ
res denotes the residual features at the ℓ-th dynamic encoder block, Fst the features from the

static encoder, and CA(X,Y ) computes queries from X and keys and values from Y .

Target-time residual adaptation. The residual latent and encoded time tokens [ zres; τ̂1, . . . , τ̂N ] =
Edyn({Ik}Nk=1) ∈ RN×(P+1)×C summarize temporal information across all N context frames. To
extract a residual specific to a target timestamp, we condition the residual latent zres with target-time
token τ̂tgt. For an observed timestamp ttgt = tk, we directly use the corresponding token τ̂k. For an
intermediate, novel timestamp ttgt ∈ [tk, tk+1], we linearly interpolate the two time tokens adjacent
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to the target timestamp (tk, tk+1), weighted by their temporal distance to the target.

τ̂tgt =
(tk+1 − ttgt) · τ̂k + (ttgt − tk) · τ̂k+1

tk+1 − tk
, ttgt ∈ [tk, tk+1]. (3)

The interpolated token then provides the temporal condition for rendering at the novel timestamp.

Given τ̂tgt, a lightweight time module T modulates the aggregated residuals zres into the target-time
residual ztgt

res. The time module T consists of two transformer blocks with adaptive layer normal-
ization (AdaLN) conditioned on τ̂tgt, followed by a residual gate implemented as a zero-initialized
linear projection layer. This gate initializes the residual contribution to zero (i. e., preserving the
pretrained static prior at the start of training) and progressively learns temporal corrections. The
target residual ztgt

res is then added to the static latent zst to obtain the target-time dynamic latent ztgt
dyn:

ztgt
res = T (zres; τ̂tgt), ztgt

dyn = zst + ztgt
res. (4)

The residual zres is a time-invariant representation, processed only once for the N context frames by
the dynamic encoder Edyn. For multiple target timestamps, we reuse zres and apply the lightweight
time module T with corresponding target-time tokens. The resulting target-specific latent is then
fed to the frozen rendererR to render an image at the query camera πtgt:

Î = R(ztgt
dyn, πtgt). (5)

3.3 TRAINING

The rendered image Î at the target view and time is supervised by an image reconstruction loss:

Limage = L2 + λpercLperc + λdyn
percLdyn

perc + λdyn
gradL

dyn
grad, (6)

where the L2 loss L2 and the perceptual loss Lperc are computed over the full image, with an extra
perceptual loss Ldyn

perc and the gradient loss Ldyn
grad on dynamic region. Since moving objects typically

occupy a small fraction of the image, the full-image losses are dominated by static pixels and provide
weak supervision for them. The dynamic-region losses provide stronger supervision for dynamic
objects and yield sharper rendering of moving objects.

To help disentangle dynamic object motion from camera-induced motion without dense geometric
or motion supervision, we indirectly supervise the dynamic encoder to locate dynamic regions.
Specifically, we attach a DPT-based mask head (Ranftl et al., 2021) to the dynamic encoder to
predict a binary dynamic-region mask M̂k, which is supervised with a pseudo label of dynamic
mask Mk using a binary cross-entropy loss BCE(·),

Lmask = BCE(M̂k,Mk). (7)

The total training objective is
L = Limage + λmaskLmask. (8)

Further details of training objective and pseudo-label generation are provided in Appendix A.

3.4 ANALYSIS ON RESIDUAL LATENT

We conduct analyses to investigate what information is captured in the residual latent zres. Additional
analysis on static and residual latent is provided in Appendix C.

Residual complements static rendering. The frozen static model can answer where to render,
but not when. Having no target-time input, the static latent zst compresses the video sequence into
a single time-invariant prediction; moving content is thus discarded or frozen at observed frames
with the input pose entangled, as in Fig. 3. Our residual latent zres supplies this missing temporal
axis. Conditioned on the target time, it complements the static latent with time-dependent variation,
placing the dynamic object at its target-time position while preserving the static background.

Residual feature encodes temporal dynamics. Figure 4 compares the static latent zst and residual
latent zres using PCA visualization. While the static latent exhibits camera-ray-like patterns, the
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Figure 3: Rendered frames from the static latent and our residual time correction. In dynamic scenes, the
static latent suppresses dynamic content (left) or copies it from the nearest context frame (right), whereas our
residual latent places the moving content at the target time while preserving the static background.
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Figure 4: PCA visualization of static and residual latent. The static latent captures camera-ray-like structure,
whereas the residual latent primarily attends to moving objects and exhibits temporal variation.
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Figure 5: Visualization of residual gate activation. The residual gate magnitude is higher on dynamic objects
while remaining suppressed in the background.

residual latent suppresses static regions and captures distinct motion across time, suggesting that the
dynamic encoder effectively isolates temporal variation from the time-invariant scene representation.

This temporal specialization is further supported by the learned residual gate. Figure 5 visualizes
gate activation using the channel-wise L2 norm of the gated residual. The gate remains largely inac-
tive in static regions but activates strongly around moving objects, indicating that temporal modeling
capacity is concentrated where motion occurs.

4 EXPERIMENTS

Implementation details. Our model builds on a frozen static novel view synthesizer (Szymanowicz
et al., 2026), with only the dynamic encoder, time module, and mask head trained. The dynamic
encoder follows the architecture of the pretrained static encoder, with added cross-attention module
for each layer but uses one-third of its depth, with 8 transformer layers compared to 24 in the static
encoder, since temporal variation accounts for only a relatively small portion of the scene. Further
architectural and training details are provided in Appendix A.

Training dataset. To effectively disentangle camera and object motion, we train our model using
synchronized multi-view video datasets such as Kubric4D (Van Hoorick et al., 2024) and Camx-
Time (Huang et al., 2026), captured by V cameras with fixed poses with T frames. Unlike costly,
explicit 3D annotation (e. g., dense depth or 3D motion) that is commonly used for 3D-Gaussian-
based approaches, the multi-view datasets provide cost-effective indirect 4D supervision from 2D
images. Furthermore, our residual formulation specifically makes this RGB-only supervision di-
rectly tractable, with requiring relatively small amount as well.
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Figure 6: Three evaluation settings given synchronized multi-view video datasets. Red outlines indicate input
context frames, while blue outlines indicate target frames for evaluation.

