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Figure 1. Visualization of the key components of our proposed pipeline. Color and depth images are blended with class and instance
information, and shown along with the optical flow w.r.t. to the previous frame (first image). This information is integrated to produce a
mask that segments the frame into static and dynamic regions (second image). Together with an accumulated 3D motion estimate (third
image), the scene is streamed to one or multiple remote clients for immersive exploration in VR (fourth image).

Abstract

Despite the impressive progress of telepresence sys-
tems for room-scale scenes with static and dynamic scene
entities, expanding their capabilities to scenarios with
larger dynamic environments beyond a fixed size of a few
squaremeters remains challenging.

In this paper, we aim at sharing 3D live-telepresence ex-
periences in large-scale environments beyond room scale
with both static and dynamic scene entities at practical
bandwidth requirements only based on light-weight scene
capture with a single moving consumer-grade RGB-D cam-
era. To this end, we present a system which is built upon a
novel hybrid volumetric scene representation in terms of the
combination of a voxel-based scene representation for the
static contents, that not only stores the reconstructed sur-
face geometry but also contains information about the ob-
ject semantics as well as their accumulated dynamic move-
ment over time, and a point-cloud-based representation for
dynamic scene parts, where the respective separation from
static parts is achieved based on semantic and instance in-
formation extracted for the input frames. With an indepen-
dent yet simultaneous streaming of both static and dynamic
content, where we seamlessly integrate potentially moving
but currently static scene entities in the static model until
they are becoming dynamic again, as well as the fusion of
static and dynamic data at the remote client, our system
is able to achieve VR-based live-telepresence at interac-
tive rates. Our evaluation demonstrates the potential of our

novel approach in terms of visual quality, performance, and
ablation studies regarding involved design choices.

1. Introduction

Sharing immersive, full 3D experiences with remote
users, while allowing them to explore the respectively
shared places or environments individually and indepen-
dently from the sensor configuration, represents a core el-
ement of metaverse technology. Beyond pure 2D images
or 2D videos, 3D telepresence is defined as the impression
of individually being there in an environment that may dif-
fer from the user’s actual physical environment [20, 28, 41,
84, 152]. This offers new opportunities for diverse appli-
cations including remote collaboration, entertainment, ad-
vertisement, teaching, hazard site exploration, rehabilitation
as well as for joining virtual sports events, work meetings,
remote maintenance/consulting or simply enjoying social
gatherings. In turn, the possibilities for virtually bringing
people or experts together from all over the world in a dig-
ital twin of a location as well as the live-virtualization of
such environments and events may reduce the effort regard-
ing on-site traveling for many people, which not only helps
to reduce our CO2 footprint and save time but also facili-
tates economically less well-situated or handicapped people
to access such events.

The creation of an immersive telepresence experience re-
lies on various factors. Respective core features are visu-
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ally convincing depictions of a scenario as well as the sub-
jective experience, vividness and interactivity in terms of
operating in the scene [117, 122]. Therefore, the involved
aspects include display parameters (e.g., resolution, frame
rate, contrast, etc.), the presentation of the underlying data,
its consistency, low-latency control to avoid motion sick-
ness, the degree of awareness and the suitability of con-
troller devices [20, 28, 41, 84, 117, 122, 152]. Furthermore,
experiencing 3D depth cues like stereopsis, motion paral-
lax, and natural scale also contribute to the perceived level
of immersion and copresence [35, 88].

However, such immersive 3D scene exploration experi-
ence becomes particularly challenging for telepresence in
live-captured environments due to the additional require-
ment of accurately reconstructing the digital twin of the
underlying scene on the fly as well as its efficient stream-
ing and visualization to remote users under the constraints
imposed by available network bandwidth and client-side
compute hardware. Among many approaches, impressive
immersive AR/VR-based live-3D-telepresence experiences
have only been achieved based on advanced RGB-D ac-
quisition for dynamic scenes on room scale using special
expensive static capture setups [14, 16, 21, 26, 37, 52, 64,
68, 78, 79, 97, 98, 112, 129, 144, 170] and display technol-
ogy [68], as well as for static scenes beyond room scale
based on low-cost and light-weight incremental scene cap-
ture with a moving depth camera [87, 123–126]. For
the latter category, bandwidth requirements have been re-
duced from hundreds of MBit/s for a single user [87] to
around 15MBit/s for group-scale sharing of telepresence
in live-captured environments while also handling network
interruptions [123, 124, 126], thereby even allowing live-
teleoperation of robots [125]. However, expanding the ca-
pabilities and, thereby, overcoming the aforementioned lim-
itations in large dynamic environments for many users with
low-cost setups still remains an open challenge.

In this paper, we aim at sharing 3D live-telepresence ex-
periences in large-scale environments beyond room scale
with both static and dynamic scene entities at practical
bandwidth requirements and based on light-weight scene
capture with a single moving consumer-grade RGB-D cam-
era. For this purpose, we propose a respective system that
relies on efficient 3D reconstruction, streaming and im-
mersive visualization for dynamic large-scale scenes as de-
picted in Figure 1.

In particular, the key contributions of our work are:

• For the sake of efficiency, our system leverages a hy-
brid volumetric scene representation, where we use op-
tical flow and instance information extracted from the
input frames to detect static and dynamic scene en-
tities, thereby allowing the combination of a classic
implicit surface geometry representation enriched with
the object semantics as well as their accumulated dy-

namic motion over time, with a point-cloud-based rep-
resentation of dynamic parts.

• We achieve efficient data streaming to remote users by
the separate yet simultaneous streaming of both static
and dynamics scene information, where we seamlessly
integrate potentially moving but currently static scene
entities in the static model until they are becoming dy-
namic again. Additionally, the fusion of static and dy-
namic data at the remote client allows VR-based visu-
alization of the scene at interactive rates.

• We demonstrate the potential of our approach in the
scope of several experiments and provide an ablation
study for respective design choices.

Furthermore, while not being among the main contributions
of our work, our approach also inherits the robustness of
previous techniques to network interruptions for the recon-
struction of the static scene parts as well as the scalability
to group-scale telepresence [123, 125, 126].

