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Abstract

We demonstrate the merits of using a neuromorphic, or event-based camera (EBC), for tracking of both passive
and active matter. For passive matter, we tracked the Brownian motion of different micro-particles and estimated
their diffusion coefficient. For active matter, we explored the case of tracking murine spermatozoa and extracted
motility parameters from the motion of cells. This has applications in enhancing outcomes for clinical fertility
treatments. Using the EBC, we obtain results equivalent to those from an sCMOS camera, yet achieve a reduction
in file size of up to two orders of magnitude. This is important in the modern computer era, as it reduces data
throughput, and is well-aligned with edge-computing applications. We believe the EBC is an excellent choice,
particularly for long-term studies of active matter.

1 Introduction

Studies of both passive and active micro-particles have become increasingly prominent due to their diverse applica-
tions across many fields including bioscience, health care, and environmental sustainability [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6]. Passive
micro-particles are inert and exhibit Brownian motion as a result of collisions with thermal molecules in their en-
vironment. Understanding the trajectories of individual particles and their dynamics is of key importance to many
applications, such as molecular transport [7], and understanding brain water diffusion [8, 9], where different regimes
arise and diffusion can be non-ergodic. In contrast, active particles perform directed motion and drive their environ-
ment away from equilibrium [10]. Active particles have a wide range of applications: they have been used to power
microscopic gears, micro-machines [11, 12, 13, 14], and may underpin the next-generation platforms for minimally
invasive medicine [15, 16]. Experimental studies of passive and active matter are inherently reliant on video mi-
croscopy. They depend on the successful identification and tracking of individual particles in complex environments
over extended periods. In itself, this can present challenges for the imaging platforms employed to discern particle
dynamics as well as the camera architecture used to extract the required particle trajectories.

Frame-based cameras are widely used in tracking studies. These include EMCCD (Electron Multiplying Charge
Coupled Device) and sCMOS (scientific Complementary Metal Oxide Semiconductor) [17]. These devices sample
the pixel array synchronously, and produce images at a specified frame rate. Each image is comprised of the power
detected per pixel integrated over the exposure time. This form of data acquisition may limit the investigation
of passive and active matter dynamics. In particular, observing these processes often requires large fields of view,
thereby restricting acquisition rates to ∼100Hz and constraining the observable dynamic processes. Although high-
speed cameras can overcome this to some degree, there is a trade-off: data acquisition rates may exceed GB. s−1

which complicates data management and analysis [18].
Recently, the neuromorphic, or event-based camera (EBC), has gained attention due to its unique functionality.

Namely, the EBC samples its pixels asynchronously and detects changes in intensity. These characteristics potentially
offer key advantages for a range of video microscopy studies, such as increased temporal resolution, reduced file
sizes, and reduced power consumption. They have been used in applications including single-molecule localisation
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microscopy [19], Fourier light field microscopy [20], observation of levitated micro-particles [21, 22], real-time velocity-
resolved ion kinetics [18], observation of plankton behaviour in situ [23], and automotive vision [24].

In this paper, we focus on an experimental validation of the use of an EBC in both passive and active matter
studies. To achieve this, we obtained side-by-side recordings of passive and active matter samples with an EBC and
the more widely used sCMOS camera, allowing a detailed comparison of both approaches for the first time. We
extracted key parameters of motion from both recordings and compared them. This allowed us to benchmark the
EBC against the sCMOS platform. Firstly, we explored the case for passive matter: we observed the two-dimensional
Brownian motion of micro-particles suspended in heavy water and determined their diffusion coefficient. We then
turned to a study of active matter, where we analysed motility parameters of murine spermatozoa. Although initial
work with an EBC and spermatozoa has recently been conducted [25], no studies comparing or validating the EBC
against established imaging technologies exist in this context. This study represents the first direct comparison of
parameters extracted from EBC datasets with those obtained from sCMOS datasets which were recorded simultane-
ously. Using the EBC, we were able to extract parameters of motion for both passive and active matter that agreed
with those acquired with an sCMOS platform. This agreement persisted even when the EBC was tuned to report
only large intensity changes, yielding a reduction in file sizes of up to two orders of magnitude (∼155-fold for passive
matter and ∼418-fold for active matter) when compared to data acquired by an sCMOS camera. This major benefit
of the EBC will be central to future studies of active matter, particularly those that require extended observation
periods.