Table 1: Quantitative results on Novel View Synthesis: FL4N outperforms all Gaussian-based methods on
all benchmark datasets, showing the strength of our latent representation bypassing explicit primitives. Context
pose input further improves the metrics, achieving the state of the art. Best , second best , and third best results
are highlighted.

Method Pose NVIDIA N3DV Kubric4D CamxTime Charge

PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓
Feed-forward Gaussian Representation
4DGT (Xu et al., 2025) ✓ 16.127 0.3884 0.5972 17.813 0.6609 0.5131 14.148 0.5027 0.6096 17.125 0.6557 0.4893 18.017 0.7786 0.5653
MoVieS (Lin et al., 2026a) ✓ 11.818 0.2546 0.6760 20.136 0.7045 0.4605 12.411 0.3550 0.6070 17.069 0.6223 0.4488 18.709 0.7473 0.5298
NeoVerse† (Yang et al., 2026) ✗ 15.050 0.4135 0.4626 12.953 0.4806 0.5697 8.954 0.2573 0.6721 10.432 0.3110 0.5905 15.224 0.5211 0.5919
C4G† (Kim et al., 2026c) ✗ 16.572 0.4182 0.6203 18.444 0.7050 0.5246 14.931 0.5656 0.6442 20.527 0.7056 0.4369 18.535 0.7797 0.5279

Feed-forward Latent-based 4D Representation
FL4N (Ours) ✗ 17.945 0.4113 0.5229 18.581 0.6898 0.4776 20.916 0.6433 0.3767 21.268 0.7237 0.2743 20.924 0.8217 0.4952
FL4N (Ours) ✓ 20.435 0.4835 0.3867 22.896 0.7716 0.3560 22.209 0.6737 0.3350 25.730 0.8270 0.1681 22.959 0.8324 0.4616

Table 2: On the challenging Cross-Time View Synthesis task, FL4N substantially outperforms all Gaussian-
based methods on all benchmark datasets, even without test-time pose alignment (†), showing the model suc-
cessfully learns 4D priors and decouples view and time in the latent space. Best , second best , and third best
results are highlighted.

Method Pose NVIDIA N3DV Kubric4D CamxTime Charge

PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓
Feed-forward Gaussian Representation
4DGT (Xu et al., 2025) ✓ 15.937 0.3867 0.6052 16.097 0.6380 0.5483 15.680 0.5424 0.5786 17.024 0.6573 0.4939 17.939 0.7756 0.5617
MoVieS (Lin et al., 2026a) ✓ 15.785 0.4614 0.5328 19.710 0.7400 0.4414 16.988 0.6368 0.4174 17.340 0.6470 0.4224 20.113 0.7771 0.5084
NeoVerse† (Yang et al., 2026) ✗ 14.449 0.3819 0.4890 12.447 0.4729 0.5681 8.885 0.2256 0.6793 10.276 0.3091 0.5911 15.220 0.5380 0.5940
C4G† (Kim et al., 2026c) ✗ 16.403 0.4096 0.6304 17.039 0.6829 0.5374 15.270 0.5572 0.6348 20.175 0.7009 0.4453 18.410 0.7640 0.5324

Feed-forward Latent-based 4D Representation
FL4N (Ours) ✗ 21.552 0.5348 0.3739 24.550 0.8152 0.3353 23.547 0.7535 0.2558 24.546 0.8040 0.2016 24.222 0.8500 0.4413
FL4N (Ours) ✓ 21.838 0.5578 0.3562 25.109 0.8284 0.3234 24.272 0.7850 0.2304 27.648 0.8732 0.1325 24.421 0.8496 0.4382

Given a multi-view video I = {Iv,t | v ∈ {1, · · · , V }, t ∈ {1, · · · , T}}, we adopt an asyn-
chronous sampling strategy to ensure generalization to monocular video inputs at test time as well
as accurate conditioning on arbitrary viewpoints and timestamps. We sample N distinct view-
time pairs {(vi, ti)}Ni=1 ∼ U ({1, · · · , V } × {1, · · · , T}), then construct an asynchronous input set
Iin = {Ivi,ti}

N
i=1. We then sample the target frames from the remaining set such that Itar ⊆ I \ Iin.

Holding the viewpoint fixed isolates temporal changes caused by dynamic objects, whereas fixing
the timestamp provides observations from varying viewpoints, enabling supervision analogous to
static multi-view synthesis. This setup naturally trains ours to disentangle temporal dynamics from
viewpoint changes.

Evaluation setting. We evaluate three settings, novel view synthesis (NVS), cross-time view synthe-
sis (CTVS), and novel time synthesis (NTS), illustrated in Fig. 6. NVS evaluates held-out viewpoints
at input timestamps, CTVS evaluates unseen viewpoints-timestamps combinations from a monoc-
ular video, and NTS evaluates intermediate timestamps from temporally strided inputs. NVS and
CTVS use multi-view datasets from fixed cameras: NVIDIA (Yoon et al., 2020), N3DV (Li et al.,
2022), Kubric4D, CamxTime, and Charge (Nazarczuk et al., 2026). NTS is evaluated on monocu-
lar videos captured by moving cameras: DyCheck (Gao et al., 2022), ADT (Pan et al., 2023), and
TUM (Sturm et al., 2012). Kubric4D and CamxTime are evaluated on held-out test scenes from our
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Table 3: On Novel Time Synthesis, FL4N achieves the state-of-the-art accuracy by a large margin over all
methods, showing the strong generalization of our latent-based approach at novel interpolated timestamps.
Best , second best , and third best results are highlighted.

