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Figure 1. Illustration of the proposed U4D framework for uncertainty-aware LiDAR scene generation. (a) U4D first estimates the
spatial uncertainty maps, highlighting regions that are challenging for perception, such as distant or partially occluded objects, small-
scale instances, and semantically ambiguous areas. (b) Conditioned on these uncertainty regions, U4D performs scene completion in
a “hard-to-easy” manner, progressively reconstructing the entire scene with enhanced fidelity in uncertain regions. (¢) The generated
uncertainty-aware scenes can further benefit downstream perception tasks by improving robustness and recognition performance.

Abstract

Modeling dynamic 3D environments from LiDAR sequences
is central to building reliable 4D worlds for autonomous
driving and embodied Al. Existing generative frameworks,
however, often treat all spatial regions uniformly, overlook-
ing the varying uncertainty across real-world scenes. This
uniform generation leads to artifacts in complex or ambigu-
ous regions, limiting realism and temporal stability. In this
work, we present U4D, an uncertainty-aware framework for
4D LiDAR world modeling. Our approach first estimates
spatial uncertainty maps from a pretrained segmentation
model to localize semantically challenging regions. It then
performs generation in a “hard-to-easy” manner through
two sequential stages: (1) uncertainty-region modeling,
which reconstructs high-entropy regions with fine geometric
fidelity, and (2) uncertainty-conditioned completion, which
synthesizes the remaining areas under learned structural
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priors. To further ensure temporal coherence, U4D in-
corporates a mixture of spatio-temporal (MoST) block that
adaptively fuses spatial and temporal representations dur-
ing diffusion. Extensive experiments show that U4D pro-
duces geometrically faithful and temporally consistent Li-
DAR sequences, advancing the reliability of 4D world mod-
eling for autonomous perception and simulation.

1. Introduction

Modeling dynamic 3D environments from LiDAR se-
quences is fundamental to constructing reliable 4D world
models that enable autonomous systems to perceive, simu-
late, and interact with the physical world over time [38, 60,
83]. LiDAR provides precise geometric and depth informa-
tion, forming the basis for perception, mapping, and plan-
ning in autonomous driving [43, 44, 93], robotics [21, 53,
69], and large-scale scene reconstruction [84, 102]. How-
ever, collecting large-scale, diverse, and annotated LiDAR
data remains costly and labor-intensive [16, 36, 78, 92], mo-
tivating increasing interest in generative LiDAR modeling
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for scalable simulation, data augmentation, and pretraining.
Recent advances have explored LiDAR scene generation
via adversarial, variational, and diffusion-based generative
frameworks [7, 71, 83]. Early efforts focus on object-level
point clouds [1, 17, 31, 59], whereas recent methods such as
LiDARGen [108], LiDM [71], and LiDARCrafter [45] syn-
thesize large-scale and even dynamic LiDAR scenes. De-
spite these advances, existing methods treat spatial regions
equally during generation, ignoring the varying semantic
difficulty of real-world data. This uniform assumption often
causes unreliable reconstruction in geometrically or seman-
tically complex regions, such as thin poles, moving objects,
and distant surfaces, where predictive confidence is low.
We observe that reliable LiDAR world modeling re-
quires understanding the underlying uncertainty itself. As
shown in Fig. 1 (a), real LiDAR observations exhibit in-
herently non-uniform difficulty: while some areas are well-
defined, others — such as occluded areas, small-scale struc-
tures, or semantically ambiguous regions — remain uncer-
tain. Ignoring this asymmetry leads to geometric artifacts
and temporal instability. Inspired by how humans resolve
ambiguous regions before perceiving global context, we
propose to model uncertainty explicitly, generating difficult
regions first as structural anchors for the rest of the scene.
To this end, we propose U4D, an uncertainty-aware
framework for 4D LiDAR world modeling. U4D leverages
spatial uncertainty as a structural prior to guide scene gen-
eration. Our framework first estimates an uncertainty map
from a pretrained LiDAR segmentation network to local-
ize semantically ambiguous or geometrically unreliable re-
gions. It then performs two sequential stages of generation:
(1) an uncertainty-region diffusion stage, which focuses on
reconstructing high-entropy regions with fine geometric fi-
delity, and (2) an uncertainty-conditioned completion stage,
which synthesizes the remaining areas conditioned on these
reconstructed structures (Fig. 1 (b)). The two stages share a
unified latent scene representation, enabling global contex-
tual cues to refine local uncertainty and ensuring geometric
and temporal consistency across the generated 4D scenes.
To further ensure stable temporal evolution, U4D in-
tegrates a Mixture of Spatio-Temporal (MoST) block,
which explicitly decomposes and adaptively fuses spatial
and temporal representations within the diffusion process.
This design enables the generation of LiDAR sequences
that are both geometrically precise and temporally coher-
ent. Extensive experiments on the nuScenes [8] and Se-
manticKITTI [5] datasets demonstrate that U4D consis-
tently outperforms existing LiDAR generation frameworks
in terms of geometric fidelity, temporal stability, and down-
stream generalization (Fig. 1 (c)).
The main contributions of this work are as follows:

* We introduce the first uncertainty-aware LiDAR genera-
tion framework that explicitly models spatial difficulty to

enhance reliability in 4D world modeling.

* We design a two-stage hard-to-easy generation paradigm
that reconstructs uncertain regions first and then com-
pletes the full scene under these priors.

* We develop a Mixture of Spatio-Temporal (MoST) block
that ensures temporal consistency across frames by adap-
tively balancing spatial geometry and temporal dynamics.

2. Related Work

LiDAR Scene Understanding. LiDAR sensors provide ac-
curate geometric measurements of 3D environments. Due
to the sparse and irregular nature of LiDAR point clouds,
existing methods typically transform LiDAR data into al-
ternative representations for efficient processing, including
raw points [27, 67, 68, 77], bird’s-eye-view [10, 103, 104],
range images [2, 33, 89, 93], sparse voxels [11, 26, 97,
99, 106], and multi-view fusion [46, 49, 79, 90, 107].
While achieving strong performance across tasks such as
segmentation and detection, these methods heavily rely on
large-scale annotated datasets, which are costly to acquire.
To alleviate this dependency, recent works explore semi-
supervised [37, 42, 85], weakly-supervised [48, 57, 91],
and self-supervised [66, 73, 95, 96, 100] learning strate-
gies, aiming to maintain high performance while reducing
the need for extensive labeled data.