2 Camera Architecture

Event-based cameras operate in a fundamentally different way to frame-based cameras, which leads to their unique
functionality and a number of key advantages. In contrast to frame-based cameras, the EBC asynchronously detects
changes in the logarithm of the detected intensity at a pixel, which is often termed ‘log-intensity’ [26]. The behaviour
of a single EBC pixel for a given log-intensity time series is depicted in Figure 1A. The asynchronicity of the pixel
sampling allows for microsecond timestamp resolution and sub-millisecond readout latency [26]. Instead of returning
a series of images, the EBC output is a list, where each line corresponds to one such change in intensity, or “event”.
This is depicted in Figure 1B. Each such event is characterised by the coordinates of the pixel (xi, yi), the time
at which the event was observed ti, and the event polarity pi: whether the intensity increased or decreased past a
given threshold. This event data can be transformed into various formats, such as video, to enable visualisation and
frame-based analysis techniques. There also exist analysis algorithms which may be applied directly to the native
data [26].
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Figure 1: A. Example log-intensity incident on a single EBC pixel, with shaded areas representing detection thresh-
olds. Events are registered when the log-intensity increases or decreases past the threshold value. After an event is
registered, the reference value of the pixel is updated to the log-intensity which prompted the event. The second plot
shows the output from an EBC pixel for the input log-intensity signal given. Reported events are shown by stars. B.
Illustration of difference in output formats between frame-based cameras (sCMOS) and EBCs. The sCMOS outputs
a series of frames at a fixed rate, while the EBC outputs a list of asynchronous events. The scale bar is 3 cm in both
schematics.

An advantage of the EBC is the absence of a fixed sampling rate, which allows for the exploration of dynamic
processes without a priori knowledge of their time scales [19]. Moreover, because the camera only records changes in
intensity, stationary objects are not sampled and do not generate data. This makes data acquisition more efficient and
allows longer-duration studies while maintaining high temporal resolution [18]. The EBC also consumes significantly
less power than a typical sCMOS camera (0.5W versus 100W in our case) and can be powered by a computer,
facilitating integration into more complex systems or even portable setups [26]. However, the functionality of the
EBC may add a level of complexity to some aspects of these studies. In particular, the camera records the polarity

2



of an event in a binary manner (i.e. increase or decrease in intensity), without reporting the exact intensity change.
Additionally, moving objects generate leading and fading edges as they leave the purview of some pixels and enter
new ones. Both of these factors present challenges for interpreting and analysing results and merit careful comparison
with the sCMOS platform to ensure that both approaches yield equivalent results.

To be able to quantify the advantages and challenges of the EBC compared to an sCMOS camera, we use both to
simultaneously image passive and active matter samples using a bespoke brightfield microscope shown in Figure 2.
However, each camera possessed a different field of view (FOV) due to their different pixel, and sensor array sizes:
6.5µm pixels in a 2048×2048 array for the sCMOS and 4.86 µm pixels in a 1280×720 array for the EBC. To mitigate
this and aid an appropriate comparison, the region of interest (ROI) on the larger sCMOS array was reduced to
956× 538 pixels, which yielded an approximately equal FOV for both cameras.

Figure 2: Bespoke brightfield microscope used for imaging. The samples were contained within a temperature-
controlled stage and kept at a near-constant temperature (±0.06 ◦C). Köhler illumination was implemented to
uniformly illuminate the sample (lenses used not shown). A 300mm tube lens was used to image the sample plane
and the 50-50 beam splitter, allowed for simultaneous measurements on the event-based and frame-based (sCMOS)
cameras.

