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Abstract

We present ContinuityCam, a novel approach to gener-
ate a continuous video from a single static RGB image, us-
ing an event camera. Conventional cameras struggle with
high-speed motion capture due to bandwidth and dynamic
range limitations. Event cameras are ideal sensors to solve
this problem because they encode compressed change in-
formation at high temporal resolution. In this work, we
propose a novel task called event-based continuous color
video decompression, pairing single static color frames and
events to reconstruct temporally continuous videos. Our
approach combines continuous long-range motion model-
ing with a feature-plane-based synthesis neural integration
model, enabling frame prediction at arbitrary times within
the events. Our method does not rely on additional frames
except for the initial image, increasing, thus, the robust-
ness to sudden light changes, minimizing the prediction la-
tency, and decreasing the bandwidth requirement. We in-
troduce a novel single objective beamsplitter setup that ac-
quires aligned images and events and a novel and challeng-
ing Event Extreme Decompression Dataset (E2D2) that
tests the method in various lighting and motion profiles.
We thoroughly evaluate our method through benchmarking
reconstruction as well as various downstream tasks. Our
approach significantly outperforms the event- and image-
based baselines in the proposed task. Please see our project
website for code, data and additional results: https:
//www.cis.upenn.edu/˜ziyunw/continuity_
cam/.

1. Introduction
Temporally continuous videos are highly desirable for com-
puter vision tasks because they allow an algorithm to avoid
problems such as temporal aliasing and motion discontinu-
ities. For example, correspondence becomes much easier
if the temporal baseline between two frames is infinitely
small. However, it is usually infeasible to acquire high-
quality frames at high resolution. The bandwidth require-
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Figure 1. Event-based continuous color video decompression uses
an initial frame and the events in a time window after the frame,
to generate frames within the window. The prediction relies on a
K-plane neural synthesis and a continuous trajectory field branch.

ment for high frame-rate videos grows proportionally to
the frame rate. High-speed cameras often have hardware
buffers that cache frames because large amounts of video
data cannot be transferred in real time given the limited
bandwidth of modern camera output interfaces. The root
for this high bandwidth requirement can be attributed to the
ubiquitous temporal redundancy in high-speed data. Mod-
ern camera sensors are designed to be synchronous, mean-
ing that redundant information is given the same importance
as more informative changes in pixels. Furthermore, the
global shutter time of frame-based cameras assumes equal
exposure of the entire frame, resulting in a limited dynamic
range. These hardware limitations significantly increase the
difficulties of capturing high-quality continuous videos.

A common solution to the problem is to learn motion
interpolation networks to upsample videos by predicting in-
termediate frames. However, the interpolation task is inher-
ently generative because many solutions exist between two
sparsely sampled frames. State-of-the-art approaches pro-
duce only plausible middle frames based on hallucinated
motions, which are usually assumed to be linear. These
methods cannot reconstruct geometrically accurate frames
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and suffer from common problems in upsampling such
as aliasing. Reconstructing geometrically accurate frames
cannot be solved simply with larger networks and more
training data. This problem is illustrated in Figure 3.

We propose a novel solution to encoding high-speed
video data by equipping the image sensor with a biologi-
cally inspired event camera. An event camera encodes the
changes in log image intensity, outputting a stream of bi-
nary events that can be seen as a compressed representation
of the image changes. Due to the sparse nature of events,
the bandwidth requirement is significantly lower compared
to traditional image sensors. These characteristics make
event sensors ideal for capturing the subtle changes between
frames, yet the question remains: what is the most effec-
tive way to unpack a video from static frames and dynamic
events?

Brandli et al. [5] pioneered the research of high-speed
video decompression, which decodes high-speed videos
from events and APS frames from a DAVIS camera through
direct event integration. Using direct integration to ap-
proximate the image signal suffers from noise and pro-
duces artifacts caused by discretization. Recent attempts
have been made to use events to aid frame-based interpola-
tion [55, 56]. However, these approaches depend on pairs
of ideal regular frames that are susceptible to sudden degen-
eration caused by lighting changes and aggressive motions.
For example, if the camera experiences a sudden drop or
observes a sudden fast motion, the following frames would
be corrupted, creating, thus, a blurry reconstruction. Addi-
tionally, since the interpolation needs to wait for the next
frame, the latency for the prediction is much higher.