LiDAR Scene Generation. LiDAR generative models
learn the distribution of point clouds and synthesize realistic
scenes. Early GAN-based [1, 7, 76, 81] and VAE-based [17,
18, 31, 32, 47, 59] methods focus on object-level synthesis
but fail to scale to outdoor scenes. LiDARGen [108] pio-
neers large-scale LiDAR generation via range-image pro-
jection and score-based modeling, while R2DM [61] and
R2Flow [62] adopt diffusion models [25] for faithful syn-
thesis. Subsequent works [28, 50, 51, 71, 86, 87, 105, 109]
enhance controllability through conditional diffusion. Ul-
tralLiDAR [88] integrates voxelized LiDAR in a BEV-based
VQ-VAE [82] framework for spatial compactness. For tem-
poral modeling, ViDAR [98] predicts future LiDAR frames
from historical images, while LiDARCrafter [45] employs
a two-stage autoregressive framework. These methods treat
spatial regions uniformly, overlooking varying semantic dif-
ficulty and uncertainty. In contrast, our work explicitly esti-
mates and models spatial uncertainty, guiding generation in
a “hard-to-easy” manner for improved structural fidelity.
Uncertainty Modeling in 3D. Uncertainty modeling is crit-
ical for reliable perception in safety-critical applications
such as autonomous driving [3, 23]. In the image domain,
prior works improve model robustness through determinis-
tic confidence estimation [56, 74], Bayesian inference [13,
15, 24, 30], ensemble learning [22, 39, 70], test-time aug-
mentations [4, 55], and post-hoc calibration [ 14, 20, 29, 64].
In the 3D domain, Zhang et al. [101] propose probabilis-
tic point embeddings to enhance uncertainty estimation,
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Figure 2. Overview of the U4D framework. U4D generates LiDAR scenes in a “hard-to-easy” manner through two stages. (1) It first
estimates spatial uncertainty using a pretrained segmentation model G based on Shannon Entropy, and performs an unconditional diffusion
process to reconstruct high-fidelity geometry within the uncertain regions (¢f. Sec. 3.1). (2) It then conducts uncertainty-conditioned
completion, synthesizing the remaining scene areas guided by the reconstructed structures to ensure global consistency (cf. Sec. 3.2).

while SalsaNext [12] integrates Bayesian inference to cap-
ture epistemic and aleatoric uncertainty in LIDAR segmen-
tation. Calib3D [35] further introduces depth-aware scaling
to calibrate confidence across spatial distributions. In con-
trast, our work is the first to incorporate uncertainty model-
ing into a generative framework, explicitly leveraging esti-
mated uncertainty regions as structural priors to guide scene
synthesis and improve downstream reliability.

3. Methodology

We propose U4D, the first uncertainty-aware generative
framework for LiDAR scene synthesis. As illustrated in
Fig. 2, U4D generates LiDAR scenes in a “hard-to-easy”
manner through two sequential stages. (1) It estimates
an uncertainty map from a real scan using a pretrained
segmentation model and employs an unconditional diffu-
sion process to reconstruct high-fidelity uncertain regions
(cf. Sec. 3.1). (2) Conditioned on these reconstructed areas,
U4D completes the remaining scene to ensure structural in-
tegrity and global coherence (cf. Sec. 3.2). Both stages
share latent representations, enabling global context to re-
fine local uncertainty. To maintain temporal stability, U4D
integrates a Mixture of Spatio-Temporal (MoST) block
within the diffusion backbone. The MoST block decouples
and adaptively fuses spatial and temporal features, enabling
the generation of LiDAR sequences that are both geometri-
cally precise and temporally coherent (c¢f. Sec. 3.3).

3.1. Uncertainty Measurement in 3D

Real-world LiDAR scenes exhibit non-uniform difficulty
across spatial regions. Some structures, such as ground or
buildings, are geometrically stable and semantically con-
sistent, while others are inherently uncertain due to factors

such as distance-induced sparsity, occlusion, small-scale
objects, or semantic ambiguity between visually similar cat-
egories. These uncertainty-prone regions frequently appear
at long ranges, around object boundaries, or in areas of low
point density, leading to inconsistent predictions in safety-
critical perception tasks. Explicitly identifying and model-
ing these regions allows generative models to focus first on
structurally unstable and perceptually ambiguous areas be-
fore extending to the entire scene, thereby producing more
realistic priors and improving downstream robustness.
Uncertainty Maps. To localize uncertainty regions, we de-
rive a per-point uncertainty map from a pretrained LiDAR
semantic segmentation model. Given a point cloud P and a
segmentation model G, the model outputs per-point seman-
tic logits Z = G(P) € RIPIXC where C denotes the num-
ber of classes. After softmax normalization, we obtain the
class probability D.(p) for each point p € P. The semantic
uncertainty is quantified via Shannon Entropy [30, 75]:

C
H(p) = =Y De(p)log De(p) . (1)

Higher entropy values correspond to greater ambiguity, typ-
ically found near class boundaries or within distant, par-
tially occluded areas where the LiDAR returns become
sparse. To maintain a consistent proportion of uncertain
points across scenes, we select the top-K points with the
highest entropy to form a sparse uncertainty point cloud
P*, which highlights geometrically or semantically uncer-
tain regions. This point cloud serves as a structural prior for
subsequent uncertainty-aware generation.

Uncertainty-Region Representation. To efficiently rep-
resent and model these uncertainty regions, we transform
P* into a range-view format, following prior works [50,



61]. Each frame is projected onto a range image xj €
RIXWX2 where each pixel encodes normalized depth and
reflectance values within [—1,1]. A binary mask m* €
{0, 1}>W>1 simultaneously indicates valid LiDAR re-
turns in the 2D projection. This representation preserves the
geometric continuity of uncertainty regions while providing
dense spatial layout suitable for generative modeling.

Uncertainty Diffusion Modeling. To model the generative
distribution of uncertainty regions, we employ an uncondi-
tional diffusion model € trained on the range-view repre-
sentation. Following the standard denoising diffusion for-
mulation [25], Gaussian noise is progressively added to the
clean data x¥ with a predefined variance schedule {3}~ ;:

a(xi' | x5) = N(x{'s Vauxg, (1 —a)l), (2

where &, = Hizl(l — f3s). During training, €} learns to
predict the injected Gaussian noise €“ while reconstructing
the binary occupancy mask m* to preserve spatial validity.
The training objective combines the diffusion noise predic-
tion loss and an auxiliary mask supervision:

Lo = Eixyeu [Heu - eg(xt“,t)Hg} + Almask(m", m”) ,
3)
where L5k 18 the binary cross-entropy loss and A con-
trols its relative weight. At inference, a Gaussian sample
x4 ~ N(0,I) is iteratively denoised to produce a struc-
tured range image X§ along with occupancy mask m?,
which constrains generation within valid spatial regions and
preserves the sparsity pattern of uncertainty scenes.