Method Pose DyCheck ADT TUM

PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓

Feed-forward Gaussian Representation
4DGT (Xu et al., 2025) ✓ 13.743 0.4079 0.6233 16.710 0.4999 0.5651 14.380 0.4468 0.5612
MoVieS (Lin et al., 2026a) ✓ 11.755 0.3420 0.6428 15.432 0.4698 0.5828 15.683 0.5079 0.4426
NeoVerse† (Yang et al., 2026) ✗ 16.756 0.4663 0.4566 16.179 0.4384 0.5296 16.120 0.5266 0.3981
C4G† (Kim et al., 2026c) ✗ 15.755 0.4735 0.6111 18.900 0.5813 0.5833 17.508 0.5518 0.4951

Feed-forward Latent-based 4D Representation
FL4N (Ours) ✗ 19.019 0.4977 0.4284 19.693 0.5948 0.4490 17.847 0.5586 0.3449
FL4N (Ours) ✓ 20.527 0.5470 0.3757 24.115 0.6875 0.3083 21.162 0.6978 0.2601

training distribution, whereas the other datasets evaluate zero-shot generalization. Detailed evalua-
tion protocol is provided in Appendix B.

4.1 RESULTS

Quantitative results. Tables 1, 2, and 3 report the three protocols. Here, † denotes 2,000-step test-
time pose alignment with target frames, and Pose (✓/✗) indicates context pose input. FL4N achieves
state-of-the-art performance among all pose-free baselines, even without test-time alignment, except
for SSIM on NVS of two real-world datasets. On real-world datasets, whose camera poses are noisy
estimates, C4G benefits from test-time pose alignment while our model is forced to estimate slight
inaccurate pose relation, resulting in a slight misalignment of pixels. An optional incorporation
of context camera poses further improves the accuracy by exploiting the explicit context-to-target
pose relation achieving state-of-the-art performance across all benchmarks on all protocols. These
results demonstrate the substantial strength of our proposed latent representation: strong 4D prior,
generalization to novel view and time, and decouplement of view and time, all successfully learned
in the latent space. Additional rendering quality evaluation on dynamic region and discussion on
test-time pose alignment are provided in Appendices D.1 and F.

Table 4: Ablation studies on Kubric4D, on full frames and dy-
namic region. Each component contributes to our final formulation.

Variant

Components Full frame Dynamic region

Residual
branch

Static
anchoring

Mask
loss

Frozen
renderer PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓

(i) ✗ – ✗ ✗ 21.90 0.727 0.287 13.16 0.485 0.438

(ii) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✗ 22.15 0.681 0.310 13.83 0.486 0.465
(iii) ✓ ✓ ✗ ✓ 22.93 0.741 0.262 14.11 0.500 0.429
(iv) ✓ ✗ ✓ ✓ 23.61 0.769 0.246 14.25 0.517 0.436

FL4N ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 23.67 0.773 0.237 14.26 0.519 0.419

Ablation. Table 4 ablates our key
design choices to justify our formula-
tion, with all variants trained for 10k
steps. We also include metrics on dy-
namic region to see its gain exclu-
sively. The residual branch denotes
our newly introduced modules (i. e.,
the dynamic encoder and the time
module) on top of the static NVS
model. Additional ablation studies
are provided in Appendix D.6.

Variant (i) is the static NVS model baseline, showing huge regression from FL4N. Freezing the
renderer is crucial (variant (ii)); unfreezing it disrupts dynamic branch training by destabilizing the
established latent-to-image mapping in the renderer. The dynamic mask loss (variant (iii)) modestly
improves the accuracy by helping the model resolve depth ambiguity and localize dynamic regions
during training. Without it, the model tends to collapse as training progresses. Static feature anchor-
ing to the residual encoder (variant (iv)) further improves the overall accuracy, helping the residual
branch to effectively isolate temporal variation from injected intermediate features from the static
encoder.

Table 5: Runtime. † denotes 2,000
step test-time pose alignment.

Method sec / view ↓ FPS ↑ PSNR ↑

4DGT 0.040 25.00 12.15
MoVieS 0.037 27.02 14.10
NeoVerse 0.027 37.03 10.74
NeoVerse† 14.127 0.07 13.86
C4G 0.036 27.77 14.25
C4G† 23.885 0.04 16.76

FL4N (Ours) 0.025 40.00 17.65

Runtime. Table 5 reports runtime on the NVIDIA dataset at
224 × 224 resolution using a single RTX 5880 Ada GPU. FL4N
achieves the fastest runtime. Ours is 1.08× faster than NeoVerse
and 565× faster than that with pose alignment, with ours achiev-
ing substantially better accuracy.

Qualitative results. Figure 7 qualitatively compares our results
with Gaussian-based methods. Gaussian-based methods often ex-
hibit holes, object inconsistencies, and blurred details when ren-
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Figure 7: Qualitative comparison on 4D Novel View Synthesis. Gaussian-based methods often exhibit holes,
object inconsistencies, and blurred details. Our method produces more coherent and visually consistent results,
demonstrating the superiority of our latent-based representation over explicit geometry primitives.

dering at novel viewpoints and timestamps. In contrast, our method produces visually consistent
results. This again confirms the superiority of our latent-based method over explicit Gaussian prim-
itives: 4D prior and view-time disentanglement can be learned successfully in the latent space, and
novel view are seamlessly rendered. Appendix D.3 includes comprehensive qualitative comparisons
on all benchmark datasets.

4.2 LATENT PROBING ON DOWNSTREAM TASKS

To assess whether the dynamic encoder captures temporal changes while preserving scene geometry
encoded by static feature, we probe the representations via zero-shot temporal matching and video-
depth probing. In tables, “All” covers the entire frame, while “Dyn” is restricted to dynamic objects.
Full matching and depth results, along with point-tracking results, are provided in Appendix E.

Table 6: Zero-shot matching on DAVIS.
Dynamic latent outperform static latent by
encoding temporal information.

Region Feat. δavg δ1 δ4 δ16

All zst 27.33 5.65 25.37 53.40
zdyn 29.04 5.76 26.50 57.64

(+1.71) (+0.11) (+1.13) (+4.24)

Dyn zst 23.45 3.10 21.14 49.03
zdyn 25.29 3.12 22.37 53.68

(+1.84) (+0.02) (+1.23) (+4.65)

Zero-shot matching. While the static prior establishes
dense correspondences across views, exploiting epipolar
geometry, moving content violates the multi-view consis-
tency, degrading correspondence quality in dynamic re-
gions. On the other hand, dynamic prior improves corre-
spondence in such regions. In Table 6, we evaluate zero-
shot matching of static (zst) and dynamic latent (zdyn) on
DAVIS, using the protocol of Nam et al. (2026). The dy-
namic latent consistently demonstrates better accuracy than
the static latent; the gap slightly widens on dynamic region.