3 Passive Matter

Our investigation of passive matter served as a precursor to exploring active matter as it is well studied and un-
derstood. Thus, it was a good test for the EBC. We performed a comparison between the EBC and sCMOS by
extracting the diffusion coefficients of different-sized micro-particles suspended in D2O. Micro-particles, or beads,
were chosen because of their prevalence as calibration tools for different imaging systems [27].

We generated samples by progressively diluting the manufacturer’s bead suspension in heavy water until only a
few (1− 5) beads were visible in the FOV of the microscope. A total of 7.5 µL of the dilution was pipetted into the
well of a 7.63 µL adhesive imaging spacer on a glass coverslip. Another glass coverslip was used to seal the sample in
the spacer volume to prevent evaporation. The beads were imaged using a 40× 0.65NA plan achromat microscope
objective. A total magnification of 66.5× was calculated by calibrating the system with a 1951 USAF resolution
test target. During imaging, samples were kept at 37 ◦C using a custom-built temperature-controlled stage (TCS).
The TCS was heated using a ceramic ring heater controlled by an Arduino UNO. The temperature of the stage was
monitored by a platinum resistance temperature detector which provided feedback for the heating. We calibrated the
stage by recording the temperature inside a water-filled confocal dish in the sample holder. After 30 minutes, which
allowed the system to come to equilibrium, the water temperature remained constant (±0.06 ◦C) for 50 minutes.
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The beads were imaged for 10 minutes on both cameras: the EBC recorded with its default settings and the
sCMOS recorded with the reduced ROI at 20 fps. These recordings were then divided into twelve 50-second clips for
averaging. Bead trajectories were extracted from the sCMOS and EBC datasets via centroid tracking. The sCMOS
frames were analysed using TrackMate [28, 29], an open-source Fiji (ImageJ) plugin. The EBC data was tracked
using the general tracker provided by the EBC manufacturer in their Metavision SDK.

The motion of colloidal Brownian particles may be characterised with a diffusion coefficient given by D = kBT/γ,
where kB is the Boltzmann constant, T is the sample temperature, and γ is the translational drag coefficient. For
free diffusion of a spherical particle, setting γ = 6πηa results in the well-known Stokes-Einstein-Sutherland equation,
where η and a correspond to the suspension fluid viscosity and particle radius respectively [30]. The mean-squared
displacement (MSD) of the beads is related to the diffusion coefficient, and is given by:

⟨r2⟩n =
1

N − n

N−n∑
i=1

(r i+n − r i)
2 = 4D(n∆t) (1)

where r i+n and r i are the positions of a bead, measured in the (i+ n)th, and ith frames respectively. Physically, n
is the frame gap over which the square displacement is calculated, N is the total number of frames, and ∆t refers to
the time step between frames.

To determine D, the mean-squared displacement is calculated for each τ = n∆t and a least-squares fit of the form
⟨r2⟩τ = aτ + b is used. D is then related to the fit parameters via Equation 1. This method possesses fundamental
limitations which have been addressed in numerous publications [31, 32, 33]. Most pertinent to our work is the
problem arising from the use of finite-sized trajectories: MSD values corresponding to larger values of τ are less
averaged and consequently less accurate, thus necessitating longer trajectories for appropriately averaged squared
displacements [34, 33]. This effect is alleviated by fitting to an optimal number of points on the MSD vs τ curve [33].
To further minimise the effect, we allowed the beads to sediment until they settled very close to the bottom coverslip.
This ensured that they were near the bottom of their suspension volume and would not diffuse or sediment out of the
focal plane of the microscope. This enabled the collection of a significant amount of data for the bead trajectories,
increasing the accuracy of the measured diffusion coefficient.