2. Related Work
Telepresence Systems Despite almost two decades of de-
velopments, the development of systems that allow immer-
sive telepresence experiences remains challenging due to
the prerequisite of simultaneously achieving high-fidelity
real-time 3D scene reconstruction, the efficient streaming
and management of the reconstructed models and the high-
quality visualization based on AR and VR equipment. Early
approaches were limited by the capabilities of the available
hardware [31, 58, 66, 90, 134, 140], inaccurate silhouette-
based reconstruction techniques [76, 105]. Depth-based
3D scanning led to improved reconstruction quality and al-
lowed telepresence at room [32, 47, 54, 78, 80, 85], how-
ever, remaining artifacts induced by the high sensor noise
and temporal inconsistency in the reconstruction process
still impacted the visual experience. More recently, ad-
vances in 3D scene capture, streaming and visualozation
technology led to impressive immersive AR/VR-based live-
3D-telepresence experiences. Live-telepresence for small-
scale scenarios of a few squaremeters has been achieved
based on light-weight capture setups for teleconferenc-
ing [4, 13, 24, 53, 94, 101] and other collaborative scenar-
ios [25, 36, 77, 121, 136, 163] as well as based on expensive
multi-camera static and pre-calibrated capture setups [14,
16, 21, 26, 37, 52, 64, 68, 78, 79, 97, 98, 112, 129, 144, 170].
Furthermore, live-telepresence for scenarios beyond room
scale has been achieved based on low-cost and light-weight
incremental scene capture with a moving depth camera
[6,87,123–126,160], allowing remote users to immersively
explore a live-captured environment independent from the
sensor configurations. Regarding the latter approaches, im-
practical bandwidth requirements of up to 175MBit/s for
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immersive scene exploration by a single user [87] have
been overcome by more recent approaches that allow group-
scale sharing of telepresence experiences in live-captured
environments and handling network interruptions [123–
126] as well as live-teleoperation of robots [125]. Fur-
thermore, mechanisms for annotation, distance measure-
ment [125] and efficient collaborative VR-based 3D la-
beling were added [169]. However, practical sharing of
live-captured 3D experiences in dynamic large-scale envi-
ronments for many users with low-cost setup still remains
an open challenge. The same applies for immersive robot
teleoperation where approaches focused on small-scale sce-
narios with dynamics [65,74,91,104,114,125,139,150] and
large-scale, static scenarios [125].

In contrast to the aforementioned approaches, we pro-
pose a live-telepresence system for large-scale environ-
ments beyond room-scale and including scene dynamics.

3D Reconstruction and SLAM Techniques Current
state-of-the-art telepresence systems rely on depth-based si-
multaneous localization and mapping (SLAM) techniques.
Examples are the use of depth-sensor-based 3D scene
capture based on surfels [43] or extensions of Kinect-
Fusion [48, 93] in terms of voxel block hashing tech-
niques [55–57, 95, 106] for incremental scene capture for
large-scale telepresence applications [87, 123–126]. To
avoid the need for depth sensors, more recent Simultaneous
Localization and Mapping (SLAM) approaches for incre-
mental scene capture - that might be applicable in respec-
tive telepresence applications - leveraged principles of deep
learning [17, 60, 63, 67, 151, 156, 157]. Further approaches
investigated 3d reconstruction from multiple synchronized
cameras [1, 2, 23, 46, 86].

Recently, neural scene representation and rendering
techniques [137, 138] have led to significant improvements
in reconstruction quality for small-scale objects or scenes.
The underlying idea originates from novel view synthe-
sis and consists of training a neural network to represent
a scene with its weights, so that respectively synthesized
views match the input photographs. In particular, this in-
cludes implicit scene representations based on Neural Ra-
diance Fields (NeRFs) [83] and respective extensions to-
wards speeding up model training [7,11,18,29,89,110,132]
with training times of seconds, the adaptation to uncon-
strained image collections [10, 81], deformable scenes [8,
33, 75, 96, 99, 100, 102, 107, 109, 141, 142] and video in-
puts [22, 34, 71, 72, 103, 154], the refinement or complete
estimation of camera pose parameters for the input images
[50, 73, 82, 130, 131, 147, 159, 168], combining NeRFs with
semantics regarding objects in the scene [30, 145, 166],
incorporating depth cues [3, 18, 111, 113, 148] to guide
the training and allow handling textureless regions, han-
dling large-scale scenarios [133, 143], and streamable rep-

resentations [12]. However, despite promising results, fur-
ther improvements regarding efficiency are required for the
joint camera pose estimation and neural scene reconstruc-
tion [131, 168] as required in a SLAM setting to achieve
beyond the reported 5 fps on a current high-quality GPU
(Nvidia RTX 3090) [168] while also reducing the jittering
of the depicted scene during exploration.

Particularly addressing dynamic environments, various
approaches focused on filtering dynamic objects and only
reconstructing the static background [5, 27, 61, 118, 155,
161,164] or additionally reconstructing the dynamics based
on rigid object tracking and reconstruction [42, 70, 115,
116,128,153] and non-rigid object tracking and reconstruc-
tion [19, 38, 45, 49, 59, 69, 92, 119, 120, 127, 149, 149, 158,
162]. Taking inspiration of the non-rigid scene reconstruc-
tion approaches in terms of separating static and dynamic
scene parts, the 3D reconstruction approach involved in our
live-telepresence system is particularly designed for captur-
ing large-scale environments (i.e., beyond scenarios limited
to a small area of a few squaremeters) with both static and
dynamic entities based on a single moved RGB-D camera.
Our hybrid volumetric scene representation leverages se-
mantic and instance information to detect dynamic scene
entities and combines a voxel-based scene representation
for the static parts, where we also accumulate information
on whether and how significant objects have been moved,
with a point-cloud-based representation of dynamic parts.
A major contribution of our work is the separate but simul-
taneous streaming of both static and dynamics scene infor-
mation and its VR-based visualization at interactive rates.