Table 7: Probing video depth on Kubric.
Dynamic latent yields consistent gains, with
larger gains at greater temporal strides.

Region Feat. ∆4 ∆8

AbsRel↓ δ < 1.25 ↑ AbsRel↓ δ < 1.25 ↑

All
zst 0.0944 0.8908 0.0868 0.9081
zdyn 0.0863 0.9035 0.0751 0.9326

(−0.0081) (+0.0127) (−0.0117) (+0.0244)

Dyn
zst 0.1178 0.8699 0.1149 0.8790
zdyn 0.1050 0.8941 0.0996 0.9099

(−0.0128) (+0.0242) (−0.0153) (+0.0309)

Video depth estimation. Although the model receives no
explicit geometric supervision, its latent representations
can encode scene geometry information. We probe this
by attaching DPT depth predictors on the static and dy-
namic latent and training them Kubric (Greff et al., 2022).
Table 7 reports the video depth accuracy. Dynamic la-
tent consistently outperforms static latent, across the full
frame and dynamic-object regions. Notably, the advan-
tage becomes more pronounced as the temporal stride be-
tween context frames increases, corresponding to larger
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object motion. This suggests that dynamic latent largely preserves geometry-aware information
encoded by the static latent while incorporating additional cues from temporal dynamics.

5 CONCLUSION

In this work, we introduced FL4N, a feed-forward latent model that renders dynamic scenes from
a monocular video at novel views and timestamps. By learning a temporal residual on top of a
frozen static latent model, FL4N acquires a 4D representation from limited dynamic data, super-
vised only by images and binary dynamic masks. Across eight benchmarks and three evaluation
protocols, FL4N outperforms prior feed-forward Gaussian-based methods and generalizes to real-
world videos, while its latent space successfully disentangles view from time and preserves scene
geometry. Our work demonstrates the potential of latent representations for feed-forward 4D novel
view synthesis, opening new directions for latent-based 4D scene understanding and modeling more
complex dynamics.
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A IMPLEMENTATION DETAILS

A.1 ARCHITECTURE DETAILS

Static encoder and renderer. The static prior used is a pretrained feed-forward novel view synthe-
sizer whose encoder is a 24-layer transformer alternating frame-wise and global attention, followed
by a 12-layer transformer renderer. Both use a hidden size of 768 with 12 heads on 8 × 8 patches,
and remain frozen during our training.

Dynamic encoder. The dynamic encoder adopts the same core architecture as the static encoder,
augmented with cross-attention, but uses one-third of its depth, with 8 layers. It is initialized with
weights uniformly sampled from the pretrained static encoder. Each layer additionally cross-attends
to the last layer of static features, allowing the residual branch to access camera-pose-aware rep-
resentations throughout encoding. This provides a spatial anchor for learning motion residuals,
complementing the static features rather than relearning scene structure. A DPT decoder (Ranftl
et al., 2021) attached to the dynamic encoder predicts the binary dynamic mask.

Temporal conditioning. We use a single learnable time token τ ∈ RC with C = 1024, and attach a
copy of it to each input view by concatenating it with that view’s tokens. Each copy becomes view-
specific (τ̂k) through attention with its own view, allowing the same token to handle an arbitrary
number and ordering of context frames. The resulting time representation is processed by a time
module consisting of two transformer blocks with adaptive layer normalization conditioned on the
target-time token, followed by a zero-initialized linear residual gate.

A.2 TRAINING DETAILS

Training setup. We train with AdamW at a learning rate of 3.5 × 10−5, weight decay 0.05, and
3k warmup steps, while keeping the static encoder and renderer frozen for whole training. FL4N
is trained on four NVIDIA RTX 5880 Ada Generation GPUs with a batch size of 8 for total of 32k
steps. Each training sample contains 8 conditioning views and 12 target views at a resolution of
336× 512.

Training datasets. We use Kubric4D (Van Hoorick et al., 2024) and CamxTime (Huang et al.,
2026), which provide synchronized multi-view videos captured by static cameras. To disentangle
camera and object motion, we train the model to reconstruct target frames at view–time pairs not
included in the input set.

Pose dropout. To support pose-free conditioning at inference, we randomly zero out the condi-
tioning camera tokens with probability 0.4 during training. At inference time, FL4N supports fully
unposed setting by zeroing all conditioning camera tokens.

Loss. We use an ℓ2 photometric loss L2, LPIPS losses Lperc and Ldyn
perc, and an ℓ1 image-gradient

loss Ldyn
grad. The dynamic-region losses are computed using the dynamic mask Mk to select moving

pixels, on 128 × 128 crops centered on the moving content. For the image loss term, the dynamic
and static regions are averaged over their respective areas and weighted equally. Dynamic mask loss
is only comptued for context frames. We set λperc = 0.5, λdyn

perc = 2.0, λdyn
grad = 1.0, and λmask = 1.0.

Pseudo dynamic mask generation. We generate pseudo dynamic masks by thresholding the mag-
nitude of optical flow estimated by an off-the-shelf flow estimator (Wang & Deng, 2026). Since the
flow is computed between frames captured by the same static camera, camera-induced motion and
parallax are absent, making the remaining flow primarily reflect object motion. This leverages the
static-camera multi-view configuration of our training data to identify dynamic regions with binary
pseudo labels. The mask generation can also be easily replaced with off-the-shelf segmentation
models, such as SAM3 (Carion et al., 2025), without changing the training framework.
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B EVALUATION PROTOCOL

B.1 EVALUATION DATASETS

Our benchmark comprises five multi-view datasets for NVS and CTVS: NVIDIA, N3DV, Kubric4D,
CamxTime, and Charge, and three datasets for NTS: ADT, DyCheck, and TUM. Kubric4D and
CamxTime use held-out scenes, while the remaining datasets are unseen during training and evaluate
cross-dataset generalization.

For static camera multi-view datasets, we simulate moving camera monocular video by selecting N
diagonal frames, i. e. camera i observed at time i as input.