To enhance existing methodologies, we introduce a
novel task called event-based continuous color video de-
compression. In this task, an initial color image and an
aligned event stream are given, and the goal is to be able to
query at any time within the event stream for a high-quality
color image. Our approach features two method branches
that directly encode long-term continuous videos. The first
branch is K-plane-based neural synthesis, factorizing the
continuous spatiotemporal feature into three feature planes.
The design significantly reduces the computational burden
of event voxelization. The second branch is a continuous
trajectory field module that parameterizes dense pixel tra-
jectories with a shared motion basis. The two branches are
joined by a multiscale feature fusion network that flexibly
generates frames at any desired timestamp. Additionally,
we designed an open-source hardware-synchronized single-
objective lens beam splitter for more precise data acquisi-
tion, which can facilitate the creation of hybrid image-event
datasets. We developed a novel dataset tailored for the con-
tinuous color video decompression task. In addition to di-
rect evaluation, we use the decompressed video in challeng-
ing downstream tasks such as Gaussian Splatting 3D recon-

struction and camera fiducial tag detection, even in difficult
lighting and motion conditions. We summarize our contri-
bution as follows.
• We propose the novel task of event-based continuous

color video decompression from a single frame, aimed
at addressing challenges in high-speed video acquisition.

• We present a novel approach to the proposed task via a
joint synthesis and motion estimation pipeline. The syn-
thesis module uses a K-plane-based factorization that en-
codes event-based spatiotemporal features. The motion
estimation module estimates time-continuous nonlinear
trajectories parameterized by a learned motion basis.

• We provide evaluation against various image- and event-
based baselines, showing state-of-the-art performance.

• We contribute a novel event dataset using a meticulously
designed beam-splitter setup with a shared-objective-lens
design. In this dataset, we present various downstream
2D and 3D computer vision tasks, enabled by the video
clips generated from our video decompression method.

2. Related Work

2.1. Video Decoding from Images

Frame interpolation methods focus on estimating missing
information between low-frame-rate videos and inserting
intermediate frames. Cheng et al. [7] adaptively learn sep-
arable convolution filters to sample more information pix-
els. FILM [43] warps a multi-scale feature pyramid to en-
able interpolation with large motion. FLAVR [23] uses spa-
tiotemporal kernels to replace warping operations in flow-
based VFI methods. AdaCof [27] combines kernel-based
and flow-based modules to collaboratively predict interpo-
lated frames. Niklaus et al. [37] proposed the use of Soft-
max splatting to replace image warping to achieve higher
quality in occluded regions. Recently, TimeLens [55] and
TimeLens++ [56] enhanced the VFI methods by introduc-
ing an aligned event camera. However, interpolation ap-
proaches are susceptible to sudden large motions and light-
ing changes. Our proposed method addresses this issue by
eliminating the dependencies on a second frame. Addition-
ally, our approach encodes long-range motion rather than
small motion between every two frames.

Video prediction methods use previous frames to pre-
dict future frames. Due to the missing second frame, the
dynamics of the scene need to be modeled and extrapo-
lated into the future. Xue et al. [60] adopted a probabilis-
tic framework for future frame synthesis, allowing multiple
possible future frames to be generated. Lotter et al. [31]
use Deep Predictive Coding Networks (DPCNs) to learn
the structure of video data without manual annotation. Liu
et al. [30] introduce a dense volumetric flow representation
that produces coherent videos. Lee et al. [26] proposed us-
ing latent variational variable models and a generative ad-
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Figure 2. Continuous long-term trajectory output on test sequences of BS-ERGB [56] dataset. The pixel tracks are computed using motion
coefficients predicted from events. The tracked points are uniformly sampled from the first frame. We show only subsampled tracks, but
the network outputs dense tracks in a single feedforward pass. The color indicates a spatial coordinate. Our continuous basis-enabled
motion module can decode complex long-range motion from events. Best viewed in color.

(a) Original (b) Ours (c) FILM [43]

Figure 3. Original (a), Predictions from our method (b) and state-
of-the-art video interpolation (c). Video interpolation cannot re-
cover highly non-linear motion between two frames. Our method
uses continuous event information to recover the true scene.

versarial framework to achieve diversity and quality. More
recently, DMVFN [20] used a differentiable routing mod-
ule to perceive the motion scales of a video. Due to the
increasing quality of generative models, a new line of re-
search arises for unguided video synthesis from a single
image [10, 17, 19, 28]. This line of methods does not fo-
cus on accurate geometry, but rather on perceptual quality
and diversity.