3. Methodology
As shown in Figure 2, our live-telepresence system for

large-scale environments with scene dynamics at practical
bandwidth requirements takes a continuous stream of RGB-
D images (I1, D1), (I2, D2), ... from a moving depth cam-
era as input, where Ik(u) ∈ R3 represents the red, green
and blue color values of frame k, and Dk(u) ∈ R the cor-
responding raw depth measurement at pixel u ∈ U ⊂ N2,
with U being the image domain. The main challenge con-
sists in efficiency when processing these measurements, in-
tegrating them into a consistent model and streaming the
latter over the network at practical bandwidth requirements
to remote clients, where it has to be visualized at ade-
quate visual quality at tolerable overall latency. For this
purpose, we use a hybrid scene representation that sepa-
rately handles static and dynamic scene parts, thereby al-
lowing the combination of efficient large-scale 3D scene
mapping techniques, that face problems with dynamic re-
gions, with efficient point-based reconstruction for the dy-
namic parts. In more detail, we segment the frames of
the input stream into static and dynamic regions by de-
termining score maps Sk, where Sk(u) ∈ R describes the
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Figure 2. Visualization of different processing stages for the k-th RGB-D frame in the pipeline. Starting with color Ik and depth Dk,
instance segmentation Lk (class labels) and ιk (instance IDs), optical flow Fk and odometry flow Ψk are computed. Next the end-point-
error (EPE) between the flows are computed, normalized and propagated using the instance segmentation to generate the dynamicity
scores Sk. The scores are accumulated in Ak and Lk, ιk, Sk and Ak are used to integrate information about static regions in the voxel
block model. New static voxels and current dynamic regions are sent to the server, which forwards this information to the exploration
clients appropriately.

amount of dynamicity in frame k at pixel u. This separa-
tion allows us to efficiently reconstruct, stream and immer-
sively visualize static regions using existing state-of-the-
art large-scale telepresence techniques [123, 126] while si-
multaneously reconstructing, streaming and visualizing dy-
namic scene parts based on a point-based representation in
terms of a partial RGB-D image and its corresponding es-
timated camera pose, thereby limiting the amount of data
to be transferred and reducing the processing time. After
streaming the hybrid scene representation to remote users,
its static and dynamic parts are joined in a combined 3D vi-
sualization. In the following subsections, we provide more
details on the different steps of our pipeline.

3.1. Segmentation into Static and Dynamic Regions

For the sake of efficiency, we segment the RGB-D
frames of the input stream into static and dynamic regions,
which will later allow the efficient treatment of the differ-
ent types of scene parts. For this purpose, we compute score
maps Sk, where Sk(u) ∈ R describes the amount of dynam-
icity in frame k at pixel u. In the following, we will assume
that these scores are normalized in the sense that a pixel
is deemed static if Sk(u) ≤ 1, and dynamic if Sk(u) > τ ,
where τ ≥ 1 is a threshold that allows for a region of un-
certainty between the static and dynamic labels. To com-
pute the dynamicity score Sk of frame k, we first detect ob-
jects in Ik using instance segmentation, which yields both a
class label and an instance ID for each pixel in the image,
i.e. (Lk, ιk) = fseg(Ik) of Ik, where Lk(u) ∈ N is the pre-
dicted class label and ιk(u) ∈ N is the instance ID at pixel
u. The raw output of the segmentation network may con-
sists of multiple, potentially overlapping region proposals

which we integrate into the instance and labels maps using
non-maximum suppression. Pixels without any proposal,
belong to a low confidence detection or to a region with
pixel count below a certain threshold are ignored by setting
Lk(u) = ιk(u) = 0. See the supplemental material for a
detailed explanation of this procedure. In our experiments,
we used SoloV2 [146] using pretrained weights from [9].

Next, we estimate the backward optical flow
Fk = fflow(Ik, Ik−1), where Fk(u) ∈ R2 is the cor-
responding flow vector at pixel u, such that u in Ik
corresponds to u+ Fk(u) in Ik−1. For fflow we used a
pretrained version [15] of LiteFlowNet2 [44].

Subsequently, we estimate the camera motion

ξk = fpose(Ik−1, Ik, Dk−1, Dk) ∈ se(3) (1)

between the previous and current frame, yielding an abso-
lute camera pose Tk ∈ R4×4 when we assume T1 to be cen-
tered at the world origin. Our implementation uses a stan-
dard point-to-plane RGB-D registration implementation of
Open3D [167].

Based on Fk and Tk, we determine a per-pixel end-point-
error Ek between the estimated flow and the flow ΨTk

we
expect from a completely static scene where only the cam-
era is moving by Tk, i.e.

Ek(u) = ‖Fk(u)−ΨTk
(u)‖2. (2)

UsingDk, we can compute ΨTk
(u) as the offset between

u and the corresponding point u′ projected from frame
k − 1 into k. More specifically, let π−1 be the backpro-
jection operation of some fixed pinhole camera, such that
v = π−1(u,Dk(u)) ∈ R3 is the 3D coordinate of pixel u
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with depth measurement Dk(u) in the local coordinate sys-
tem the camera, and let π be the corresponding projection
operation transforming v back to u. Ψk(u) is then given as

Ψk(u) = [π ◦ Tk−1 ◦ T−1k ◦ π−1(u,Dk(u))]− u. (3)

Note that we imply proper conversion between euclidean
and homogeneous coordinates by using the concatenation
operator to keep the notation simple.

To decide which of the resulting scores Ek(u) in-
dicates dynamic regions, we analyze the histogram
Hi = (Hi

1, ...,H
i
n) ∈ Nn of errors for each instance i. We

chose the width of the n histogram bins empirically as
c = 0.25 based on the error values produced by our ap-
proach. As an indicator of the highest motion of i, we look
for the rightmost mode sk(i) ∈ R≥0 of Hi that consists of
at least r ·∑n

l=1H
i
l values, where r ∈ [0, 1] is a hyperpa-

rameter. This means, we look for the bin index j∗(i) with

j∗(i) = max

{
j

∣∣∣∣∣Hi
j−1 < Hi

j , H
i
j+1 < Hi

j ,
Hi
j∑

lH
i
l

≥ r
}

(4)
which, in turn, allows the mode mi to be defined as the
center of histogram bin j∗(i), i.e. sk(i) = (j∗(i) + 0.5)c.