Kubric4D. We use 100 test scenes from Kubric4D, which contains 16 static cameras, with the
first four providing top-down views and the remaining 12 cameras arranged around the scene on a
horizontal ring. Each camera captures 60 frames. We exclude the first four cameras and sample
cameras consecutively from the horizontal ring. We use a frame interval of 8.

CamxTime. CamxTime contains four separate camera trajectories, each comprising 120 densely
spaced cameras with 120 frames per camera. We hold out the last 10% of scenes for testing and use
Trajectory 01 for evaluation, with camera and frame intervals both set to 8.

Charge. we use the Sparse Test cameras. Charge stores cameras in a non-spatial order, so
sampling by file index leaves large gaps between consecutive conditioning views. We therefore
reorder the cameras of each scene along a continuous open path through the rig and uniformly
sample along this path to approximate a smooth monocular camera trajectory. we use the following
camera order:

C05 C01 C04 C06 C02 C08 C00 C07 C03 C09,

which follows the shortest open path through the rig where Ci denotes the i-th test camera. CTVS
uses the first 8 cameras of this order, and NVS holds out C02. We use a frame interval of 8.

B.2 EVALUATION PROTOCOLS

NVS (Novel View Synthesis). We take 9 frames and hold out the 5th as a target. The remaining 8
are used as the input, and the held-out frame’s viewpoint is the target at all 8 conditioning times. For
N3DV, cam0 is used for a target camera.

CTVS (Cross-time View Synthesis). Given N diagonal frames as input, the targets are the N2−N
off-diagonal cells of the camera–time grid, evaluating synthesis at unseen viewpoint–timestamp
combinations. NVIDIA uses all available cameras (N=12), and N3DV uses all cameras except
cam0 (N=17–20 depending on the scene). Kubric4D, CamxTime, and Charge each use N=8.

NTS (Novel Time Synthesis). Following C4G (Kim et al., 2026c), we use the following scenes
from each dataset:

• DyCheck
– apple, block, paper-windmill, spin, teddy

• ADT
– Apartment release multiuser cook seq141 M1292
– Apartment release multiskeleton party seq114 M1292
– Apartment release meal skeleton seq135 M1292
– Apartment release work skeleton seq137 M1292

• TUM
– fr2 desk with person
– fr3 sitting {halfsphere, rpy, static, xyz}
– fr3 walking {halfsphere, rpy, static, xyz}

All three datasets use a single moving camera for both context and target views. We follow the
C4G (Kim et al., 2026c) evaluation protocol and sample 16 frames with stride 6 and evaluate on the
15 interleaved frames.
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Figure A: Visualization of static latent. The static latent encodes camera pose, with similar colors for cameras
pointing in the same direction. Red boxes highlight overlapping regions across context frames, which exhibit
similar color gradients.
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Figure B: Visualization of residual latent. (Left) Ground-truth RGB frame overlaid with the dynamic mask.
(Right) Corresponding residual latent grid. Dynamic objects exhibit more pronounced residual latents as the
target pose and time diverge from the input, indicating a larger discrepancy from the context frames.

B.3 MODEL SPECIFIC CONFIGURATIONS

Every model runs at the native input resolution. For the pose-free baselines, NeoVerse (Yang et al.,
2026) and C4G (Kim et al., 2026c), we apply 2,000 steps of test-time pose alignment (Ye et al.,
2025). In contrast, FL4N does not perform pose alignment, despite being evaluated in the pose-free
setting. For real-world datasets, FL4N uses camera poses predicted by VGGT (Wang et al., 2025a),
using the estimated intrinsics for NVIDIA and the estimated intrinsics and extrinsics for N3DV.

C LATENT ANALYSIS

Figure A shows a PCA visualization of the static latent zst under camera motion. The static latent
primarily captures camera pose, with features varying smoothly as the camera moves along a circular
trajectory. Similar features correspond to similar viewing directions.

Figure B visualizes the time-conditioned residual features along with their corresponding GT dy-
namic masks. For each view i and target time j, the residual feature is spatially anchored to the
diagonal frame at view i and time i. Dynamic objects become more pronounced in the residual as
their position at time j increasingly differs from that at the anchor time i, while showing weaker
responses near the diagonal where the temporal displacement is small. This trend indicates that the
residual latent encodes timestamp-dependent differences, with larger feature variations correspond-
ing to larger object motion.
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Table A: 4D NVS result for Dynamic region. † denotes 2,000 step test-time pose alignment, the best ,
second best , and third best results in each column are highlighted. Metrics are restricted to the moving pixels
and are computed over the same target subset, and their full-frame counterparts for the same cells are reported
in Tables 1 and 2.

Method Pose
NVS CTVS

Kubric4D Charge Kubric4D Charge

PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓
Feed-forward 4D Gaussian Representation
4DGT (Xu et al., 2025) ✓ 12.089 0.2406 0.0305 17.703 0.6516 0.1127 12.405 0.2557 0.0303 17.708 0.6588 0.1157
MoVieS (Lin et al., 2026a) ✓ 11.401 0.1741 0.0318 17.969 0.6079 0.1130 11.797 0.2034 0.0307 18.068 0.6119 0.1147
NeoVerse† (Yang et al., 2026) ✗ 10.847 0.1527 0.0381 16.292 0.5161 0.1242 10.254 0.1372 0.0403 16.152 0.4966 0.1307
C4G† (Kim et al., 2026c) ✗ 13.031 0.3082 0.0322 18.552 0.6617 0.1143 12.901 0.3052 0.0333 18.385 0.6566 0.1166

Feed-forward Latent-based 4D Representation
FL4N (Ours) ✗ 14.774 0.3479 0.0240 19.906 0.6708 0.1063 14.482 0.3351 0.0246 19.748 0.6774 0.1019
FL4N (Ours) ✓ 14.800 0.3485 0.0236 19.993 0.6711 0.1029 14.451 0.3358 0.0244 19.935 0.6772 0.1009
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Figure C: Further qualitative comparison. Gaussian-based methods exhibit holes, object inconsistencies,
and blurred details. Our method produces more coherent and visually consistent results, demonstrating the
superiority of our latent-based representation over explicit geometry primitives.