Bead
Diameter (2a)

Diffusion Coefficient (D)
[
µm2 s−1

]
Expected

D Range for
a < s < 2a

[
µm2 s−1

] % Difference
Between
Cameras

sCMOS EBC

1.6µm 0.206± 0.031 0.214± 0.029 0.022− 0.240 4.26
3.2µm 0.067± 0.004 0.068± 0.008 0.015− 0.120 0.89

Table 1: Mean diffusion coefficients, D, extracted from sCMOS and EBC datasets utilising the optimised least-square
fit (OLSF) from Ref. [33]. The corrected range for D is obtained by considering the expected diffusion coefficient
when the bead centre is between one or two radii from the glass slide [35]. Values are reported as mean ± standard
deviation.

Table 1 summarises the diffusion coefficients we extracted from the sCMOS and EBC data, showing they are
within the expected ranges, and that the cameras agreed well with each other. Percentage differences between the
cameras larger than 5% were observed for micro-particles smaller than 1 µm. In these cases, particles would diffuse
out of the focal plane of the microscope, confounding the tracking for data taken on both cameras. We present a range
of expected diffusion coefficients because the drag experienced by a particle increases near a confining surface (such
as the coverslip) as a consequence of the boundary conditions imposed on the hydrodynamics [35]. The magnitude
of the decrease in D is dependent on the proximity of the particle to the surface, denoted as s in the table. As we
were not able to accurately measure and/or fix this distance, we provide the range of diffusion coefficients expected
for distance variations of the scale of one particle radius (a).

4 Active Matter

For the study with active matter, we used murine spermatozoa and extracted basic motility parameters from the
trajectories of the cells. In fertility clinics, semen analysis is a fundamental aspect of male fertility assessment and
sperm motility evaluation is an important feature of this analysis [36]. While manual assessment by an expert is
considered the gold standard by the World Health Organisation (WHO) [37], it is costly and time-consuming. An
alternative is computer-aided sperm analysis (CASA), which has been applied to agriculturally important animals,
such as horses, pigs, and rams, to assess the quality of spermatozoa for optimising insemination and improving
reproductive outcomes [38]. CASA is commonly used in research, and increasingly in commercial and clinical settings.
It relies on tracking spermatozoa in two or three dimensions, which can generate very large files and limit the duration
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of studies. This makes reducing data throughput without loss of information a pertinent area for exploration. Using
EBCs in these applications will allow for longer studies and may benefit analysis.

Our goals were to demonstrate the applicability of the EBC to sperm motility studies, to utilise the unique
sampling properties of this camera, and to analyse the impact on data throughput. In particular, the high temporal
resolution of the EBC can only be exploited by objects which move across pixels quickly, such as spermatozoa. This
arises from the distinction between the pixel dead time, and the temporal resolution of the events it records, which
in our case are approximately 1ms and, 1 µs respectively.

Figure 3: Comparison of a murine spermatozoon imaged by the sCMOS camera (left) and EBC (right) after we
have converted the EBC data to video for visualisation. The dark background on the EBC image corresponds to no
events, while the white and blue pixels correspond to events with positive and negative polarity respectively. The
single spermatozoon imaged was within a sample diluted to a final concentration of 1% spermatozoa. The scale bar
is 10 µm in both images.

All animal studies associated with this project were conducted in accordance with the Australian Code of Practice
for the Care and Use of Animals for Scientific Purposes. To harvest spermatozoa samples, male mice of proven fertility
were culled by cervical dislocation with the epididymis and vas deferens collected in Research Wash Medium (ART
Lab Solutions) supplemented with 4 mg ml−1 bovine serum albumin (BSA). Spermatozoa were released from the vas
deferens and caudal regions of the epididymis by blunt dissection in 1mL of Research Fertilisation Medium (ART
Lab Solutions) supplemented with 4 mg ml−1 BSA, and allowed to capacitate for 1 hour in an incubator with a
humidified atmosphere of 5% O2, 6% CO2, and a balance of N2 at 37 ◦C. Following capacitation, spermatozoa were
counted using a haemocytometer and the concentration was determined within a range of 1 − 3 × 106 cells per mL
. For imaging, the sample was then diluted in Research Fertilisation Medium to achieve a final concentration of
1% within a 2µL droplet of Research Wash Medium supplemented with 4 mg ml−1 BSA in a confocal dish (Ibidi,
Martinsried, Planegg, Germany). To minimise evaporation, droplets were overlaid with paraffin oil.