We normalize all scores by subtracting the smallest mode
from them, assuming that at least one of the detections is
of static nature. This is done to remove shifts in the overall
error that can be caused by inaccurate estimates produced in
fflow and fpose. Together with an empirically chosen linear
rescaling by a factor δ ∈ R≥0, we get the normalized scores

E′k(u) = δ · (Ek(u)−min
i
{sk(i)}) (5)

that fulfill the previously mentioned criterion that scores
≤ 1 are indicating a static object, while higher scores in-
dicate dynamic regions.

While E′k(u) can now be used for the segmentation into
static and dynamic regions, we found that the visualiza-
tion of moving regions is more coherent if the segmenta-
tion happens on the object level. This is particularly impor-
tant for articulated or non-rigid objects like humans, where
potentially only a small part of the object (e.g. an arm) is
moving. To accomplish this, we use the normalized modes
s′k(i), which result from applying the transformation from
(Equation (5)) to mi. An instance i is deemed as dynamic
if s′k(i) ≥ τ . To represent this in the resulting score map,
we propagate this value in the final score map by setting
Sk(u) = s′k(i) for all pixels u with ιk(u) = i.

To make the dynamicity estimates more robust against
noise in the error values when looking at multiple frames,
we experimented with smoothing the values s′k(i) tempo-
rally using the maximum over the current and a decaying
previous score, such that the smoothed score of instance i
in frame k is given as

ŝ′k(i) := max{α · ŝ′k−1(i), s′k(i)}. (6)

To make this work, we have to re-identify instance i from
frame k − 1 in frame k. A priori, instance IDs do not have
any relation to each other, because fseg is assumed to only
be dependent on a single image. We use information about
mask overlap between ιk, Lk and ι′k−1, L

′
k−1 , where latter

maps result from warping ιk−1, Lk−1 according to flow Fk,
aligning them with the maps of frame k. A confusion matrix
C of the pairwise overlaps of the instance masks of the same
class in ιk and ι′k−1 is computed, such that

Cij =
∣∣{u | ιk(u) = i, ι′k−1(u) = j, Lk(u) = L′k−1(u)}

∣∣.
(7)

We identify instance i with instance j′ from the previous
frame, if j′ = argmaxj{Cij} and Cij′ is larger than a min-
imum overlap count. In addition, we also keep track of the
average dynamicity scores over time to be able to give a sen-
sible initial score estimate when detecting a new instance.
A detailed explanation of this initialization scheme can be
found in the supplemental material.

As the object tracking is only performed in 2D for effi-
ciency reasons, we also accumulate the dynamicity scores
of each instance over time in 2D by updating an accumula-
tion map Ak(u) ∈ R≥0. To increase the interpretability of
the scores, we compute a 3D end-point-error between last
and current frame by using Fk for the correspondences be-
tween the pixels and unprojecting the respective coordinates
of into 3D using π−1 with the corresponding depth maps
and camera poses. The resulting 3D flow F̂k(u) ∈ R3 is
then combined with the warped previous accumulated score
A′k−1 as Ak(u) = A′k−1(u) + ‖F̂k(u)‖2.

3.2. Updating the Static Model

With the score map Sk computed, we are able to inte-
grate the static part of the frame into the static model. For
this purpose, we use a modified version of real-time 3D
reconstruction based on spatial voxel block hashing [95],
where we added an extension for concurrent retrieval, in-
sertion and removal of data [123]. However, in order to
further increase the efficiency of our approach, we seam-
lessly shift potentially dynamic but currently static scene
parts into the static scene representation until they become
dynamic again. This requires us to additionally consider the
following situations:

1. Dynamic regions should not be integrated into the
static model. In case this happens erroneously, they
should be removed as quickly as possible.

2. Regions that change their state from dynamic to static
(e.g. a box was placed on a table) should be integrated
into the static model seamlessly.

3. Regions changing their state from static to dynamic
(e.g. a box is picked up) should be removed from the
static model immediately.
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4. Static regions that changed while not in the camera
frustum should be updated as soon as new information
is available.

Following the suggested modification of the weighting
schema for dynamic object motion by Newcombe et al., we
truncate the updated weight which effectively results in a
moving average favoring newer measurements [93]. How-
ever, instead of having a global maximum weight Wη > 0,
we store a separate value Wη,k(v) > 0 for each voxel v in
our model and compute the new weight Wk(p) ∈ R≥0 as

Wk(v) = min(Wk−1(v) +W ′k(v),Wη,k). (8)

These maximum weights are computed directly from the
dynamicity score. We found that a simple step function suf-
fices, i.e.

Wη,k(v) =

{
Ŵη, Sk(uv) ≤ τη
W̌η, Sk(uv) > τη

, (9)

given the corresponding raycasting source pixel uv ∈ U of
voxel v, a threshold τη > 0 and weight caps 0 < W̌η ≤ Ŵη .
This helps in situations 1 and 3, since dynamic regions are
updated with new information more quickly, as well as in
situation 4, as the weight is truncated even for static regions.

In addition, we aid the timely removal of dynamic re-
gions from the static model (situations 1 and 3) by settings
the SDF value to −1 for voxels where the associated dy-
namicity score Sk(p) exceeds a threshold τSDF > 0. This,
together with the high integration weight from before, in-
validates the existing surface estimate at that location.

Situation 2 is already covered by the temporal smoothing
of the dynamicity scores in Equation (6), because the decay
parameter α prevents to drop the scores too quickly, which
leads to objects being considered dynamic for some time
when they stop moving. Even though it takes a short time
for the static reconstruction to integrate and stream the vox-
els of the state-changing object, we found this to be more
intuitive when observing the live scene to have the object
stop first than to suddenly disappear.

3.3. Visualization

After having streamed the hybrid scene representation to
remote users’ devices, the static and dynamic scene enti-
ties have to be combined within an immersive scene explo-
ration component, where we focus on virtual reality (VR)
based immersion of users into the live-captured scenarios.
For this, we created a client component that receives up-
dates of the static model as well as the dynamic regions of
the current RGB-D frame.