D ADDITIONAL RESULTS

D.1 QUANTITATIVE COMPARISON ON DYNAMIC REGIONS

On the two datasets with ground-truth motion masks, Kubric4D and Charge (Nazarczuk et al., 2026),
we additionally report metrics computed only within dynamic regions. Since moving content typi-
cally occupies a small fraction of the frame, dynamic-region metrics provide a more focused evalu-
ation of reconstruction quality on moving subjects. Table A reports the dynamic-region metrics for
NVS and CTVS, where our model consistently outperforms the baselines.

D.2 ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS ON QUANTITATIVE RESULTS

In the main table, NeoVerse performs notably poorly on Kubric4D. This is because NeoVerse tends
to provide weaker information across the temporal axis and produces many holes, leaving regions
unseen at a given timestamp largely unmodeled. This issue is particularly severe on Kubric4D,
where the large camera gaps span nearly the entire viewing range, making regions observed at
different timestamps, such as the background, especially difficult to reconstruct.
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Table B: Quantitative results on dynamic regions. On the dynamic object segmentation task, Our method
substantially outperforms other methods for 3D or 4D geometry estimation. Best and second best results are
highlighted.

Method DAVIS-2016 DAVIS-2017 DAVIS-all

JM↑ JR↑ FM↑ FR↑ JM↑ JR↑ FM↑ FR↑ JM↑ JR↑ FM↑ FR↑

Easi3Rdust3r (Chen et al., 2025) 50.10 55.77 43.40 37.25 46.86 50.54 39.06 30.05 44.10 50.85 35.16 27.24
Easi3Rmonst3r (Chen et al., 2025) 54.93 68.00 45.29 47.30 54.75 66.16 44.09 42.36 51.64 63.06 40.98 38.49
MonST3R (Zhang et al., 2025) 40.42 40.39 49.54 52.12 38.07 36.05 48.24 49.01 36.98 34.52 47.03 46.72
DAS3R (Xu et al., 2024a) 41.13 38.67 44.50 36.94 44.51 43.95 46.71 44.96 43.33 38.93 45.24 38.78
VGGT4D (Hu et al., 2026) 62.12 76.80 56.04 67.49 56.45 65.62 51.09 56.85 50.75 55.59 47.04 46.43

FL4N (Ours) 74.93 93.78 74.16 90.64 75.44 92.32 74.37 90.38 68.76 80.11 69.87 83.99

VG
G

T4
D

FL
4N

 (O
ur

s)
G

T

Figure D: Qualitative comparison of dynamic masks. Our method show more accurate dynamic object masks
with clearer object boundary than VGGT4D (Hu et al., 2026).

D.3 ADDITIONAL QUALITATIVE RESULTS

Figure C shows additional qualitative comparisons for 4D NVS. Figures H to M provide compar-
isons across all evaluated methods and scenes. Figures N to P further compare cross-time view
synthesis results using view-time grids. Finally, Figs. Q to S show additional view-time grid re-
sults of FL4N alongside the corresponding ground-truth views. Across these results, FL4N exhibits
stronger temporal consistency and more effective disentanglement of viewpoint and time, producing
stable renderings with fewer temporal inconsistencies and visual artifacts.

D.4 DYNAMIC MASK

In Table B, we report the dynamic mask estimation accuracy with IoU and Boundary F-measure
as JM and FM, respectively, and their corresponding recall metrics as JR and FR, following the
evaluation protocol of Hu et al. (2026). The reported metrics for the other methods are adopted
from Hu et al. (2026). Figure D shows that our model predicts dynamic masks with cleaner bound-
aries and greater robustness, demonstrating its ability to generalize dynamic object localization to
unseen real-world datasets.

D.5 CONTEXT FRAME NUMBER ABLATION

Our model is trained with only 8 context frames, yet Figure E shows that the rendering quality
remains on a flat plateau as the number of context frames increases to 32+, more than four times
the training configuration. This demonstrates that the dynamic encoder generalizes to substantially
longer temporal contexts than trained. The result highlights that our model can effectively exploit
temporal context far beyond the number of frames seen during training.

We use CamxTime test scenes, which provide enough number of context frames while maintaining
a sufficiently dense set of conditioning candidates. Context frames are sampled along a moving
camera trajectory from the camera-time grid within a fixed temporal window. Thus, all settings cover
the same camera and temporal extent, while increasing the number of context frames increases the
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Figure E: Generalization to the number of context frames, reporting PSNR on CamxTime as the number of
conditioning frames varies at inference. The vertical line marks the 8 frames the model is trained with. The
rendering quality remains on a flat plateau as the number of context frames increases to 32+. The dynamic
encoder generalizes to substantially longer temporal contexts than trained and effectively exploits temporal
context far beyond the number of frames seen during training.

Table C: Extensive ablation on Kubric4D across different temporal strides. Best and second best results are
highlighted.

Variant ∆1 ∆2 ∆4 ∆8

PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓

Baselines
Static NVS model 21.90 0.727 0.287 20.87 0.716 0.308 20.49 0.705 0.325 20.35 0.700 0.332
Static NVS model, fine-tuned 21.83 0.668 0.320 21.30 0.664 0.334 21.32 0.666 0.338 21.33 0.665 0.339

Architecture
Unfrozen renderer 22.15 0.681 0.309 21.57 0.676 0.325 21.55 0.676 0.332 21.55 0.676 0.334
Single branch encoder 23.18 0.727 0.290 22.74 0.722 0.300 22.58 0.718 0.307 22.47 0.715 0.312
w/o dynamic mask loss 22.93 0.741 0.262 22.24 0.728 0.285 22.05 0.720 0.298 21.99 0.719 0.303
w/o static feature anchoring 23.61 0.769 0.246 22.91 0.755 0.267 22.61 0.744 0.282 22.47 0.741 0.289
Sinusoidal time embedding 23.02 0.747 0.259 22.29 0.730 0.279 22.19 0.715 0.295 22.12 0.715 0.301

Dynamic encoder
4 layers 23.58 0.771 0.247 22.76 0.756 0.269 22.52 0.745 0.283 22.44 0.743 0.289
16 layers 23.63 0.769 0.249 22.87 0.754 0.271 22.57 0.744 0.286 22.45 0.740 0.292
24 layers 23.44 0.755 0.256 22.67 0.740 0.278 22.37 0.730 0.292 22.24 0.726 0.299
8 layers, random init. 23.42 0.772 0.250 22.56 0.755 0.275 22.32 0.743 0.290 22.15 0.739 0.296

FL4N (Ours) 23.67 0.773 0.237 22.88 0.760 0.257 22.65 0.751 0.271 22.52 0.747 0.278

sampling density. We evaluate 12 target frames across four novel camera viewpoints, 21, 45, 69, 93,
and three timestamps, 8, 56, 104.