Samples were imaged in the brightfield microscope depicted in Figure 2 with the temperature of the confocal
dish maintained at 37 ◦C using a heated temperature-controlled-stage. A 10× 0.25NA plan achromat microscope
objective was used instead of the 40× to account for the size of the sperm cell heads (∼6.5 − 8.5 µm [39]). The
system was re-calibrated using the same 1951 USAF resolution test target, yielding a total magnification of 16.7×.
The sCMOS camera recorded data at 57 fps, it also utilised the same reduced ROI as described above. As before,
the EBC recorded data using default settings. Figure 3 shows a murine spermatozoon imaged in the system after
the EBC data has been converted to video for visualisation. Similar to the passive matter study, both TrackMate
and the Metavision SDK were used to perform tracking of the cells in the sCMOS and EBC datasets respectively.

Three parameters are commonly used when analysing the motility of spermatozoa: curvilinear velocity (VCL),
average path velocity (VAP), and straight-line velocity (VSL). VCL measures the mean velocity of the spermatozoon
from one detected position to another [37]. VAP refers to the mean velocity along a path that is a roaming average of
the position of the cell over a given number of frames [40]. Finally, VSL is the velocity along the path from the first
detected position to the last [37]. Figure 4 shows a schematic of the paths along which these velocities are calculated
as well as an example of the trajectory and track of a single spermatozoon at different times. It is worth noting
that despite being referred to as velocities, these values are calculated using distances, not displacements. CASA
systems often measure numerous other variables; we restricted our comparison to these three, as most of the other
parameters are derived from these measurements [37].

The VCL, VAP, and, VSL velocity parameters are easily determined from the tracked positions of a spermatozoon.
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Figure 4: A. Schematic of a spermatozoon swimming adapted from [41]. The black circles represent the position of
a spermatozoon in different video frames (separated in time by ∆t). The black path indicates the motion of the cell
from one frame to another. The blue path shows a roaming average of the position of the cell. Finally, the red path
connects the first and the last point where the cell was detected. B. Images of the trajectory of one spermatozoon
at two different times in the same recording, to illustrate tracking. The sCMOS image is shown on the left and data
from the EBC is shown on the right after it has been processed into an image for visualisation. The scale bar is
30 µm.

VCL and VSL are given by the following equations [42]:

VCL =
1

N − 1

N∑
i=1

|r i − r i−1|
ti − ti−1

(2)

VSL =
|rN − r0|
tN − t0

(3)

where N is the total number of frames, r refers to the tracked position of the cell in a frame, t refers to the time of
a frame, and the subscripts i, (i− 1), N , and 0 correspond to the specific frames; with 0 and N being the first and

last respectively. Determining VAP first requires finding an average path via q i =
1
w

∑i+w
j=i r j . This corresponds to

a roaming average of the tracked positions of the cell over a window of w frames. This average path q i is then used
to determine VAP [42]:

VAP =
1

N − w

N−w∑
i=1

∣∣q i − q i−1

∣∣
ti − ti−1

(4)

Table 2 shows a set of velocity parameters obtained from a recording of one spermatozoon travelling across the
FOV of both cameras. For this particular recording, the cell was in the FOV of the microscope for a total 277
frames, or approximately 4.8 seconds. The frame-to-frame velocity was calculated giving 277 values with the VCL,
calculated as per Equation 2, and standard deviation is reported in Table 2. A roaming average window of w = 10
frames was used to determine the averaged path for calculating the VAP, yielding an average path containing 267
points. The velocity between each point on the averaged path was calculated with the mean VAP, calculated per
Equation 4, and standard deviation reported in Table 2. Finally, the VSL was calculated using Equation 3. Since
this value is not averaged, we do not report a standard deviation. The values reported in Table 2 agree well with
literature values [38, 43].