The static model is visualized as a mesh, where the lo-
cal mesh representation of the static scene is updated using
received MC voxel block indices and rendered in real-time,

thereby following previous work [123]. In contrast, the dy-
namic parts are shown as a point cloud at the corresponding
location relative to the static mesh. For this, we backpro-
ject the dynamic pixels of the current RGB-D frame using
known camera intrinsics and the current camera pose.

The user is then able to individually and independently
from the sensor explore the captured scene by physically
looking and walking around or use a teleportation function-
ality for locomotion. The current position and orientation
of the RGB-D sensor and other users is also shown.

3.4. Streaming

To be able to run the described method with low latency
from the time of capturing to the visualization at remote
locations, we use a server-client architecture. The server re-
ceives and distributes data packages over a network to the
appropriate processing clients. The RGB-D capturing, seg-
mentation into static and dynamic regions as well as the in-
tegration into the static model are performed in the recon-
struction client.

Updates of this representation are then broadcasted to
one or multiple exploration clients, which in turn update a
mesh representation of the static scene using the MC in-
dices. At the same time, the server also sends updates of the
dynamic regions as masked RGB-D images together with
the current camera pose estimate, such that the RGB-D pix-
els can be projected into the scene as a point-cloud.

3.5. Implementation Details

To take advantage of modern multi-processor architec-
tures, the stages shown in Figure 2 are each running in sepa-
rate processes, such that each stage can begin processing the
next item once the current one has been processed. While
this leads to overhead due to inter-process communication,
the FPS of the pipeline is no longer bound to the latency, but
the processing duration of the slowest stage in the pipeline.
This can also be observed in our performance evaluation.

4. Experimental Results

To evaluate the performance of the proposed pipeline,
we ran experiments on 8 self-recorded sequences captured
with a Microsoft Azure Kinect RGB-D sensor in different
office environments, and measured both speed and band-
width metrics.

The scenes contain varying types of motion and we cat-
egorized them into three groups. Fixed (F.) are scenes that
have no camera motion once dynamic entities can be seen in
the camera, whereas Moving (M.) describes scenes with an
always-moving camera and simultaneous object motion. A
third category Outside (O.) contains a scene where the cam-
era is hand-held, but object motion only happens outside of
the camera view.
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Scene F. M. O. Latency [s] FPS [1/s]

items 1 X 2.55 (0.07) 11.38 (5.51)
items 2 X 2.41 (0.15) 10.44 (4.94)
people 1 X 2.51 (0.06) 11.80 (5.79)
people 2 X 2.46 (0.11) 10.14 (5.27)
people 3 X 2.58 (0.19) 9.63 (4.81)
ego view X 2.32 (0.11) 10.27 (5.53)

oof 1 X 2.50 (0.09) 11.09 (4.93)
oof 2 X 2.53 (0.14) 10.85 (6.15)

Table 1. Performance results on the 8 self-recorded scenes. The
F., M., O. columns indicate the type of motion that was captured
(F: fixed camera when object motion is seen, M: camera always in
motion, O: object motion only outside of camera view). Latency
and FPS columns show both the mean and standard deviation (in
parentheses) of the respective metrics.

To validate design choices, we also conducted an abla-
tion study regarding certain components of the pipeline and
compared them to baseline methods. Following that, we
will discuss the impact and limitations of the approach.

4.1. Experimental Setup

We set up three computers in a local network that each
run one of the three processes shown in Figure 2. All de-
vices use the same hardware except for the GPU, which is
an Nvidia GeForce RTX 3090 for the reconstruction client
and an Nvidia GeForce GTX 1080 for both server and ex-
ploration client, as they require less GPU performance. We
merged the region proposals using a non-maximum sup-
pression approach. Details and all hyperparameter choices
can be found in the supplemental material.

We measured three different metrics in this setup: The
end-to-end latency of an RGB-D frame from the camera
to the exploration client, the frame-rate at which RGB-D
frames are being processed by the pipeline, and the network
bandwidth between server and connected clients. The la-
tency and frame-rate is measured using timestamped logs
that are synchronized via a “benchmark-start” broadcast
from the server. This ensures that the timestamps do not
deviate more than the local network latency. The frame-
rate we report is given as the averaged arrival time differ-
ence between consecutive dynamic RGB-D images at the
exploration client. The latency is the average between the
emission times of RGB-D frames into the pipeline and the
corresponding arrival times at the exploration client.

4.2. Evaluation of Performance and Visual Quality

Table 1 shows the results of the frame-rate and latency
measurements. It can be seen that the performance is largely
independent of the type of scene and averages around 2.48
seconds in end-to-end latency and 10.7 frames per second.

Type F. M. O.

TSDF 29.47 (63.42) 59.06 (95.06) 56.18 (84.14)
MC 3.20 (6.67) 5.91 (7.86) 5.51 (6.24)
Dyn. 4.89 (7.97) 2.62 (5.41) 1.27 (3.27)

Table 2. Required bandwidth in MBit/s of the different types of
data packages, averaged over the types of recorded scenes (F: fixed
camera when object motion is seen, M: camera always in motion,
O: object motion only outside of camera view). Given are both
mean and standard deviation (in parentheses).

A closer analysis reveals that the frame-rate is upper-bound
by the single image inference speed of the instance segmen-
tation network. We provide respective details in the supple-
mental material.

The network bandwidth requirements are summarized in
Table 2. Here, the measured package sizes are split up in
the type of data. TSDF represents the values of truncated
signed-distance function generated by the voxel block hash-
ing of the reconstruction client, MC labels the Marching
Cubes indices the server generates from the TSDF repre-
sentation and sends to the exploration client(s). The dy-
namic RGB-D that results from the segmentation of the
reconstruction client and that is subsequently sent to the
exploration client(s) is called Dyn. The results show that
the majority of data is transferred between reconstruction
client and server. The Marching Cubes indices and dynamic
RGB-D data, which are selectively streamed to the explo-
ration client(s), allow for multiple connections, even over
the Internet, considering modern bandwidth availability.