3.2. Uncertainty-Conditioned Scene Completion

While sparse uncertainty scenes emphasize semantically
ambiguous regions or structurally unstable regions, they
only capture partial geometric information. To gener-
ate complete and coherent LiDAR frames, we design an
uncertainty-conditioned diffusion model that synthesizes
full scenes under the guidance of these uncertainty priors.
Problem Formulation. Given a sparse uncertainty range
image x{, the goal is to reconstruct a dense LiDAR obser-
vation x, € R¥*Wx2  The conditional diffusion model
€g is trained to approximate the conditional distribution
p(x0 | x{¥), enabling the model to complete the scene while
respecting the structural cues encoded in xg.

Conditional Diffusion Process. Similar to the uncondi-
tional diffusion defined in Eq. (2), the forward process grad-
ually perturbs the complete scene x:

q(x; | x0) = N (x5 Vagxo, (1 — a)I) . 4

During denoising, the model integrates uncertainty priors as
conditional input: €§ : (x,t,x{) — €. We concatenate x;
and x§ along the feature dimension, allowing the network to
leverage both global and local cues from uncertainty regions
to predict the denoising direction at each timestep. This
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Figure 3. Illustration of the Mixture of Spatio-Temporal (MoST)
block. It decomposes features along spatial and temporal dimen-
sions and adaptively fuses them to maintain both spatial fidelity
and temporal coherence. Near the network input and output,
MoST emphasizes spatial cues, while in intermediate layers it fo-
cuses more on temporal dynamics.

explicit conditioning encourages structurally plausible and
semantically consistent reconstruction.

Training Objective. The model is optimized with the stan-
dard conditional diffusion loss:

£c = Et,xo,eC [“€C - Gg(xtvtaxg)ng] . (5)

By conditioning on the uncertainty prior, € learns to treat
these regions as structural anchors, ensuring accurate com-
pletion of occluded, distant, or small-scale objects while
maintaining global scene coherence.

Inference. At inference, a Gaussian sample x7 ~ N (0,T)
is iteratively denoised conditioned on X, producing a fully
reconstructed LiDAR frame Xq. The uncertainty-guided
conditioning enforces spatial fidelity in challenging regions,
resulting in complete scenes that are both geometrically
consistent and semantically plausible.

3.3. Mixture of Spatio-Temporal

Temporal coherence is essential for modeling dynamic real-
world environments. While prior methods [51, 61, 62] fo-
cus on spatial reconstruction, maintaining consistent tempo-
ral evolution across frames remains challenging in dynamic
modeling. To jointly ensure spatial fidelity and temporal
consistency, we propose the Mixture of Spatio-Temporal
(MoST) block, as illustrated in Fig. 3. MoST is a core dif-
fusion component that simultaneously captures fine-grained
spatial geometry within each frame and smooth temporal
transitions between frames, producing LiDAR sequences
that are both geometrically accurate and temporally stable.
Feature Decomposing. Given the intermediate features
F; € REOXLXHxW: ‘where [, denotes the temporal length,
(H;,W;) represent the spatial resolutions, and C; is the
channel dimension, MoST decomposes F; into two paral-
lel branches: a spatial branch that captures intra-frame ge-
ometric details through spatial convolution, producing F?;,



and a temporal branch that models inter-frame consistency
via temporal convolution, yielding F¢, with both branches
having the same output shape of C; 1 x L x H; x W;.
Spatio-Temporal Adaptive Fusion. To adaptively balance
spatial and temporal cues, the two branch features are con-
catenated and refined through a lightweight Multi-Layer
Perceptron (MLP) for shared embedding:

F;here = MLP([F}; FY]) (6)

where [ ; -] denotes feature concatenation. Inspired by
mixture-of-experts designs [94], we introduce a gating
mechanism that dynamically adjusts the contribution of spa-
tial and temporal activations. To enhance robustness and
avoid deterministic overfitting, a stochastic noise module
perturbs the gating process during training:

(af,al) = softmax(F5" e W9 +1(x-o(F5"e. W2)))
(7
where WY W7 € R %2 are trainable gating and noise-
projection matrices, x ~ MN(0,I) denotes Gaussian noise
that stochastically perturbs feature activations, o(-) is the
Softplus activation ensuring smooth and positive modula-
tion, and I(-) activates the noise term only during training.
The normalized gating weights (a3, al) are then used to
adaptively fuse the spatial and temporal features:

Fie — 0 OF +al O F!, (8)

where ® denotes element-wise multiplication. This adap-
tive fusion dynamically modulates the contributions from
spatial and temporal representations, producing semanti-
cally rich and temporally consistent features.

Weight Regularization. To prevent the gating mechanism
from overemphasizing a single modality, we introduce a
regularization term encouraging balanced utilization of spa-
tial and temporal cues:

Var(a?)
(E[ag])?

?

Var(al)
(Elai])?

€))

Ereg,i =

where Var(-) and E[-] denote variance and expectation, re-
spectively. This term stabilizes the attention weights, ensur-
ing MoST effectively leverages both spatial geometry and
temporal dynamics without bias toward either dimension.
Role in Our Framework. MoST serves as a fundamen-
tal building block of the diffusion network. It simultane-
ously captures detailed spatial geometry within each Li-
DAR frame while modeling smooth temporal transitions
across consecutive frames. By adaptively fusing spatial and
temporal features at multiple stages of the network, MoST
enables the generation of LiDAR sequences that are both
geometrically precise and temporally coherent, ensuring re-
alistic and consistent scene synthesis over time.

Table 1. Comparison of state-of-the-art LIDAR scene genera-
tion methods on the nuScenes [8] dataset. Metrics marked with
} indicate that lower values are better. The MMD scores are re-
ported in units of 10~*. The best and second-best scores are high-
lighted in bold and underline, respectively.

Method

Venue | FRD| FPD| JSD| MMD |

LiDARGen [108] | ECCV’22 | 549.18  22.80 0.04 0.76
LiDM [71] | CVPR’24 - 30.77 0.07 3.86
ICRA24 | 253.80 14.35 0.03 0.48

R2DM [61]
Text2LiDAR [86] | ECCV’24 | 953.18 147.48 0.09  12.50
UniScene [41] | CVPR’25 - 976.47 032 13.61
OpenDWM [63] | CVPR’25 - 71419 020 561
U4D |  Ours | 22396 12.90 003  0.53

4. Experiments

4.1. Configurations

Benchmarking Details. We conduct benchmarking experi-
ments on the nuScenes [8] and SemanticKITTI [5] datasets,
where the range image resolutions are set to 32 x 1024 and
64 x 1024, respectively. All experiments are implemented
using the PyTorch framework [65] on 4 NVIDIA RTX 4090
GPUs with a total batch size of 8. Following the baseline
R2DM [61], the diffusion model is trained for 500,000 steps
using the AdamW optimizer [54] with an initial learning
rate of 1x10~%4. The learning rate follows a cosine anneal-
ing schedule with a warm-up phase during the first 10,000
steps [52]. During inference, the diffuser performs 256 de-
noising steps to ensure a fair comparison with the baseline
R2DM [61]. Please refer to the Appendix for more details.
Evaluation Metrics. We assess the quality of generated
LiDAR scenes from three perspectives: (1) Geometric and
Spatial Fidelity. We adopt the Fréchet Range Distance
(FRD), Fréchet Point Distance (FPD), Jensen-Shannon
Divergence (JSD) and Maximum Mean Discrepancy
(MMD) on range images, point clouds, and bird’s-eye-view
(BEV) [51, 61]. (2) Temporal Coherence. Following [45],
we use the Temporal Transformation Consistency Error
(TTCE) and Chamfer Temporal (CTC) metrics to mea-
sure frame-to-frame alignment accuracy and overall mo-
tion stability across sequences. (3) Downstream Utility.
For assessing the usefulness of generated data in perception
tasks, we evaluate Mean Intersection-over-Union (mloU)
for semantic segmentation and Expected Calibration Er-
ror (ECE) [35] for measuring the calibration reliability of
uncertainty-aware segmentation models.