2.2. Event-based Motion Estimation

Event data have been shown to be suitable for fine motion
estimation due to their high temporal resolution and rela-
tive invariance to light changes [2, 12, 14, 62, 67]. Early
work has focused on the computation of asynchronous op-
tical flow, which is based on the fitting of the plane in
the spatiotemporal domain or the approximate gradient of
events [2, 3]. Subsequently, data-driven techniques have
been suggested to enhance the dependability of flow com-

putation in the presence of noise in event streams. Zhu et
al. [66] suggest a self-supervised method for learning flow
by warping consecutive pairs of images. Gallego et al. [12]
formulate the flow estimation problem as maximizing the
contrast of flow-warped events. This technique is then ex-
tended to more tasks such as unsupervised visual odome-
try [67], depth estimation [65, 67], and motion segmen-
tation [52]. Contrast maximization requires only events,
but it is challenging to optimize the contrast loss directly.
Therefore, a recent corpus of literature focuses on “taming”
this loss function with additional regularization [49, 50]. In
addition to creating more effective loss functions, several
recent supervised studies have improved architecture de-
signs to enhance the general performance of the model [14].
However, the proper representations to understand long-
range motion remain understudied. Gehrig et al. [15] and
Tulyakov et al. [56] use B-splines to parameterize the trajec-
tory of points. Both methods use intermediate image frames
as input to the network in addition to events to improve pho-
tometric consistency in motion estimation.

2.3. Event-based Video Reconstruction

Reconstructing intensity information from event cameras
has been approached through two primary methodologies:
filtering and learning-based techniques. Initial efforts con-
centrated on developing suitable filters for sparse event
signals. These filtering methods typically involved clas-
sical strategies such as integration [45] or reconstructing
through intermediaries like gradients and Poisson Recon-
struction [25]. However, these approaches were often
plagued by noise and event leakage at corners. A notable
advancement was the incorporation of optical flow to im-
prove image reconstruction [1]. An effective strategy ad-
dressing the offset issue in these methods is the direct mea-
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Figure 4. Pipeline. The pipeline of ContinuityCam has two branches. The initial frame and the long range event volumes are concatenated
forming the network input. Top: A continuous motion network regresses the motion coefficients for generating the point trajectory for
every pixel from events and the initial frame. Then the multiscale features are forward-splatted to a future time. Bottom: The inpus is
projected to a set of three feature planes. A lightweight decoder queries the feature tri-planes and decodes the synthesized pixel RGB
values. Finally, the two branches are merged by a multiscale feature fusion network into a final high-quality frame prediction.

surement with an image sensor, followed by the application
of a complementary filter [45] adjusting the offset for each
pixel.

In contrast, learning-based methods have demonstrated
the ability to surmount many of these challenges. By em-
bedding priors within the models, they generate realistic im-
ages solely from event data [41, 42, 59]. Furthermore, these
approaches have been extended to incorporate images into
the input data stream, enhancing the production of high dy-
namic range images [61]. Efficient image generation is also
achieved through shallow networks, either via recurrent net-
works [46] or through intermediary networks coupled with
traditional post-processing techniques [9, 64].

Complementary to these methods, other asynchronous
sensors offer grayscale estimation through timing informa-
tion. The ATIS sensor, for instance, emits a spike after the
initial event, with timing proportional to the grayscale level.
Similarly, the Vidar One [6] operates by transmitting spikes
at a frequency corresponding to the grayscale level of each
pixel. These innovative features enable accurate grayscale
level determination in moving scenes using the ATIS and
even in static scenes with the Vidar One [21].

3. Method
3.1. Continuous Event-based Trajectory Field

To model long-range motions, one needs to carefully choose
the motion representation. Naively, flow defined on dis-
crete steps can be directly regressed from a motion network.
However, the problem with this formulation is that the mo-
tion is completely unconstrained and does not exploit the
temporal smoothness of the pixel trajectories. Motion pri-
ors in terms of motion basis have been proposed to address
this issue in 3D dynamic motion modeling [28, 29, 57]. For

a set of points X0 = {x0 . . . xN} defined at beginning of
the video, and a set of basis values defined on frame times-
tamps θT = {θ0 . . . θT }, the trajectory of N points can be
modeled by multiplying the motion coefficients per point
α(xi) and the corresponding basis values. This is usually
modeled by a matrix multiplication:

X = [xi(tj)]i=0,...,N ;j=1,...T (1)
Λ = [αl(xi)]i=0,...,N ;l=0,...,K (2)
Θ = [θm,tj ]m=0,...,K;j=1,...,T (3)

where X ∈ RN×T , Λ ∈ RN×K and Θ ∈ RK×T . The mo-
tion trajectory of a set of points is obtained by: X = ΛΘ.
The matrix Θ is a set of shared parameters that do not de-
pend on input during inference. However, this formulation
does not allow for querying arbitrary time. Specifically, the
matrix Θ is still fix-sized. Due to the continuous nature of
events, we propose to represent the continuous trajectory
field of the events using a continuous-time function. We re-
place the discrete matrix Θ with a set of learned basis func-
tions Ω = {gθk(t)} where t ∈ R, |Ω| = K. This continuous
formulation allows the network to map continuous motion
information of events to continuous trajectories. Specifi-
cally, at time t, an initial point xi is observed at yi where
yi(t) =