Furthermore, we provide qualitative results in Figure 3.

4.3. Ablation Study

To validate some of the design choices of our approach,
we show the effects of removing certain elements of the
pipeline on the results. Figure 4 illustrates the effect of the
weighting function from Equation (9) as well as the differ-
ence between error thresholding with and without propaga-
tion into the object masks. In the weighting example, we
show that the update of false measurements is done with
less artifacts while walking around the box when using a
exponential decay. This motivates our choice to enable this
weighting schema for regions with recent object motion. At
the same time, the floor texture shows slightly more artifacts
as the more recent measurements are favored, but collide vi-
sually with regions that were not recently seen by the cam-
era. This effect is reduced in the original weighting schema,
which motivates the dual approach shown in Equation (9).

The bottom row of Figure 4 shows how the propagation
of the error modes into the object masks aids to correctly
identify potentially dynamic objects. Due to weak motion
boundaries produced by fflow, a large region of pixels be-
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Figure 3. Results of our approach on different scenes. Left to right: Input color image; resulting segmentation into static (blue) and
dynamic (yellow) regions; the accumulated 3D flow magnitude; a novel view of the scene as visualized in the exploration client.

Figure 4. Comparison of design choices of the proposed pipeline.
Top row: An example output from the exploration client using
the standard voxelblock weighting schema (left) vs. exponential
weight decay via weight capping. The second approach yields a
reconstruction of the box with less artifacts. Bottom row: Thresh-
olding of the normalized EPE before (left) and after (right) propa-
gation of the error modes into the static (blue) and dynamic (yel-
low) object masks. Again, the second approach produces a more
plausible segmentation into static and dynamic regions.

hind the moving person is considered dynamic after nor-
malization. This can be filtered out completely in this case
using our approach.

4.4. Limitations

While our approach shows promising results and is de-
signed with modularity and extensibility in mind, there are
also some limitations to consider. Most importantly, the
pipeline only runs at interactive frame-rates due to the per-
formance limitations inherited by the involved neural net-
work approaches. In our scenario, we require high single-
image inference speed, which is not a functionality modern
deep learning approaches are particularly tuned for. Fur-
thermore, our approach requires the segmentation network
to detect objects to be able to identify dynamic regions,

which limits its capabilities on out-of-distribution samples.
This is also the case for the optical flow network, as it is
also limited by the quality of the training data and the do-
main overlap with the scenes we recorded. In the supple-
mental material, we show some failure cases where failed
detections of both fseg and flow cause artifacts in the static
reconstruction.

5. Conclusions
We presented a novel live-telepresence system that al-

lows immersing remote users into live-captured environ-
ments with static and dynamic scene entities beyond room
scale at practical bandwidth requirements. In order to allow
the respectively required efficient 3D reconstruction, data
streaming and VR-based visualization, we built our system
upon a novel hybrid volumetric scene representation that
combines a voxel-based representation of static scene ge-
ometry enriched by additional information regarding object
semantics as well as their accumulated dynamic movement
over time with a point-cloud-based representation for dy-
namic parts, where we perform the respective separation of
static and dynamic parts based on optical flow and instance
information extracted for the input frames. As a result of
independently yet simultaneously streaming static and dy-
namic scene characteristics while keeping potentially mov-
ing but currently static scene entities in the static model as
long as they remain static, as well as their fusion in the
visualization on remote client hardware, we achieved VR-
based live-telepresence in large-scale scenarios at interac-
tive rates.

With the rapid improvements in hardware technology,
particularly regarding GPUs, we expect our system to soon
reach full real-time capability. Also, the modularity of our
system allows replacing individual components with newer
approaches, which might be particularly relevant for the
instance segmentation network, which represents the main
bottleneck of our current system.
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Popović, Mark Pauly, and Szymon Rusinkiewicz. Tempo-
rally coherent completion of dynamic shapes. ACM Trans-
actions on Graphics (TOG), 31(1):1–11, 2012. 3

[70] Shile Li and Dongheui Lee. Rgb-d slam in dynamic envi-
ronments using static point weighting. IEEE Robotics and
Automation Letters, 2(4):2263–2270, 2017. 3

[71] Tianye Li, Mira Slavcheva, Michael Zollhoefer, Simon
Green, Christoph Lassner, Changil Kim, Tanner Schmidt,
Steven Lovegrove, Michael Goesele, Richard Newcombe,
et al. Neural 3d video synthesis from multi-view video. In
Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vi-
sion and Pattern Recognition, pages 5521–5531, 2022. 3

[72] Zhengqi Li, Simon Niklaus, Noah Snavely, and Oliver
Wang. Neural scene flow fields for space-time view syn-
thesis of dynamic scenes. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF
Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition,
pages 6498–6508, 2021. 3

[73] Chen-Hsuan Lin, Wei-Chiu Ma, Antonio Torralba, and Si-
mon Lucey. Barf: Bundle-adjusting neural radiance fields.
In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF International Conference
on Computer Vision, pages 5741–5751, 2021. 3

[74] Jeffrey I Lipton, Aidan J Fay, and Daniela Rus. Bax-
ter’s homunculus: Virtual reality spaces for teleoperation
in manufacturing. IEEE Robotics and Automation Letters,
3(1):179–186, 2017. 3

[75] Lingjie Liu, Marc Habermann, Viktor Rudnev, Kripasindhu
Sarkar, Jiatao Gu, and Christian Theobalt. Neural actor:
Neural free-view synthesis of human actors with pose con-

11



trol. ACM Transactions on Graphics (TOG), 40(6):1–16,
2021. 3

[76] C. Loop, C. Zhang, and Z. Zhang. Real-time High-
resolution Sparse Voxelization with Application to Image-
based Modeling. In Proc. of the High-Performance Graph-
ics Conference, pages 73–79, 2013. 2

[77] Xinzhong Lu, Ju Shen, Saverio Perugini, and Jianjun Yang.
An immersive telepresence system using rgb-d sensors and
head mounted display. In 2015 IEEE International Sym-
posium on Multimedia (ISM), pages 453–458. IEEE, 2015.
2