D.6 ARCHITECTURAL ABLATION

Table C extends Table 4 to more variants and temporal strides {1, 2, 4, 8}. We first compare against
the static NVS backbone and its fine-tuned variant. While both provide a strong static-scene prior,
fine-tuning alone does not effectively capture scene dynamics. We further ablate architectural
choices. Unfreezing the renderer degrades performance, suggesting that preserving the pretrained
latent-to-image mapping is beneficial. The single-branch encoder, removal of the dynamic mask
loss, and sinusoidal time embeddings all underperform our full model. Removing static feature an-
choring also reduces performance overall, highlighting the benefit of conditioning dynamic features
on the static representation. Finally, we vary the dynamic encoder depth and initialization. Our
8-layer encoder achieves the best overall performance among the tested configurations. Random
initialization also yields competitive results, although initializing from the static encoder weights
consistently improves performance across temporal strides.
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Table D: Zero-shot matching on DAVIS. Performance on all threshold are reported. Dynamic latent demon-
strates consistently better zero-shot matching accuracy than static latent on all thresholds.

Region Feat. δavg δ1 δ2 δ4 δ8 δ16

All zst 27.33 5.65 12.43 25.37 39.78 53.40
zdyn 29.04 5.76 12.50 26.50 42.81 57.64

(+1.71) (+0.11) (+0.07) (+1.13) (+3.03) (+4.24)

Dyn zst 23.45 3.10 9.12 21.14 34.84 49.03
zdyn 25.29 3.12 9.20 22.37 38.05 53.68

(+1.84) (+0.02) (+0.08) (+1.23) (+3.21) (+4.65)

Table E: Video depth probed on Kubric. Performance on all strides are reported. The gain is larger at larger
temporal gap.

Region Feat. ∆1 ∆2 ∆4 ∆8

AbsRel↓ δ < 1.25 ↑ AbsRel↓ δ < 1.25 ↑ AbsRel↓ δ < 1.25 ↑ AbsRel↓ δ < 1.25 ↑

All
zst 0.1129 0.8550 0.1023 0.8729 0.0944 0.8908 0.0868 0.9081
zdyn 0.1037 0.8722 0.0932 0.8937 0.0863 0.9035 0.0751 0.9326

(−0.0092) (+0.0171) (−0.0092) (+0.0208) (−0.0081) (+0.0127) (−0.0117) (+0.0244)

Dyn
zst 0.1180 0.8597 0.1194 0.8614 0.1178 0.8699 0.1149 0.8790
zdyn 0.1127 0.8747 0.1078 0.8824 0.1050 0.8941 0.0996 0.9099

(−0.0052) (+0.0150) (−0.0116) (+0.0209) (−0.0128) (+0.0242) (−0.0153) (+0.0309)

Table F: Point tracking probed on DAVIS. Tracking performance across different temporal strides are re-
ported.

Region Feat. ∆1 ∆2 ∆4 ∆8

AJ↑ < δxavg ↑ OA↑ AJ↑ < δxavg ↑ OA↑ AJ↑ < δxavg ↑ OA↑ AJ↑ < δxavg ↑ OA↑

All
zst 37.63 52.35 70.40 36.15 51.65 69.20 33.10 49.00 66.42 28.92 45.82 63.42
zdyn 40.45 54.84 73.25 39.80 54.76 72.61 36.59 51.73 69.79 32.29 47.60 67.06

(+2.82) (+2.49) (+2.85) (+3.64) (+3.11) (+3.41) (+3.49) (+2.73) (+3.37) (+3.38) (+1.78) (+3.64)

Dyn
zst 32.26 47.85 66.12 30.83 47.39 64.80 28.57 45.69 62.65 24.84 42.88 59.72
zdyn 34.82 49.86 69.23 34.09 49.53 68.65 32.01 47.70 66.64 28.75 44.81 64.38

(+2.56) (+2.02) (+3.11) (+3.27) (+2.14) (+3.85) (+3.43) (+2.00) (+3.99) (+3.91) (+1.93) (+4.65)

E PROBINGS

E.1 FULL PROBING RESULTS

Tables D and E provide the full probing results, while the main paper reports a subset of matching
thresholds and depth across temporal strides.

E.2 POINT TRACKING

Correspondence between frames does not necessarily capture how scene points evolve over time.
We therefore evaluate point tracking by attaching a CoTracker3 (Karaev et al., 2025) head to each
representation. All variants are trained on Kubric (Greff et al., 2022) for the same number of epochs
and evaluated in DAVIS (Pont-Tuset et al., 2017) following the protocol of (Son et al., 2025). Fig-
ure F provides qualitative comparisons, showing that dynamic features yield more accurate point
tracks over time. Table F shows that dynamic feature substantially improves tracking of moving
points over the static feature, with the performance gap increasing as the temporal stride grows.
Consistent with the depth probing results, this widening gap indicates that the residual captures
temporal information that is particularly useful under larger object displacement.

E.3 VIDEO DEPTH ESTIMATION

Figure G further compares depth maps predicted from static and dynamic features. Dynamic features
yield more accurate depth predictions, with sharper boundaries, more coherent depth within objects,
and better background depth estimation, whereas static features produce noisier depth maps.
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Figure F: Qualitative comparison of point tracking from static and dynamic features. Compared to static
features, dynamic features produce more temporally coherent point tracks by better following objects and
distinguishing them from the background.
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Figure G: Qualitative comparison of depth map prediction from static and dynamic features. Compared
to static features, dynamic features produce clearer depth maps, with more coherent depth predictions across
objects and the background.