Parameter
[µms−1]

sCMOS EBC
Difference Between
Cameras [µms−1]

VCL 152.46± 98.27 157.81± 99.04 5.35
VAP 41.89± 21.37 39.31± 21.86 2.58
VSL 25.30 21.59 3.71

Table 2: Velocity values obtained from the recording of the spermatozoon in Figure 4, swimming across the FOV of
both cameras. Values are reported as mean ± standard deviation, except for VSL which reports a single value for a
single recording.

We observed excellent agreement between the cameras for all observed parameters. It is worthwhile noting that
spermatozoa are heterogeneous and do not swim with constant velocity. Consequently, the standard deviations in
Table 2 are better interpreted as characteristics of a distribution of velocities of the spermatozoon, rather than
errors, or uncertainties, in the velocity parameters. Table 3 shows the percentage differences between the EBC and
sCMOS for velocity parameters obtained from four different sperm cells. The curvilinear velocity (VCL) parameter
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yielded the worst agreement between the cameras. This is due to spermatozoa swimming slightly in and out of focus,
confounding the cell tracking for both cameras. This meant that the appropriate centroid position was more difficult
to determine frame-by-frame. This effect is not as pronounced for the VAP as the roaming average used to generate
the path reduces the uncertainty on the centroid position. Similarly, the VSL value is not significantly affected as
the uncertainty on the initial and final centroids is small compared to the distance the cell has travelled.

Parameter % Differences Between Cameras
VCL 13.53± 9.44
VAP 4.85± 2.22
VSL 7.50± 5.70

Table 3: Differences of the velocity parameters extracted from four different spermatozoa from four different record-
ings, each recorded simultaneously by the EBC and sCMOS cameras. Values are reported as mean ± standard
deviation.

5 File Sizes

A key motivation for applying EBCs to passive and active matter studies was the reduction of redundant data and
its consequent impact on file sizes. Recent publications cite very large decreases in data throughput when switching
from a frame-based camera to an EBC in different applications, claiming reductions as large as 1200-fold [18, 22, 23].
However, the parameters used to obtain these large reductions are not explicit in some cases, complicating direct
comparisons between the cameras.

Using the experimental parameters described previously, we achieved a 5-fold reduction in raw data size for beads
and 3-fold for spermatozoa. However, these reductions are highly dependent on system parameters. By engineering
experimental parameters, we were able to demonstrate a reduction in file size of two orders of magnitude by: adjusting
event contrast thresholds, using an equivalent number of pixels for comparison (instead of an equal FOV), increasing
the sCMOS image bit depth to 16 bits, and increasing the brightness of the illumination LED. With these new
parameters, we observed a maximum 155-fold reduction in file size while tracking a single 1.6 µm diameter bead. In
estimating the diffusion coefficient of this micro-particle (as in section 3), we observed an 8.5% difference between
the values obtained from the sCMOS and EBC data. Additionally, the estimated values from both cameras were
also consistent with the corrected range for D we presented in Table 1. In tracking a single murine spermatozoon
with these engineered parameters, we observed a maximum 418-fold reduction in file size. It should be noted that
the spermatozoa recordings for the EBC and sCMOS are each 1 minute long and that the spermatozoon is only in
the FOV of the microscope for ∼5 seconds. If we only compare the period where the cell is visible in the FOV, then
the file size reduction is more modest (84-fold).
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Figure 5: Output file size dependence on EBC contrast threshold setting (CTS). With no tuning (CTS=0), the file
sizes between sCMOS and the EBC are comparable. However, as we increase the CTS, the file size advantage of the
EBC becomes apparent. The peaks in the spermatozoa trend arise from varying numbers of spermatozoa swimming
in and out of the FOV of the microscope, leading to more or less events correspondingly. The concentration of the
bead and spermatozoa samples used for this data were 0.002% and 1% respectively.