[78] A. Maimone, J. Bidwell, K. Peng, and H. Fuchs. Enhanced
personal autostereoscopic telepresence system using com-
modity depth cameras. Computers & Graphics, 36(7):791
– 807, 2012. 2

[79] A. Maimone and H. Fuchs. Encumbrance-free Telepres-
ence System with Real-time 3D Capture and Display Us-
ing Commodity Depth Cameras. In Proc. of the IEEE Int.
Symp. on Mixed and Augmented Reality, pages 137–146,
2011. 2

[80] A. Maimone and H. Fuchs. Real-time volumetric 3D cap-
ture of room-sized scenes for telepresence. In Proc. of the
3DTV-Conference, 2012. 2

[81] Ricardo Martin-Brualla, Noha Radwan, Mehdi SM Sajjadi,
Jonathan T Barron, Alexey Dosovitskiy, and Daniel Duck-
worth. Nerf in the wild: Neural radiance fields for uncon-
strained photo collections. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF
Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition,
pages 7210–7219, 2021. 3

[82] Quan Meng, Anpei Chen, Haimin Luo, Minye Wu, Hao Su,
Lan Xu, Xuming He, and Jingyi Yu. Gnerf: Gan-based neu-
ral radiance field without posed camera. In Proceedings of
the IEEE/CVF International Conference on Computer Vi-
sion, pages 6351–6361, 2021. 3

[83] Ben Mildenhall, Pratul P Srinivasan, Matthew Tancik,
Jonathan T Barron, Ravi Ramamoorthi, and Ren Ng. Nerf:
Representing scenes as neural radiance fields for view syn-
thesis. Communications of the ACM, 65(1):99–106, 2021.
3

[84] M MINSKY. Telepresence. Omni, 2(9):44–52, 1980. 1, 2
[85] D. Molyneaux, S. Izadi, D. Kim, O. Hilliges, S. Hodges, X.

Cao, A. Butler, and H. Gellersen. Interactive Environment-
Aware Handheld Projectors for Pervasive Computing
Spaces. In Proc. of the Int. Conf. on Pervasive Computing,
pages 197–215, 2012. 2

[86] Carl Moore, Toby Duckworth, Rob Aspin, and David
Roberts. Synchronization of images from multiple cam-
eras to reconstruct a moving human. In 2010 IEEE/ACM
14th International Symposium on Distributed Simulation
and Real Time Applications, pages 53–60. IEEE, 2010. 3
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A. Detailed Explanation of Components
Filtering of Instance Proposals. When given a color im-
age Ik, the instance segmentation network fseg used in
our work outputs region proposals M1, ...,Mn in terms of
Boolean masks that indicate the membership of each pixel
u ∈ U , i.e.Mj(u) = 1, if pixel u belongs to proposal j, and
Mj(u) = 0 otherwise. In addition, each mask is associated
with a class label lj and a confidence score cj ∈ [0, 1]. To
produce the per-pixel class label Lk and instance ID maps
ιk, we have to integrate potentially overlapping region pro-
posals, taking the confidence scores into account. We ac-
complish this by first removing proposals with a confidence
smaller than a threshold τconf. For each pixel u, we then
find the instance ID of the proposal with maximum con-
fidence, i.e. for the filtered indices j′1, ..., i

′
n′ we compute

i∗(u) = argmaxi{ci |Mi(u) = 1}. The resulting assign-
ment is again filtered by removing IDs that do not exceed a
minimum pixel count. In other words, we set

î(u) =

{
i∗(u), if |{i∗(u) = i}| ≥ τcount

0, otherwise.
(10)

As described in the paper, the resulting indices are then as-
sociated with the IDs from the previous frame to get the
final map ιk of instance IDs and the label map is set to the
corresponding class labels Lk(u) = lιk(u).

Dynamicity Initialization. For instances that cannot be
associated with an instance in the previous frame, we keep
a mean for the dynamicity scores of each class that is
smoothed according to the scheme shown in Equation (6)
of the main paper. More specifically, let s̃k : L → R≥0 be
defined as a mapping from the set of class labels L to the
mean dynamicity scores, where

s̃k(l) := max

{
αclass · s̃k−1(l),

1

|Il|
∑
i∈Il

ŝ′k(i)

}
. (11)

Figure 5 depicts the steps taken to compute the temporally
smoothed score s′k(i) of some instance i with label li from
the initial score sk(i). Importantly, we also handle the case
that a class is observed for the first time in the current frame.
In that case, we set the class mean to the only available ob-
servation sk(i).

B. Hyperparameter Choices
The hyperparameters used for the performance evalua-

tion and visualization were fixed for all scenes and are listed
in Table 3.

C. Scene Descriptions
Table 5 contains a short description as well as some ex-

emplary RGB images of each of the 8 self-recorded scenes

Initial score sk(i)

Tracking
successful?

smooth with
class mean

max{αs̃k−1(i), sk(i)}

smooth with
instance mean

max{αs′k−1(i), sk(i)}
Class seen
before?

initialize class mean
with observation
s̃k−1(li) = sk(i)

update class
mean s̃k(li)

(Equation ??)

Final score s′k(i)

noyes

yes

no

Figure 5. Flowchart visualizing the procedure for the temporal
smoothing of the dynamicity score of instance i with class label
li in frame k. If the tracking matches instance i with an instance
from the previous frame, the resulting score is smoothed as shown
in Equation (6). Otherwise, we first check whether the class was
observed in a previous frame. In this case, we smooth the score
similarly to Equation (6) but using the smoothed class mean from
the last frame instead. In case the class is observed for the first
time, we keep the initial score and use it as the new class mean for
li. Lastly, the class mean for li is updated.

used for our experiments. The scenes were all captured with
a Microsoft Azure Kinect RGB-D sensor at a frame-rate
of 30 Hz using the narrow FOV configuration and without
depth binning.