∑K
i=1 αk(xi)g

θ
k(t). The selection of a motion ba-

sis offers several possibilities, including the Discrete Cosine
Transform [29, 57], Fourier basis [28], and polynomial ba-
sis. In our experiments, the hand-crafted basis tends to be
dependent on carefully chosen hyperparameters, such as the
frequency band. To address this, we employ a learned MLP
to model the motion basis and optimize it during training.
The number of basis functions is correlated with the motion
complexity of the video clips. Specifically, for the two main
datasets that we primarily study, we use K = 5, shared be-
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Figure 5. Qualitative Evaluation: We present two qualitative examples from E2D2 and BS-ERGB [56], respectively. Our method, Conti-
nuityCam, demonstrates enhanced accuracy in reconstructing geometry, even with challenging deformable subjects, such as in the “Fire”
sequence (Column 4). This improvement is attributed to the effective use of event data. Notably, in low-light conditions, as seen in the
“Gnome” sequence, our approach markedly reduces motion blur compared to traditional image acquisition methods. While FILM [43]
generates plausible results, it fails to accurately predict geometry in all examples. DMVFN [20] struggles with occlusions, particularly
those caused by rotational movements, as evident in the “Gnome” sequence.

tween x(t) and y(t). Figure 2 illustrates the sample trajec-
tories predicted by our method on the BS-ERGB [56] data
set. It can be seen that our method captures complex non-
linear motion over a long-range event window.

3.2. Event-based K-Planes for Neural Synthesis

A major limitation of warping-based methods is occlusion
handling. Pixels that are not seen in the first frame can-
not be accurately recovered, ubiquitously observed with a
moving camera. In video interpolation methods, this prob-
lem is addressed by providing the next frame, which often
already contains the occluded pixel. However, we do not
have this privileged information from the future. To address
this issue, we turn to events for more pixel-level informa-
tion about the occluded areas. Events provide more than
just the optical flow information used for warping. Rather,
directly integrating events with the previous image as the
initial condition provides strong cues for occluded regions.
Here we describe the relationship between L(t), the frame
to be reconstructed, Lt0 , an initial frame, and Γ, the set of
events from time t0 to t.

Letting the event field be a function of continuous time t

such that an event ek = (xk, tk, σk), with xk = (xk, yk)
⊤,

is represented by ex(t) = σkδ(t − tk) [45], we may write
E(0, t), the brightness change between 0 and t at pixel x
by Ex(0, t) =

∫ t

0
ex(s)ds ≈

∑
ei∈Γ̂x

σi, where Γ̂x denotes
the discrete set of events at a pixel x in [0, t]. Based on the
event generation model [34, p. 3], a frame L at the time t
can be written as L(x, t) = L(x, 0) exp

(
cEx(0, t)

)
where

c is the contrast threshold/sensitivity.
Why does direct integration fail? It can be seen that

this formulation requires that the contrast threshold of the
integration is known and that both the initial frame and
the reconstructed frame are assumed to be perceived by the
same mapping function between the physical light and pixel
value. Unfortunately, neither is the case for this task. The
contrast threshold c cannot be easily obtained with existing
large-scale datasets [45]. Furthermore, the sensor charac-
teristics of the aligned RGB and event sensors do not share
the same mapping between the physical light and the pixel
value. Techniques such as gamma correction need to be
applied to recover a visually pleasing reconstruction [44].
Noise [13, 39] and contrast imbalance [39] also present ma-
jor challenges in accurate integration.
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Event-based K-Plane Features. Encoding a continu-
ous video requires the ability to query an image at a high
temporal resolution. To make high-speed video generation
computationally feasible, the synthesis operation should be
done once for each video, and the sampling operation at
each step should be comparatively cheap. Therefore, we
adopt a novel K-Planes parameterization for a reconstructed
video. Specifically, we assume that the characteristics are
encoded on three orthogonal planes denoted by Pxy , Pxt,
and Pyt. These three planes contain the feature informa-
tion for the continuous video field on discretized grids. For
dense video, we ensure that the resolution of the time di-
mension in Pxt and Pyt is sufficiently large for fine-grained
temporal information. This significantly reduces the fea-
ture dimension from three-dimensional to two-dimensional.
Then a lightweight decoder ϕ is used to decode the three
feature vectors to the RGB value. Formally, given a spa-
tiotemporal coordinate q = (x, y, τ), the decoded image
value can be written as:

f(q)k = ϕ
(
Pk(πk(q))

)
, (4)

where πk denotes the operation that maps a three-
dimensional point q to its corresponding position in Plane
k. We use a multiscale feature extractor to directly regress
the three planes at three spatial dimensions. Following K-
Planes NeRF [11], we use Hadamard product to fuse fea-
tures of different planes at each scale.