F TEST-TIME POSE ALIGNMENT FOR LATENT MODELS

Evaluating models that do not receive conditioning poses can introduce scale misalignment with the
ground truth, resulting in poor rendering metrics even when the predicted scene is geometrically
accurate. Since the input images do not determine an absolute scale, a pose-free model may recon-
struct the scene at an arbitrary scale. Pose-free methods therefore perform test-time pose alignment
before evaluation and report rendering metrics using the aligned poses (Kim et al., 2026c; Ye et al.,
2025). This alignment only brings the prediction into the coordinate frame and scale of the ground
truth without modifying the underlying scene content.
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Table G: Test-time pose-alignment results for pose-free methods. Alignment optimizes each target pose
against the ground-truth target image for 2,000 steps, and the green row reports its effect. Best , second best ,
and third best results are highlighted.

Method Alignment ADT TUM

PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓

NeoVerse (Yang et al., 2026)
✗ 12.217 0.2982 0.6391 14.398 0.4159 0.4587
✓ 16.179 0.4384 0.5296 16.120 0.5266 0.3981

(+3.962) (+0.1402) (−0.1095) (+1.721) (+0.1107) (−0.0606)

C4G (Kim et al., 2026c)
✗ 12.963 0.4487 0.6870 12.378 0.3935 0.5984
✓ 18.900 0.5813 0.5833 17.508 0.5518 0.4951

(+5.937) (+0.1326) (−0.1038) (+5.130) (+0.1583) (−0.1033)

FL4N (Ours)
✗ 19.693 0.5948 0.4490 17.847 0.5586 0.3449
✓ 23.288 0.6648 0.3683 20.392 0.6643 0.2860

(+3.594) (+0.0700) (−0.0807) (+2.545) (+0.1057) (−0.0589)

The pose-free Gaussian baselines in our quantitative comparisons are evaluated with 2,000 step pose-
alignment steps, whereas FL4N is reported without pose alignment in the main tables. However,
FL4N is also pose-free and therefore suffers from the same scale ambiguity that motivates this
evaluation procedure. We thus additionally evaluate FL4N with the same 2,000 step pose alignment
to provide a consistent comparison.

For Gaussian models, Gaussians are predicted once from the conditioning images and kept fixed
throughout the alignment process. Differentiable rasterization allows the rendering loss to be back-
propagated to the camera pose, so each alignment step re-rasterizes the same frozen Gaussians under
an updated pose, without modifying the network or scene representation.

The analogous procedure can be done to our latent renderer. The scene latent is predicted solely
from the conditioning images and is independent of the rendering process. We therefore compute
the latent once and keep it fixed throughout the alignment process, with the renderer serving the role
of rasterization by re-rendering the cached latent under an updated target pose at each step. For both
Gaussian and latent models, we optimize a rotation and translation offset for each target pose (Ye
et al., 2025), initialized at zero such that the initial rendering exactly matches the feed-forward
prediction. We use the same objective as the Gaussian baselines, with 2,000 Adam steps using pixel
and perceptual losses. Table G reports the effect of this alignment under the NTS protocol on ADT
and TUM. Alignment is worth 5.94 dB to C4G on ADT and 5.13 dB on TUM, against 3.59 dB and
2.55 dB for our model, so a large part of the published margin of C4G on these cells comes from
fitting the pose to the image it is then scored on. How much alignment recovers therefore measures
how much error the supplied cameras carry rather than the quality of the reconstruction, and our
model without any alignment remains ahead of both aligned baselines on every metric.

G LIMITATIONS

Our approach inherits the limitations of the pretrained static latent NVS backbone, particularly when
rendering from extrapolated viewpoints that are unseen in the input views. Latent NVS models can-
not synthesize unseen content (Jin et al., 2025), resulting in blurry or collapsed renderings under
extrapolation, as also observed in (Szymanowicz et al., 2026). In contrast, explicit Gaussian rep-
resentations construct scene content in 3D space, allowing the observed portions of the scene to
remain usable even when extrapolation leaves holes in unseen regions.

The residual formulation can compensate for certain errors in the static prediction, but its capacity is
naturally limited when the underlying scene representation or camera pose is substantially incorrect.
These limitations can be alleviated by using stronger static NVS models with broader scene coverage
and more robust viewpoint understanding.
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Figure H: More qualitative comparisons on NVIDIA across all scenes. Our method shows much better
rendering quality than all other methods based on 3D Gaussian.
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Figure I: More qualitative comparisons on N3DV across all scenes. Our method shows much better rendering
quality than all other methods based on 3D Gaussian.
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Figure J: More qualitative comparisons on TUM across all scenes.
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Figure K: More qualitative comparisons on DyCheck across all scenes.
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Figure L: More qualitative comparisons on ADT across all scenes. Our method shows much better rendering
quality than all other methods based on 3D Gaussian. Gaussian-based approaches show severe artifacts such as
holes caused by misaligned/mispositioned Gaussians.
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Figure M: More qualitative comparisons on Charge across all scenes. Our method shows much better ren-
dering quality than all other methods based on 3D Gaussian. Gaussian-based approaches show severe artifacts
such as holes caused by misaligned/mispositioned Gaussians.
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Figure N: Qualitative comparisons across view-time grid on NVIDIA. Red outlines indicate context frames.
Compared with other methods, our methods show substantially better rendering quality with clear view-time
disentanglement.
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Figure O: Qualitative comparisons across view-time grid on N3DV. Red outlines indicate context frames.
Compared with other methods, our methods show substantially better rendering quality with clear view-time
disentanglement.
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Figure P: Qualitative comparisons across view-time grid on Charge. Red outlines indicate context frames.
Compared with other methods, our methods show substantially better rendering quality with clear view-time
disentanglement.
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Figure Q: Qualitative results across view-time grid on NVIDIA. Red outlines indicate context frames. Our
method successfully synthesizes images at novel view and time, using target conditioning on predicted latent,
without relying on explicit geometric primitives.
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Figure R: Qualitative results across view-time grid on CamxTime. Red outlines indicate context frames.
Our method successfully synthesizes images at novel view and time, using target conditioning on predicted
latent, without relying on explicit geometric primitives.
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Figure S: Qualitative results across view-time grid on Kubric4D. Red outlines indicate context frames. Our
method successfully synthesizes images at novel view and time, using target conditioning on predicted latent,
without relying on explicit geometric primitives.
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