4.2. Comparative Study

Scene-Level Fidelity. We first benchmark U4D against
state-of-the-art LiDAR scene generation methods from a
scene-level spatial fidelity perspective. Specifically, we
sample 10,000 sequences and evaluate the first frame of
each sequence to ensure a fair comparison with single-
frame generation baselines producing the same number of
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Figure 4. Qualitative results of sequence point cloud generation on the nuScenes dataset [8]. U4D preserves both geometric fidelity
and temporal consistency, producing sequences most similar to the reference. It reliably reconstructs distant, sparse regions and captures
dynamic objects across frames, maintaining coherent structure and motion. Frames are shown in temporal order from left to right. The
colors are rendered based on the height information of the point cloud. Best viewed in zoom.

Table 2. Comparison of state-of-the-art LIDAR scene genera-
tion methods on the SemanticKITTI [5] dataset. Metrics marked
with | indicate that lower values are better. The MMD scores are
reported in units of 10™*. The best and second-best scores are
highlighted in bold and underline, respectively.

Table 3. Comparison of temporal consistency in 4D LiDAR
scene generation on the nuScenes [8] dataset. Metrics marked with
J indicate that lower values are better. The best and second-best
scores are highlighted in bold and underline, respectively. Num-
bers denote frame intervals.

Method |  Venue | FRD| FPD| JSD| MMD |

LiDARGen [108] | ECCV’22 | 735.49 119.69 0.13 21.90
LiDM [71] | CVPR’24 - 496.78  0.08 9.20
R2DM [61] | ICRA24 | 262.85 12.06 0.03 0.89

Text2LiDAR [86] | ECCV’24 | 567.47  16.78 0.08 4.24

U4D | Ours | 24573 1092 004 085

scenes. As shown in Tab. 1 and Tab. 2, U4D consis-
tently outperforms existing methods, achieving an FRD of
223.96 and an FPD of 12.90 on nuScenes [8], and 245.73
(FRD) and 10.92 (FPD) on SemanticKITTI [5], surpass-
ing R2DM [61] by approximately 6%-11%. For BEV-based
metrics, including JSD and MMD, U4D also achieves com-
petitive or superior performance, demonstrating robust spa-
tial consistency across viewpoints. These results highlight
U4D’s strong ability to generate geometrically accurate and
perceptually consistent LiDAR scenes.

Temporal Coherence. Maintaining temporal coherence is
crucial for sequential LiDAR generation, as inconsistent
frame-to-frame predictions can lead to unrealistic scene dy-
namics. In Tab. 3, we evaluate U4D against recent methods,
including UniScene [41], OpenDWM [63], and LiDAR-
Crafter [45], on sequences sampled at 2Hz. TTCE mea-
sures deviations between predicted and ground-truth trans-
formations via point cloud registration, while CTC com-
putes Chamfer distances between consecutive frames. U4D

TTCE | CTC |
Method ‘ Venue ‘ 3 1 ‘ 1 9 3 4
UniScene [41] | CVPR25 | 2.74 3.69 | 0.90 1.84 3.64 3.90
OpenDWM [63] | CVPR25 | 2.68 3.65 | 1.02 2.02 3.37 5.05
LiDARCrafter [45] | arXiv'25 | 2.65 3.56 | 1.12 238 3.02 4.81
U4D | Ours | 263 351 | 097 193 298 4.

consistently achieves the lowest TTCE scores across all
frame intervals and maintains competitive CTC scores, re-
flecting its ability to generate temporally stable sequences
with smooth and realistic motion patterns. These results
highlight the effectiveness of the MoST block in capturing
both spatial and temporal dependencies within sequences.

LiDAR Semantic Segmentation. LiDAR semantic seg-
mentation is a fundamental perception task in autonomous
driving, yet it remains highly challenging in uncertain and
sparse regions. To validate the fidelity and utility of our
uncertainty-aware LiDAR scene generation, we apply the
generated data to downstream segmentation tasks. The
overall training pipeline follows LaserMix [34], where only
a subset of real data is used as labeled samples, while
the remaining real data and our generated uncertainty-
aware scenes are treated as unlabeled data. As shown in
Tab. 4, we evaluate U4D under two popular LiDAR repre-
sentations — sparse voxels [11] and multi-view fusion [79].
The results show that incorporating scenes generated by
U4D consistently enhances downstream segmentation per-
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Figure 5. Qualitative results of generated objects within scenes on the nuScenes dataset [8]. U4D accurately captures object geometry
and preserves fine structural details while maintaining realistic spatial relationships within the scene. From top to bottom are “car”, “bus”,
and “truck” respectively. All objects are detected using a pretrained PointPillars [40] detector.

Table 4. Comparison of state-of-the-art methods on the down-
stream task of LiDAR semantic segmentation on the val set of the
nuScenes [8] dataset. The voxel- and fusion-based representations
are built upon MinkUNet [11] and SPVCNN [79] as backbones,
respectively. The mloU scores are reported in percentage (%). The
best and second-best results within each data split and representa-
tion are highlighted in bold and underline, respectively.

nuScenes

Repr. Method ‘ Venue 1%  10% 20% 50%
‘ Sup.-only ‘ - ‘ 583 71.0 73.0 751

= MeanTeacher [80] | NeurIPS*17 | 60.1 71.7 734 752
= LaserMix [34] CVPR’23 | 62.8 73.6 74.8 76.1
> R2DM [61] ICRA24 | 64.1 73.0 743 75.9
| U4D | Ours | 65.3 737 750 76.4

| Sup.-only | -| 579 71T 73.0 746

g MeanTeacher [80] | NeurIPS’17 | 59.4 725 73.1 74.7
g LaserMix [34] CVPR’23 | 63.2 741 74.6 75.8
= R2DM [61] ICRA24 | 64.6 72.7 742 754
| U4D | Ours | 653 741 749 76.2

Table 5. Expected calibration error (ECE, the lower the bet-
ter) of various LiDAR semantic segmentation methods on the
validation set of the nuScenes [5] and SemanticKITTI [5] datasets.
The ECE scores are reported in percentage (%).