A key benefit of using such a parameterization is that
it shifts the computational cost to the encoder to reduce the
cost of sampling. Our synthesis encoder runs once to recon-
struct a short video clip, whereas the lightweight decoder
can query with little computational cost. Furthermore, we
no longer need to make a different event volume for ev-
ery inference, compared to the synthesis models in Time-
Lens++ [56].

3.3. Latent Frame Flow Refinement

In Sec. 3.1, we introduce a novel long-range motion model
supported by a learned basis. The continuous flow field cap-
tures the long-range motion within events. However, there
is significant noise in the event-based flow field caused by
noisy measurement and areas that do not have enough con-
trast to generate events. Therefore, it is critical to learn the
grouping of the flow field for spatially consistent warping.
To this end, we propose a novel latent frame model that
takes advantage of the iterative matching power of frame-
based flow networks.

In Sec. 3.2, we describe how an intermediate latent frame
can be obtained through our neural event integration mod-
ule. We use this latent frame for computing the latent frame
flow via iterative flow refinement. Given a latent frame Î(t)
and an initial frame I0, we build a correlation pyramid based
on the features of the image F ((Ît)) and F (I0). Following

Events PSNR↑ LPIPS↓ SSIM↑

Two-frame Interpolation Methods

TimeLens [55] ✓ 20.62 0.230 0.674
FILM [43] ✗ 28.16 0.055 0.798

Single-Frame Decompression Methods

E-RAFT unrolling ✓ 17.19 0.257 0.583
E-RAFT (inpainted) ✓ 19.58 0.260 0.623
RAFT unrolling ✗ 19.35 0.197 0.629
RAFT (inpainted) ✗ 20.88 0.222 0.659
DMVFN [20] ✗ 25.93 0.111 0.767
Ours ✓ 28.68 0.077 0.802

Table 1. Video Reconstruction Comparison on our dataset. In
addition to the image-based video prediction results, we show in-
terpolation methods for reference.

RAFT [54], we produce correlation volumes at each step:

C
(
F ((Ît))i,j , F (I0)k,l

)
=
∑
h

F ((Ît))i,j,hF (I0)k,l,h, (5)

where i, j, k, l are the spatial coordinates of the features,
and h is the feature index. At each step m, the network
takes the images and the correlation volume at each scale
and iteratively produces an update to the previous update
δm(t) to the previous displacement ∆m−1(t). Finally, the
flow prediction at step m is ∆m(t) = ∆m−1(t) + δm(t).

The correlation volume in (5) resembles a matching pro-
cess without a motion model, allowing matching at any two
arbitrary time steps. A key factor that motivates the choice
to use this latent model is the empirical observation that
the correlation function C(F ((Ît))i,j , F (I0)k,l) is robust to
color changes and noisy images. The neural synthesis mod-
ule in Sec. 3.2 produces images that are inaccurate in color
due to missing information. However, these latent frames
show enough texture features for RAFT to build meaning-
ful correlation modules for matching. To reduce the train-
ing burden, we directly use the RAFT weights pre-trained
on FlyingChairs [8] and FlyingThings3D [33].

3.4. Multi-scale Feature Fusion

In the previous section, we introduced three main outputs
of the network. The motion module produces a set of con-
tinuous point trajectories (Sec. 3.1). The event-based neural
integration model synthesizes a rough reconstruction of a
target frame (Sec. 4.1). The latent flow refinement module
produces a texture-based motion field based on global cor-
relation (Sec. 3.3). We fuse these outputs via a multiscale
feature fusion network. For the sake of simplicity, we re-
move the subscript of the point index in all symbols. We
denote M(t) as the long-range flow (offset) of a point at
time t, M̃(t) the latent flow, Ψ(I0) a feature pyramid com-
puted from the starting frame I0, and P(I0) an image pyra-
mid computed from I0. In addition, we define the forward
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Events skip 1 skip 3

PSNR↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ LPIPS↓

Two-frame Interpolation Methods

FLAVR ✗ 25.95 0.086 20.90 0.151
DAIN ✗ 25.20 0.067 21.40 0.113
SuperSlowMO ✗ - - 22.48 0.115
QVI ✗ - - 23.20 0.110
FILM [43] ✗ 25.09 0.066 22.91 0.086
TimeLens [55] ✓ 28.36 0.026 27.58 0.031
TimeLens++ [56] ✓ 28.56 0.022 27.63 0.026