D. Detailed Performance Comparison
In Table 6, we list the raw computation speed, measured

in terms of frames per second (FPS), of individual compo-
nents of our pipeline during evaluation. The results show
that, on average, the inference of the instance segmentation
network is the limiting factor for the overall speed of the
pipeline. Note that the components run in parallel, such
that actual processing speed of each component is limited
by the output speed of the previous one. The measured val-
ues therefore only represent an upper bound for the FPS
that each component can reach in our implementation. An
example of this parallel execution is also visualized in Fig-
ure 7.

E. Comparison with Further Segmentation
and Optical Flow Networks

To evaluate the choice of the instance segmentation [146]
and optical flow [44] networks used in our approach, we
compared the performance differences with some other re-
cent segmentation [39,40,62,108] and optical flow [51,135,
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Symbol Description Value

τconf Minimum segmentation confidence 0.1

τcount
Minimum pixel count for class

acceptance 2300

τ Dynamic threshold 1.1
τη Voxel weight dynamicity threshold 1.1

τSDF
SDF invalidation dynamicity

threshold 1.1

Ŵη Static max. voxel weight 255
W̌η Dynamic max. voxel weight 3
c Histogram bin width 0.25

N/A Histogram relative min. bin count 0.01
N/A Instance tracking min. overlap ratio 0.2
α Instance dynamicity decay factor 0.9

αclass Class dynamicity decay factor 0.9

δ
Dynamicity normalization scale

factor 0.4

Table 3. Choices for the hyperparameters of the pipeline used dur-
ing the evaluation. Symbol “N/A” indicates that no symbol was
given to this parameter in the main publication or the supplemen-
tary material.

Segmentation Optical Flow FPS [1/s]

Mask R-CNN [40]

LiteFlowNet2 [44]

6.91 (1.49)
PointRend [62] 5.34 (1.29)

SCNet [39] 4.17 (0.44)
DetectoRS [108] 2.39 (0.14)

SoloV2 [146]
MaskFlowNet [165] 9.57 (5.08)

RAFT [135] 2.88 (0.09)
GMA [51] 2.55 (0.08)

SoloV2 [146] LiteFlowNet2 [44] 11.38 (5.51)

Table 4. Performance comparison of our pipeline using different
networks for instance segmentation and optical flow. For this pur-
pose, we provide the resulting frame-rate (in FPS) our approach
reaches using the given combinations of networks.

165] techniques. Table 4 shows our pipeline’s performance
in terms of frames per second.

F. Failure Cases

Our approach relies on accurate predictions from both
the segmentation and optical flow networks. Objects not
detected by the instance segmentation network affect their
assignment to the static or dynamic scene parts, which is
shown in Figure 6. Here, the balloon is not detected as an
object by the SoloV2 network and is therefore erroneously
integrated into the static model. While the integrated vox-
els conflict with future measurements and are eventually re-

Figure 6. Failure case of our method. Shown are RGB (top left),
optical flow (top right), instance segmentation (bottom left) and re-
sulting segmentation into static and dynamic (bottom right). Even
though a clear motion cue is available in the optical flow image,
due to a missing object detection, our method fails to correctly
identify the dynamic region (orange circle).

moved, they cause visually unpleasant artifacts during re-
construction. However, due to the modular nature of our
approach, future developments with improved accuracy of
the predictions might address this current limitation of our
approach. Furthermore, future developments on increasing
the efficiency of the networks for the respectively involved
subtasks will further improve the overall performance.
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Scene Description Exemplary Images from Scene

items 1
A person moves around
items (books and boxes)
on an office table.

items 2

A person picks up and
drops off items on a
table in a medium-sized
office.

people 1
Two persons meet at a
coffee table and
exchange a box.

people 2
Chairs and a boxes are
moved around in an
office seating area.

people 3 Two persons exchange a
small box.

ego view
Balloons are kicked
around in a
medium-sized office.

oof 1
An office door is opened
and closed while not
seen by the camera.

oof 2
A box is moved multiple
times while the camera
is not observing it.

Table 5. Short description and exemplary images for each of the scenes used for the evaluation.
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Scene System Components

Segmentation Optical Flow Odometry Dynamicity
Inference Tracking EPE Norm. Smooth. Prop. Acc.

items 1 11.53 62.89 12.20 11.29 22.45 28.12 55.79 159.78 59.65
items 2 9.86 58.40 11.81 13.25 24.08 43.22 59.36 148.02 57.75
people 1 10.53 56.91 11.68 13.02 24.82 34.22 62.42 155.88 58.84
people 2 9.36 54.17 11.71 14.66 25.83 44.61 63.44 156.12 58.38
people 3 12.94 69.20 11.29 11.46 25.52 26.86 71.12 159.16 59.62
ego view 9.73 51.88 11.92 16.29 25.76 49.17 56.43 156.67 59.23

oof 1 13.24 67.29 11.01 11.19 24.10 28.95 58.75 155.81 57.10
oof 2 10.63 56.02 11.87 14.99 25.45 41.48 59.37 154.40 58.75

Mean 10.98 59.59 11.56 13.27 24.65 37.08 60.84 155.73 58.67

Table 6. Raw computation speeds in FPS [1/s] for the major components of our pipeline, evaluated separately for each of the 8 scenes used
for the evaluation. The last rows shows the mean over all scenes. The dynamicity computation is split into end-point-error computation
(EPE), normalization (Norm.), temporal smoothing (Smooth.), object propagation (Prop.) and accumulation (Acc.).

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70

Flow

Seg.

Odom.

Track.

EPE

Norm.

Smooth.

Prop.

Acc.

Figure 7. Gantt chart showing the compute durations of the major components of our pipeline in a 700ms long section from the evaluation
of scene items 1. The highlighted bars correspond to the same input frame. System components are optical flow estimation (Flow), instance
segmentation (Seg.), odometry (Odom.), instance tracking (Track.), end-point-error computation (EPE), dynamicity normalization (Norm.),
temporal smoothing (Smooth.), propagation (Prop.) and accumulation (Acc.). It can be seen that faster components of the pipeline have to
wait for the next frame to become available to continue processing. Additional gaps result from scheduling and process communication.
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