Method ‘ Repr.

nuScenes SemKITTI
Uncal U4D ‘ Uncal U4D
RangeNet++ [58] | Range | 4.57 2.72 | 401 3.31
MinkUNet [11] Voxel | 2.50 2.45 4.11 3.56
SPVCNN [79] | Fusion | 2.61 2.18 3.61 3.05

formance across all label partitions, outperforming both
semi-supervised learning methods [34, 80] and scene gener-
ation augmentation baselines [61]. This confirms that U4D
not only generates geometrically and semantically coherent
LiDAR scenes but also provides strong generalization ben-
efits for real-world perception models.

Uncertainty Estimation. To quantitatively assess the bene-

fit of the proposed uncertainty-aware generation framework
on real-world perception, we evaluate the calibration per-
formance of LiDAR semantic segmentation methods using
the ECE metric following Calib3D [35]. Specifically, we
first generate pseudo-labels for the synthesized scenes us-
ing a pretrained segmentation model [93], and then jointly
train the model with both real and generated data. As shown
in Tab. 5, “Uncal” denotes models trained solely on real
data. U4D consistently achieves lower ECE values, demon-
strating that uncertainty-aware scene generation improves
model calibration, reliability, and prediction confidence.
Qualitative Results. Fig. 4 presents qualitative compar-
isons of sequential LiDAR scenes generated by U4D and
recent sequence generation methods [41, 63]. Spatially,
U4D produces more realistic and structurally faithful scenes
that closely match the reference. Temporally, it maintains
smooth object motion and ego-motion consistency across
frames. Furthermore, Fig. 5 visualizes generated object in-
stances within scenes, where all objects are detected using
a pretrained PointPillars [40] detector. As shown, U4D can
generate objects with clear geometric boundaries, consis-
tent scales, and coherent placement relative to surround-
ing structures. These advantages can be attributed to two
factors. First, the proposed uncertainty-aware generation
mechanism guides the model to focus more on ambigu-
ous and structurally complex regions, thereby improving lo-
cal geometry and object fidelity. Second, the MoST block
adaptively fuses spatial and temporal cues, ensuring that ob-
jects remain temporally consistent and physically plausible
throughout the generated sequence.

4.3. Ablation Study

Selection of Uncertainty Regions. Identifying suitable un-
certainty regions is essential, as they provide crucial struc-
tural priors that guide the generation. In this ablation study,
we evaluate different strategies for selecting uncertainty re-



Table 6. Ablation study on the selection of uncertainty regions
on nuScenes [8]. Metrics marked with | indicate that lower values
are better. The MMD scores are reported in units of 10~*. ECE is
evaluated using RangeNet++ [58] and reported in percentage (%).

# | Metric | FRD| FPD| JSD| MMD | | ECE |
1 None | 235.91 14.03  0.04 0.65 3.98
) Random | 235.23 1321  0.04 0.55 4.35
(3) | Confidence | 228.24 13.04 0.03 0.72 3.02

(4) |  Entropy | 223.96 1290 003 053 | 2.72

Table 8. Ablation study on the efficiency of generative models.
The table reports the average inference time per frame (L.T., in
seconds). “DM” refers to the diffusion model.

Method |  Venue | Generator | Architecture | LT.
LiDARGen [108] | ECCV’22 Energy-Based U-Net 67
LiDM [71] | CVPR’24 Latent DM Curve U-Net | 3.5
R2DM [61] | ICRA24 DM Curve U-Net | 3.5
UniScene [41] | CVPR’25 | Volume Rendering | Sparse U-Net | 2.1
OpenDWM [63] | CVPR’25 Latent R U-Net 12.1
U4D | Ours | DM | Curve U-Net | 8.9

Table 7. Ablation study on the design of the MoST block on the
nuScenes [8] dataset. Metrics marked with | indicate that lower
values are better. The MMD scores are reported in units of 1074

# | Parallel  Fusion | FRD| FPD| JSD| MMD |
1) None 536.23 23.34  0.63 2.43
®)) v Addition | 242.81 13.42  0.28 0.65
3) v Concat 24243 12,51  0.03 0.68
@ | v Adaptively 223.96 12.90 0.03 0.53

gions, with the results summarized in Tab. 6. When trained
without any uncertainty conditioning (row 1), the model
achieves 235.91 FRD, 14.03 FPD, and an ECE of 3.98.
Random sampling (row 2) provides negligible improvement
in generation quality and even degrades calibration perfor-
mance. In contrast, both confidence-based (row 3) and
entropy-based (row 4) selection strategies lead to significant
gains in scene fidelity and calibration, as they effectively
localize regions of high semantic ambiguity. Among them,
the entropy-based strategy achieves the best overall perfor-
mance, demonstrating its superior ability to capture diverse
and informative uncertainty patterns for guiding generation.

Design of MoST Block. The Mixture of Spatio-Temporal
(MoST) block serves as a key component of our diffusion
backbone, designed to adaptively fuse spatial and temporal
cues for coherent LiDAR scene generation. In this ablation,
we investigate how different fusion strategies affect genera-
tion quality, as shown in Tab. 7. We first follow prior video
generation approaches [19] and apply spatial and temporal
operations in a cascaded manner (row 1). This configura-
tion yields suboptimal results, likely because the deeper cas-
caded structure hampers convergence and optimization. We
then decompose features into spatial and temporal branches
and fuse them in parallel using either element-wise addition
(row 2) or concatenation (row 3). Both strategies signifi-
cantly improve generation quality, as they expand network
width rather than depth, facilitating more stable optimiza-
tion. However, these methods treat spatial and temporal
cues equally, lacking adaptive weighting. Finally, we intro-
duce an adaptive fusion mechanism inspired by the mixture-
of-experts paradigm [94] (row 4), where the model learns to
dynamically balance spatial and temporal information. This
design achieves the best overall generation quality, demon-
strating the effectiveness of adaptive spatio-temporal fusion

for coherent 4D LiDAR generation.

Spatio-Temporal Activations. To further examine how the
MoST block fuses spatial and temporal information across
different network stages, we analyze the relative activation
weights of its two branches. As shown in the top-right of
Fig. 3, we visualize the averaged weighting distribution of
spatial and temporal branches throughout the diffusion net-
work. We observe that near the input and output layers, the
spatial branch contributes more prominently, as these stages
mainly focus on reconstructing local geometric details and
structural integrity of LiDAR frames. In contrast, the tem-
poral branch exhibits stronger activations in intermediate
layers, where the model captures motion dynamics and en-
sures temporal consistency across frames. This observation
validates our design intuition that spatial cues dominate at
the boundaries for geometric fidelity, while temporal cues
become essential in the latent space to model scene evo-
lution and motion continuity. The adaptive allocation of
activations allows MoST to balance geometric reconstruc-
tion and motion modeling, enabling the diffusion network
to generate LiDAR sequences that are both spatially accu-
rate and temporally coherent.