Single-Frame Decompression Methods

DMVFN [20] ✗ 22.63 0.218 21.11 0.250
E-RAFT unrolling ✓ 19.28 0.171 17.49 0.257
E-RAFT (inpainted) ✓ 20.40 0.160 18.79 0.222
RAFT unrolling ✗ 22.85 0.120 20.88 0.197
RAFT (inpainted) ✗ 23.41 0.097 20.88 0.142
Ours ✓ 25.40 0.088 24.80 0.095

Table 2. Video Reconstruction Comparison. In addition to the
image-based video prediction results, we show interpolation meth-
ods for reference. (LPIPS values in italic were reported in Time-
Lens++ [56]. The metric implementation might differ from ours.)

splatting function T (·), C(·) as a pyramid concatenation op-
eration. We splat multiscale features and image pyramids
with the two flows. The input to the fusion model reads

G = C
(
TM(t)(Ψ(I0)), TM(t)(P(I0)),

TM̃(t)(P(I0)), TM̃(t)(Ψ(I0)),P(Ît)
) (6)

The final image prediction is passed through the multi-level
merging network fm, implemented by a series of convo-
lution layers with small receptive field and non-linear ac-
tivation, to produce the final prediction Ŷ = fm(G). We
use Softmax Splatting [36] to warp images and features
at each pyramid scale, with learned multiscale splatting
weights predicted along with motion parameters. The splat-
ting shows instability for flow supervision, so the gradient
of the flow input to the splatting operation is stopped.

3.5. Loss Functions

Optical Flow Loss We use two approaches for supervising
the predicted continuous optical flow field: self-supervised
and supervised. We adopt the image-based warping loss
proposed in EVFlowNet [66]. This allows the network to
learn flow solely based on photometric consistency. Given
the forward flow displacement computed from the motion
network, we bilinearly sample image It based on the back-
ward warp field to t = 0. We write the warping operation
as Îwarp = BM̃(t)(It). The warping loss comprises a photo-
metric loss Lphoto and a smoothness loss Lsmooth.

Lphoto(I0, Îwarp) = ρ(I0 − Îwarp;β) (7)

where ρ(·) is the Charbonnier loss function ρ(x) = (x2 +
ϵ2)β . The smoothness loss regularizes the flow field to avoid
the aperture problem in the classical flow estimation prob-
lem. We use second-order smoothness Lsmooth, which is the
norm of the gradient of the image gradient. For supervised
loss, we compute the L1 loss between the predicted dis-
placement M(t) and the image-based flow Wt computed
from RAFT [54], the L1 flow loss is:

L1(M(t),Wt) = ∥M(t)i −Wt∥1 (8)
The supervised loss helps the network learn longer-term
consistency since the pseudo ground truth RAFT flow is
computed using correlation-based matching. Moreover, it
helps the network learn to infer dense flow events in places
without events, due to the limited contrast. RAFT flow
helps group pixels that have similar motion. Although su-
pervised loss provides a direct motion signal, the pre-trained
image-based flow suffers from aliasing and missing details.
Therefore, we use self-supervised flow to help further cor-
rect the flow by computing photoconsistency loss directly
on image sensor measurement.

Image Reconstruction Loss Our approach employs a
composite loss function, combining L1 loss with Perceptual
loss [22], to harness their respective strengths. The L1 loss
enhances the accuracy of each pixel, while the Perceptual
loss increases the clarity and realism of the result. Given
reconstruction Ŷ and image ground truth Y , L1(Ŷ , Y ) =

∥Ŷi − Yi∥1 and Lp(Ŷ , Y ) = 1
J

∑J
j=1 |ϕj(Ŷ ) − ϕj(Y )|1

where ϕj(·) is the deep features extraction operator, utiliz-
ing a backbone VGG-19 network at level j. We weigh these
two losses equally. The joint loss is computed on both the
event-based neural synthesis results and the final output.

4. Experiments
We evaluate the reconstruction quality of Continuity-
Cam on BS-ERGB [56] and our newly developed dataset
E2D2. In these experiments, we use Peak-Signal-to-Noise-
Raio (PSNR), Learned Perceptual Image Patch Similarity
(LPIPS) [63], and Structural Similarity (SSIM). However,
in most cases, events are useful when the scene experiences
sudden changes. Therefore, we use our carefully designed
beam splitter set-up to curate additional scenes with chal-
lenging conditions. In Section 4.1, we show direct pho-
tometric results with high-quality images. In Section 4.2,
we show how our method can generate blur-free Gaussian
Splatting and detect fiducial tags more robustly.