The event contrast threshold is particularly pertinent in relation to output file size. Increasing this parameter
corresponds to requiring a larger log-intensity change for event detection, thereby decreasing the number of events
and resultant file size. Separate parameters control the positive and negative event thresholds, but for simplicity, we
adjusted them equally and referred to them collectively as the ‘contrast threshold setting’ (CTS). To illustrate the
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impact of altering the CTS, we repeated measurements of the motion of 1.6 µm beads and murine spermatozoa in
the brightfield microscope shown in Figure 2. The sCMOS camera recorded with a bit depth of 16-bits and frame
rates of 20 fps for bead diffusion, and 57 fps for sperm motility. The EBC recorded data with all default settings
except for the modified CTS. Both cameras recorded data for one minute with the resultant file sizes summarised in
Figure 5. We show data for two different sCMOS file sizes, one corresponds to an array size equal to that of the EBC
(1280× 720), and the other with the reduced array size that yielded an equivalent FOV to the EBC (956× 538). In
both cases, the EBC file size was comparable to the sCMOS when there was no tuning of the CTS. We observe that
as the CTS was increased, the number of events recorded by the EBC decreased, resulting in significantly smaller
file sizes. The EBC file size plateaus for high CTS values as most noise events are eliminated, leaving only events
generated by motile objects. This plateau is fairly smooth for beads. However, there are peaks in the spermatozoa file
size trend which correspond to a varying number of spermatozoa swimming in the microscope FOV during recording.

As the EBC responds to changes in brightness, recordings with more motile objects in them possess more events
and correspondingly larger files. In fact, the file size advantage of the EBC only manifests when the object of interest
is small and fast-moving in a large and constant background. This gives rise to a regime where the majority of pixels
on the EBC are not sampled at any given time, thus yielding lower data throughput than a frame-based camera.
If we consider the units of information for the sCMOS and EBC as the grayscale value from a single pixel and a
single event respectively, then the EBC requires more data than the sCMOS per unit of information. In our case,
the greyscale value from an sCMOS pixel was at most 16-bits. Contrasting this with our EBC where a single event
timestamp was 24-bit, the coordinates of the pixel which observed the event were 11-bits for each x and y, and event
polarity was 1-bit, requiring a total of 47-bits for one event. If the intensities incident on all EBC pixels were to
change simultaneously (e.g. by using a fast strobe light or by moving the camera through complex scenery), the
frame-based cameras would produce smaller file sizes than the EBC. Consequently, the expected file size differences
between the EBC and sCMOS are highly dependent on the application. This makes direct comparisons challenging
and supports careful consideration of the best camera to use in a given instance.
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Figure 6: Output file size dependence on sample concentration. More concentrated samples possess a larger number
of motile particles. This causes the EBC to register more events and record a larger file. As in Figure 5, varying
numbers of cells in the spermatozoa recordings introduces some variance to file sizes which is independent of the
sample concentration. This explains why the largest file was obtained for 15% concentration rather than 20%. It
also explains the large drop off in file size between the 10% and 5% sample concentrations. The data presented here
was recorded with the CTS set to its default of 0.

To explore this, we repeated the imaging of passive and active matter samples with varying concentrations. Higher
concentrations exhibited a larger number of motile particles, which led to the sampling of more pixels. In turn, this
yielded more events per unit time and larger data files. For passive matter, we created eight different dilutions
from the manufacturer’s concentrated 1.6 µm diameter micro-particle suspension. For the active matter, murine
spermatozoa were harvested as described in section 4 and then further diluted in Research Fertilisation medium into
seven samples with varying concentrations (20%, 15%, 10%, 5%, 2.5%, 1%, and 0.5%). Both passive and active
matter samples were imaged for 1 minute. The sCMOS recorded data as previously, and the EBC was tuned to its
default settings. The output file sizes for the different concentrations of passive and active matter samples are shown
in Figure 6. At low concentrations, both the beads and spermatozoa EBC file sizes plateau to a constant value which
is a result of detecting noise events. As shown in Figure 5, increasing the CTS can reject the detection of these noise
events, further reducing the file size. As the concentration of the sample increases, so too does the file size as more
events are recorded. It can even be seen that at high concentrations the EBC yields a larger file than the sCMOS
camera.
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6 Future perspectives for active matter studies