Efficacy Analysis. Tab. 8 summarizes the efficiency of
U4D compared with other generative models. Compared
with single-frame generators [61, 71], U4D requires slightly
longer inference time since it generates multiple frames si-
multaneously, which inevitably increases computational de-
mand. However, when compared to other sequential gen-
erative models, U4D demonstrates competitive efficiency
while achieving superior generation quality. Its inference
speed is slower than UniScene, primarily due to the higher
spatial resolution of our range-based representation. These
observations highlight the potential of U4D as a strong yet
scalable baseline, motivating future work toward more effi-
cient architectures such as latent diffusion models.

5. Conclusion

In this work, we propose U4D, the first uncertainty-aware
generative framework for 4D LiDAR world modeling. U4D
first estimates spatial uncertainty maps from a pretrained
segmentation model and introduces a two-stage diffusion
pipeline that generates high-fidelity LiDAR scenes in a



“hard-to-easy” manner: (1) the uncertainty-region model-
ing stage reconstructs high-entropy regions with fine ge-
ometric fidelity, and (2) the uncertainty-conditional com-
pletion stage synthesizes the remaining areas guided by the
learned structural uncertainty prior. To further ensure tem-
poral coherence, U4D incorporates a Mixture of Spatio-
Temporal (MoST) block that adaptively modulates spatial
and temporal cues, enabling geometrically precise and tem-
porally consistent LiDAR sequences. Extensive experi-
ments validate the effectiveness of U4D in uncertainty esti-
mation and real-world downstream applications, paving the
way toward more reliable 4D LiDAR world models.
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6. Additional Implementation Details

In this section, we provide comprehensive implementation
details to facilitate reproducibility and enable understand-
ing of our experimental setup. We elaborate on the training
pipeline, network configurations, data preprocessing, and
evaluation protocols adopted throughout our experiments.

6.1. Training Configurations

In this section, we provide detailed training configurations
to facilitate the reproducibility of U4D.

Data Preprocessing. As described in the main paper,
we first convert raw LiDAR point clouds into range-image
representations, which serves as the input format for our
diffusion-based generative framework. Given a 3D point
(x4, Yi, 2;), its projected pixel coordinate (u;, v;) in a range
image of resolution I x W is computed as:

ui) 3 [1 — arctan(y;, z;)7 1| W
(vi) N ([1 - (arcsin(zidi_l) — fdown)ffl] H) ’
(10)

where d; = +/a? 4+ y? + 27 denotes the radial distance
of the point, and f = fup — fdown is the vertical field

of view (FOV) spanned by the LiDAR sensor. The pa-
rameters fup, and fyown correspond to the upper and lower
elevation angles defined by the sensor. For range-image
construction, we adopt resolutions (H, W) = (32,1024)
for nuScenes [8] and (64,1024) for SemanticKITTI [5].
The vertical FOV settings ( faown, fup) follow the respec-
tive sensor configurations of each dataset: (—30°,10°) for
nuScenes [8] and (—25°, 3°) for SemanticKITTI [5].

Each resulting range image X € R *WX2 contains two
channels — depth and intensity'. To stabilize diffusion train-
ing, we apply depth compression and channel-level normal-
ization before feeding data to the model. For the depth
channel, we employ a logarithmic compression [61]:

Xnorm _ 10g2 (Xd + 1)
d logy (dmax + 1)

where d,,x is the maximum measurable LiDAR range, set
to 80.0 meters in all experiments. This compression miti-
gates the large dynamic range of raw depth value and en-
hances the stability of diffusion noise prediction, particu-
larly in distant sparse regions. Then, all pixel values are
linearly scaled into the range [—1, 1] as:

Xinput —9.xnorm _ 1 (12)

(1)

This standardization step ensures consistent input statistics
across datasets and improves training convergence.
Network Architectures. Following R2DM [61], we adopt
a 4-layer Efficient U-Net [72] as the backbone of our dif-
fusion network, with intermediate feature dimensions of
64, 128, 256, and 512. Each layer contains three Mixture
of Spatio-Temporal (MoST) blocks, and the spatial reso-
lution is downsampled by a factor of two along both the
vertical and horizontal dimensions in the last three lay-
ers. In a MoST block, the input features are denoted as
F; € RECXLxHixW; where C; is the channel dimension,
L is the temporal length, and (H;, W;) are the spatial reso-
lutions at the i-th layer. The spatial branch processes F'; us-
ing a1l x 3 x 3 convolution to encode intra-frame geometric
structures, while the temporal branch applies a 3x 1 x 1 con-
volution to capture inter-frame temporal dependencies. The
outputs of the two branches are fused and added back to the
input through a residual connection, ensuring stable train-
ing and efficient integration of spatial and temporal cues
throughout the diffusion process.

Selection of Uncertainty Regions. To determine the un-
certainty regions, we employ a pretrained RangeNet++ [58]
semantic segmentation model to estimate the per-pixel class
probability distribution. For each point, we compute its
Shannon Entropy [75] as:

C
H(p) =) D(c|p)logD(c|p), (13)

c=1

!For the nuScenes [8] dataset, the raw intensity values lies in [0, 255]
and are normalized to [0, 1] by dividing by 255.0.



where D(c | p) denotes the predicted probability of class ¢
for point p, and C' is the total number of semantic classes.
Points with higher entropy represent regions with greater se-
mantic ambiguity, typically corresponding to object bound-
aries, distant structures, or sparsely scanned areas. To en-
sure sparse yet consistent uncertainty-mask coverage across
the dataset, we retain the top-20% highest-entropy points
for nuScenes [8] and the top-5% for SemanticKITTI [5].
These ratios are chosen to provide sufficient supervisory
signal for ambiguous regions while preserving stable cov-
erage across frames and sequences.

Training Hyperparameters. We employ a two-stage train-
ing pipeline for U4D using the PyTorch [65] framework.
The first stage, uncertainty-region modeling, is trained for
1,000,000 steps, whereas the second stage, uncertainty-
conditioned completion, is trained for 500,000 steps. Both
stages use a batch size of 8 with a sequence length of 6.
We use the AdamW optimizer [54] with a learning rate of
1x107%, 81 = 09, B2 = 0.99, and e = 1 x 1078,
The learning rate follows a cosine annealing schedule with
a warm-up period of the first 10,000 steps [52]. To fur-
ther stabilize optimization, we apply an exponential mov-
ing average (EMA) with a decay rate of 0.995, updated ev-
ery 10 training steps. The diffusion process adopts con-
tinuous timesteps with a cosine noise schedule, consistent
with R2DM [61]. During inference, we use 256 sampling
steps to ensure a fair comparison with R2DM [61]. All
experiments are conducted on a server equipped with four
NVIDIA RTX 4090 GPUs under mixed-precision (FP16)
training.