4.1. Video Reconstruction Evaluation

For quantitative evaluation on BS-ERGB [56], we follow
the evaluation scheme of TimeLens. We take keyframes that
are 1 and 3 frames apart and predict the skipped frames.
For evaluation on E2D2, we use a predicted time to 0.25s
rather than a fixed number of frames because the amount of
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(a) 3D Gaussian Splatting reconstruction improves with the use of the de-
compressed images.

(b) AprilTag detection at the same moment in time. The detection rate
increases from 0 to 32 detections by decompressing images using events.

Figure 6. Qualitative downstream applications comparing original blurry frames (Left in each sub figure) to the decompressed frames
(Right in each sub figure). Each is shown with a full image and zoomed in to show detail beneath.

motion for a given scene is correlated to duration and in-
variant to camera frame rate. The frame rate of our dataset
ranges from 10 to 66 Hz, resulting in 2 to 17 skipped
frames. E2D2 has four splits: Train, Validation, Quanti-
tative Test and Qualitative Test. The qualitative test set con-
tains scenes with mostly motion-blurred images, which do
not have sharp ground truth. We provide metrics evaluated
on the quantitative test set with 4686 frames.We provide the
following additional baseline methods: Frame Interpola-
tion. We use FILM [43] for direct interpolation between
two keyframes. Video Prediction. DMVFN [20] predicts
a frame based on the previous two frames. We predict a
video iteratively by treating predicted frames as input to the
next prediction. Flow Unrolling. In this class of baseline
methods, a frame is iteratively warped forward in multi-
ple steps using the backward optical flow using RAFT [54]
and E-RAFT [14] respectively. Inpainted Flow unrolling.
For both flow unrolling methods, we additionally refine the
predictions by training a U-Net to reconstruct the original
frames from the intermediate (flow unrolling) predictions.

The evaluation results on BS-ERGB [56] and E2D2 are
shown in Table 2 and Table 1 respectively. Two-frame inter-
polation methods use the keyframe before and after an eval-
uated frame. Single-frame decompression methods use only
the previous key frame. The task is considerably harder
as there is no information about occlusion regions in the
initial frame. Nonetheless, ContinuityCam outperforms all
single-frame decompression methods by a large margin on
both datasets. Our method achieves the best score on E2D2
and beats all frame-only methods on BS-ERGB. Our re-
search demonstrates that ContinuityCam has more advan-
tages when applied to E2D2, as evidenced by the qualita-
tive results in Figure 5, which demonstrate that interpolation
methods are vulnerable to corrupted second frames.

4.2. Downstream Applications

Blur-free Gaussian Splatting 3D reconstruction has long
been a task that has achieved varying results with traditional
images. It is also a task commonly plagued by non-ideal in-
put images (e.g. blurry images). Camera pose estimation
and calibration are achieved by running COLMAP [47, 48]
for the original images and our decompressed images sep-
arately. These results are used to reconstruct the 3D scene
with 3D Gaussian Splatting [24]. Figure 6a shows the final
results with ContinuityCam providing significantly sharper
reconstructions.

Fiducial Tag Detection AprilTags [38] represent an ex-
ternal validation of the geometric consistency of our recon-
struction at a fine-grained resolution. Each tag is detected
through the high-contrast square and decoded through the
bit pattern on the interior. This AprilTag grid is commonly
used in calibration pipelines [32] or as robust SLAM fea-
tures [40]. For these tasks, many detections are required.
We see an improvement in detection rate from 8,854 detec-
tions in the original imager to 10,342 with ContinuityCam
(an improved detection can be seen in Figure 6b).

5. Conclusion
In this work, we introduce ContinuityCam, a novel method
for the event-based continuous color video decompression
task, using a single static RGB image combined with event
camera data. The core of the method is founded on two
novel representations for both the photometric changes and
the pixels’ motions predicted from events. Our approach
does not rely on additional frames except for the initial
image, enhancing robustness to sudden lighting changes,
minimizing prediction latency, and reducing bandwidth re-
quirements. We thoroughly evaluate our method on exist-
ing datasets and our carefully crafted dataset, E2D2, show-
ing state-of-the-art performance in event-based video color
video decompression. Additionally, we showcased practical
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applications of our method in various scenarios, including
3D reconstruction and camera fiducial tag detection, even
under challenging lighting and motion conditions.
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Event-based Continuous Color Video Decompression from Single Frames

Supplementary Material

Section 1 provides implementational details of our and
the baseline methods. Section 2 presents more details on
E2D2 and our camera setup.