The work presented here shows that the EBC can be applied to studies of active matter. As mentioned earlier, tracking
for both cameras worked optimally when spermatozoa were confined to a single imaging plane. Interestingly, human
spermatozoa can exhibit a two-dimensional (2D) swimming mode when dispersed in a high viscosity medium and
constrained close to a surface (1 µm): Conditions analogous to the female reproductive tract as spermatozoa ascend
towards the ovulated oocyte [44, 45, 46]. Recapitulating these conditions in vitro would form an example of a study
that could be undertaken. The EBC would enable the collection of larger datasets for verification, reduce the size of
the files required for analysis, and facilitate long-duration studies.

Utilisation of different illumination and imaging systems may further enhance the precision of tracking active
particles with an EBC. For example, pulsed illumination is regularly used in some prominent super-resolution imaging
methods for excitation. For single-molecule localisation microscopy using a pulsed source, the EBC was used to
accurately resolve fluorescent molecules in a fluorophore-dense sample. On the other hand, a traditional frame-based
camera exhibited limitations in the same scenario [19]. Pulsed illumination (using LEDs, amplitude-modulated
lasers, or even femtosecond mode-locked lasers or frequency combs) in darkfield microscopes has also been utilised to
scatter light off particles of interest [47, 20] for advanced microscopy. This results in the whole particle being detected
and imaged by the EBC, in contrast to the moving edge detection used in this study. Similar techniques could be
employed in future to make particle tracking more robust and enhance the precision of tracking active particles.

More broadly, neuromorphic cameras may find applications in edge-computing which aims to reduce the quantity
of data sent over networks by processing data at the sensor, instead of remote processing in the cloud or at an
appropriate server [48]. There is a growing volume of research focused on addressing this problem and one goal for
many applications is to perform image processing at the sensor level. This includes work on optical implementation of
neural networks [49, 50, 51] such as object classification [52], and object edge detection [53, 54]. Object edge detection
is akin to the functionality of the neuromorphic cameras used here, with the added advantage that EBCs only report
events when an edge is in motion creating brightness changes, thereby rejecting all stationary background objects
and reducing data transmission requirements. This is demonstrated here in our work by the smaller file sizes created
by the EBC when compared to the sCMOS camera. Thus, the EBC may be employed in future edge-computing
roles in various microscopy and manipulation applications [19, 20, 21, 22, 23].

7 Conclusion

Using a bespoke brightfield microscope we were able to record the Brownian motion of different sized microscopic
beads on an event-based camera and a frame-based sCMOS camera simultaneously. By tracking the motion of
the particles and analysing their trajectories we estimated their diffusion coefficients and observed agreement with
expectation in all cases. Agreement between the cameras was observed within < 5%. Moreover, we employed the
same microscope to observe murine spermatozoa motility on both the EBC and sCMOS cameras. We extracted basic
motility parameters from spermatozoa tracks and again observed agreement (within 6 µms−1) between event-based,
and frame-based cameras. The unique sampling characteristics of the EBC are well suited to addressing problems
in passive and active matter studies, where the dynamics of a small motile object are seen in a large FOV, in a
sparse sample. This was evident when applying the EBC to tracking a single 1.6 µm bead, where we obtained a
maximum 155-fold reduction in data file size when compared to sCMOS. We believe the EBC offers a particularly
useful approach for cell motility studies which could benefit directly from the high temporal resolution and low data
throughput of the EBC. Such qualities also make EBCs of interest to edge-computing applications.
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