6.2. Evaluation Configurations

This section summarizes the evaluation configurations and
metrics used to assess the quality of LiDAR scene gener-
ation from three perspectives: 'Geometric and Spatial Fi-
delity, >Temporal Coherence, and 2 Downstream Utility.
Geometric and Spatial Fidelity. This set of metrics evalu-
ates how accurately the generated LiDAR scenes capture
the geometry and spatial structure of real-world environ-
ments. We adopt four measures:

Fréchet Range Distance (FRD). FRD quantitatively eval-
uates the generation quality in the range image domain,
which provides a structured 2D representation of LiDAR
point clouds. Given the real set R and the generated set
G, their corresponding range images are processed using a
RangeNet++ [58] model pretrained for semantic segmen-
tation on the real dataset. The intermediate feature activa-
tions extracted from the backbone are denoted as F, and
Fy, representing the feature distributions of real and gener-
ated scenes, respectively. The FRD is computed as:

FRD(R, ) = [ty — e 3+t (Zg + 2y = 2(5,50)F) |
(14
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where u, and 1, denote the mean feature embeddings of
Fr and Fg, X, and X, represent their corresponding co-
variance matrices, and Tr(-) denotes the matrix trace. A
lower FRD value indicates that the generated samples more
closely match real LiDAR scenes in the learned feature
space, implying higher fidelity and semantic consistency.
Fréchet Point Distance (FPD). While FRD operates in the
range image domain, FPD assesses the generation quality
directly in the 3D point cloud space, offering a complemen-
tary geometric perspective. Following [61], we employ a
PointNet [67] model pretrained on the ShapeNet dataset [9]
for 16-class object classification to extract high-level ge-
ometric features from both the real and generated point
clouds, resulting in feature sets /! and 7. Analogous to
FRD, the FPD is formulated as:

FPD(R, G) = |ju— |3+ Tr (2 + 3¢ — 2(54x0)H ) |

15)
where ¢ and pl denote the mean feature embeddings of F7
and F7, and X and X7 are their corresponding covariance
matrices. A smaller FPD score suggests that the generated
point distributions closely resemble those of the real-world
LiDAR data in the latent geometric space, capturing fine-
grained structural details beyond surface-level similarities.
Jensen-Shannon Divergence (JSD). JSD measures the sim-
ilarity between the spatial occupancy distributions of real
and generated LiDAR scenes from the bird’s-eye-view
(BEV) perspective. For each sample, we compute a 2D oc-
cupancy histogram projected onto the BEV plane, resulting
in two probability distributions, denoted as P (real) and @
(generated). The JSD is then defined as:

KL(P||M)  KL(Q[|M)
+ )
2 2
where M = (P 4 @Q)/2 and KL(||-) denotes the Kullback-
Leibler divergence. A lower JSD value indicates that the
generated BEV occupancy maps better approximate the
global spatial distribution of real scenes.
Maximum Mean Discrepancy (MMD). MMD also evalu-
ates distributional similarity in the BEV domain, but from

a kernel-based perspective. Given the same occupancy his-
tograms P and @, MMD is defined as:

MMD(P, Q) = |[Ep [6(2)] — Eq [¢(1)] |3

where ¢(-) denotes the feature mapping to a reproducing
kernel Hilbert space (RKHS). A smaller MMD value re-
flects a higher degree of alignment between the real and
generated distributions, complementing JSD by providing
a non-parametric statistical measure.

Temporal Coherence. Temporal coherence measures how
consistently the generated LiDAR scenes evolve over time,
ensuring smooth object motion and realistic scene dynam-
ics. Following [45], we adopt two metrics:

JSD(P[Q) =

(16)

A7)



Temporal Transformation Consistency Error (TTCE).
TTCE evaluates the temporal coherence of generated Li-
DAR sequences by comparing frame-to-frame transforma-
tions against ground truth. We first apply the Iterative
Closest Point (ICP) algorithm [6] to consecutive generated
frames to estimate the rigid transformation Tt? = [Ri? |
tt?], where RtP and t¢? denote rotation and translation, re-
spectively. Let Tt9 = [R#9 | tt9] be the ground-truth trans-
formation. TTCE is computed as:

T-1

1
— p g
TTCErot = 71 ?:1 IRP(RY) —1||r,  (18)

T—1
1 ,

TTCEtrans = —— t} —t} 19

rans T—l;”t tll2, (19)

where T is the number of frames and || - || denotes

the Frobenius norm. Lower TTCE values indicate better
alignment with the ground-truth transformations, reflecting
higher temporal consistency and more realistic motion in
the generated LiDAR sequences.

Chamfer Temporal Consistency (CTC). CTC measures tem-
poral smoothness at the geometric level by computing the
Chamfer Distance (CD) between consecutive frames after
aligning them using ground-truth transformations. Let P
and Py be generated point clouds at frames ¢ and ¢ + 1.
We align Py to frame ¢ via:

Pri1 = (R (Pryr — tf) - (20)
The Chamfer Distance between P; and 75t+1 is:
. 1
CD(Py, Pis1) = min ||z —y5+
|Pt| Jf;t YEPi4+1 ?
1
= min [y —z[3. (21
zEP.
|73t+1| yePrit t

CTC is then averaged across all consecutive frame pairs:

T-1

1 N
> CD(P:, Pry1) -
t=1

CTC = ——

71 (22)

Lower CTC values indicate smoother frame-to-frame tran-
sitions, reflecting stronger temporal coherence in the gener-
ated 4D LiDAR sequences.

Downstream Utility. To evaluate the practical usefulness
of generated LiDAR sequences for real-world perception
tasks, we consider two downstream metrics: semantic seg-
mentation performance and model calibration.

Mean Intersection-over-Union (mloU). mloU is a standard
evaluation metric for semantic segmentation that quanti-
fies the overlap between predicted and ground-truth regions
over all classes. It is computed as:

1 TP,
fZTPCJFFPCJFFNC ’
ceC

mloU = 23)
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where C denotes the set of semantic classes, and TP, FP,,
and FIN, represent the number of true positives, false pos-
itives, and false negatives for class c, respectively. Higher
mloU values indicate more accurate segmentation and bet-
ter utilization of generated LiDAR scenes in downstream
perception tasks.

Expected Calibration Error (ECE). ECE is an important
metric that evaluates the calibration of a perception model,
i.e., how well the predicted confidence aligns with the actual
accuracy. It is defined as:

1 M |B |
ECE = M Tnz::l T|3CC(Bm) — COHf(Bm)| ) (24)

where M is the number of confidence bins, N is the to-
tal number of samples, and | B,,| is the number of samples
falling into the m-th bin. acc(B,,) and conf(B,,) denote
the empirical accuracy and average confidence of bin B,,,
respectively. Lower ECE values indicate better calibration,
meaning the model’s predicted probabilities closely match
the true likelihood of correctness, which is particularly im-
portant for evaluating uncertainty-aware modeling.

7. Additional Qualitative Results

In Fig. 6, we present qualitative comparisons between
U4D and a recent state-of-the-art LiDAR sequence gen-
erator [63], together with the corresponding reference se-
quences. U4D exhibits notably improved geometric fidelity
and temporal coherence. It better preserves fine-grained
structures that are often blurred or missing in prior meth-
ods, and in distant or low-density regions it reconstructs
plausible planar surfaces with correct depth gradients. This
robustness benefits from the proposed uncertainty-region
modeling, which directs generation capacity toward hard-
to-reconstruct areas. For dynamic objects, U4D yields
smoother inter-frame transitions and more consistent object
shapes and trajectories. The MoST block plays a key role
here by enhancing temporal activations in intermediate lay-
ers while preserving spatial details elsewhere, enabling a
more balanced spatio-temporal representation.

Beyond reconstructing observed sequences, we also ex-
plore U4D’s capability for future frame prediction. As
shown in Fig. 7, given only the first frame, U4D can gen-
erate plausible future LiDAR observations that exhibit co-
herent scene evolution and realistic motion patterns. This
highlights the model’s ability not only to replicate existing
sequences but also to forecast future dynamics in a physi-
cally consistent manner.

8. Broad Impact & Limitations

In this section, we discuss the broader impact of U4D and
outline its potential limitations to provide a balanced and
transparent assessment of our work.



8.1. Broader Impact

U4D contributes to the development of safer and more scal-
able autonomous driving systems by enabling high-fidelity
LiDAR scene generation at both spatial and temporal lev-
els. Its capability to synthesize realistic 4D LiDAR se-
quences can substantially reduce the cost of data collection
and annotation, particularly for safety-critical or rare sce-
narios such as adverse weather, long-tail object categories,
and hazardous corner cases. This can accelerate the train-
ing and benchmarking of perception models, facilitate re-
search in uncertainty estimation, and alleviate the heavy de-
pendency on real-world data collection, which often poses
privacy, safety, and logistical challenges.

Moreover, U4D can support simulation platforms and
digital-twin systems by offering controllable, diverse, and
uncertainty-aware scene generation. These synthetic envi-
ronments can improve reproducibility, broaden research ac-
cess, and lower the entry barrier for institutions with limited
resources, thereby fostering a more inclusive and equitable
autonomous driving research ecosystem.

Nonetheless, as with other generative frameworks, mis-
use is possible. Synthetic LIDAR data could, in principle,
be used to create deceptive or manipulated sensor record-
ings. We therefore encourage responsible and transpar-
ent use of generative models and recommend deploying
proper verification and auditing mechanisms to mitigate un-
intended or malicious misuse.

8.2. Potential Limitations

Despite the strong performance of U4D, several limitations
remain and point toward directions for future improvement.
Scene Diversity and Rare Case Modeling. The genera-
tive capability of U4D is inherently tied to the data distribu-
tion it is trained on. While it performs robustly on common
driving scenes, it may struggle to accurately reproduce ex-
tremely rare events or highly complex environments that are
sparsely represented in the training set. Capturing such tail
scenarios may require more diverse datasets or the integra-
tion of additional priors.

Computational Cost. Although U4D adopts an efficient ar-
chitecture, generating long-range temporally consistent 4D
LiDAR sequences remains computationally expensive. The
two-stage diffusion process requires considerable GPU re-
sources for training, and real-time generation is still chal-
lenging for large-scale or on-vehicle deployment.

Limited Generation Horizon. While U4D excels at mod-
eling short-term temporal dynamics, its performance de-
grades when generating sequences longer than approxi-
mately 10 frames. This limitation mainly arises from the
accumulation of stochastic errors during iterative denois-
ing, which becomes more pronounced in the range-image
space where generation is performed in a pixel-level man-
ner. Small inconsistencies in the latent features can be am-
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plified during decoding back into point clouds, leading to
geometric drift, motion inconsistency, or structural artifacts
over longer horizons. Developing more stable latent rep-
resentations, stronger temporal constraints, or hierarchical
generation strategies could alleviate this limitation.

9. Public Resources Used

In this section, we acknowledge the use of the following
public resources, during the course of this work.

9.1. Public Codebase Used

We acknowledge the use of the following public codebase,
during the course of this work:

e MMEngine” ...................... Apache License 2.0
e MMCV?® ... Apache License 2.0
» MMDetection* ................... Apache License 2.0
¢ MMDetection3D’ ................ Apache License 2.0
e OpenPCDet’ ..................... Apache License 2.0

9.2. Public Datasets Used

We acknowledge the use of the following public datasets,
during the course of this work:

........................ CC BY-NC-SA 4.0
.................. CC BY-NC-SA 4.0

 nuScenes’
* SemanticKITTI®

9.3. Public Implementations Used

We acknowledge the use of the following implementations,
during the course of this work:

o pytorch” ... ... ... ... BSD License
* nuscenes-devkit' ... ... ... ... .. Apache License 2.0
er2dm!' L. MIT License
e lidarcrafter'” ........................... MIT License
e Open3D™ ... ... ... ... MIT License
e torchsparse'* ....... ... ... ... ... MIT License
e LIMoE" ......................... Apache License 2.0
e Vistal® ... Apache License 2.0
Zh::ps://github.aom/cpcn mmlab/mmengine.
3https://github.com/open—mmlab/mmcyv

4h::ps://qithub.com/opcnf#ﬂiab/mmdotcction
Sh::psz//g;thub.:om/openfﬁﬁlab/mmdetectlon3d
6y 5://github.com/open-mmlab/OpenPCDet.
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Figure 6. Qualitative results of sequence point cloud generation on the nuScenes dataset [8]. U4D preserves both geometric fidelity
and temporal consistency, producing sequences most similar to the reference. It reliably reconstructs distant, sparse regions and captures
dynamic objects across frames, maintaining coherent structure and motion. Frames are shown in temporal order from top to bottom. The
colors are rendered based on the height information of the point cloud. Best viewed in zoom.
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Figure 7. Future scene prediction on the nuScenes dataset [8]. Given only the first frame as input, U4D can predict plausible future
LiDAR frames that maintain both geometric fidelity and temporal consistency. The model successfully captures object motion, scene
evolution, and structural continuity across time. Frames are shown in temporal order from top to bottom. The colors are rendered based on
the height information of the point cloud. Best viewed in zoom.
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