1. Implementation Details
In this section, we provide full details of the proposed ar-
chitecture (Sec. 1.1), specifics of the training (Sec. 1.2),
a discussion of the input representation (Sec. 1.3), and
lastly details on the implementation of the baseline meth-
ods (Sec. 1.4).

1.1. Model

K-plane Synthesis Network The K-plane synthesis net-
work has three components: feature encoder, K-plane sam-
pler, and pixel color decoder. The feature decoder is imple-
mented as a U-Net with 4 encoders, 2 residual bottleneck
layers, and 4 decoders, with skip connections. The U-Net
backbone is depicted in Figure 7. The feature encoder maps
the input event volumes and an initial image to a 24 chan-
nels, 8 for each plane. The K-plane sampler uses bilinear
sampling to query features at a given x, y, t coordinate. The
queried features are concatenated and fed into a final pixel
color decoder. The pixel color decoder can be implemented
using either a lightweight MLP or a lightweight CNN. For
our task, we often care about a whole image rather than in-
dividual pixels. Therefore, we deployed an efficient three-
layer CNN decoder, with each hidden layer having 64 ker-
nels and ReLU activation, to decode image pixel color.

Motion Basis Network The motion basis network is a
MLP network that maps a single scalar time value to a set
of query values. This network is shared between all in-
stances, which means that it is not conditioned on the in-
put of events and images into the network. We use it as a
set of query-able, time-continuous functions. The network
has two hidden layers with 64 neurons and ReLU activation
functions. The network outputs 5 values which are the out-
put of 5 basis functions. The function values are also shared
between x and y trajectories. The x and y trajectory coeffi-
cients are predicted separately per-pixel, as detailed in the
next section.

Motion Trajectory Field Network The motion trajectory
network is based on the same backbone as the K-plane syn-
thesis branch, as described in Figure 7. The network pre-
dicts (K × 2 + 1) channels. The first 2K channels are the
motion coefficients for x and y trajectory separately. The
last channel is the splatting weight for the Softmax splatting

Multiscale Predictions
: Encoder
: Residual Block
: Decoder

Figure 7. Backbone architecture. The U-Net with skip connections
maps event volumes and images into multi-scale dense output.

operation. We use Tanh activation for the softmax weight to
improve the numerical stability of the Softmax function.

Multi-scale Feature Fusion Networks We include the
network architecture of our multiscale feature fusion net-
work in Figure 9. The warped features at different scales
are upsampled to the nearest-neighbor method. The fea-
tures are then fed through a series of convolutional layers.
By doing this iteratively, we gradually fuse the multi-scale
image and feature pyramids in a course-to-fine fashion.

1.2. Training

We train the K-plane synthesis network and the motion net-
work separately and jointly optimize a shared feature fusion
network to fuse the two branches.

For the K-plane synthesis network, we use a learning rate
of 10−4 with an Adam optimizer. We train the network for
20,000 iterations. We separately train the motion network to
predict pixel trajectories, supervised with a image warping
loss and L1 flow loss described in Section 3.5. Addition-
ally, we train a dummy feature fusion network to map the
warped image features and dummy synthesized frames to a
final prediction. Here, we do not have the latent frame flow
for warping features. The key idea is to train the network to
rely only on events to estimate motion trajectories. The net-
work is trained for 15,000 iterations with a learning rate of
10−4 with an Adam optimizer. We directly use FILM’s [43]
pre-trained multi-level feature encoder without fine-tuning.

In the end, we take the trained K-plane synthesis net-
work and motion network and fuse their predictions with
a multilevel feature fusion network. In this final training,
we insert the warped features according to the latent frame
flow as described in Section 3.3. We jointly optimize all
parts of the network except the frozen image encoder. The
entire network is trained 100,000 steps with the same learn-
ing rate and optimizer configuration as the motion network.
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𝒄 = 𝟖

𝒇 = [𝟔𝟒, 𝟔𝟒, 𝟑]

Lightweight
Color Decoder

Backbone U-Net

Reshape

𝒄 = 𝟖

⨀Sample

𝒄 = 𝟑𝟐

Concat

Figure 8. The architecture for the K-planes synthesis module. The initial image and event volume are mapped to multi-scale Tri-planes
(xy, xt, yt). These feature planes are sampled bilinearly and fed into a lightweight color decoder network.

𝑿𝟏/𝟖
Upsample×8

𝑿𝟏

𝑿𝟏/𝟐 Upsample×2

𝑿𝟏/𝟒
Upsample×4

Figure 9. Architecture for the multi-scale feature fusion network.
The warped feature and image pyramids are gradually injected into
the network via a series of upsampling and convolution.

We design the training process to maximize the informa-
tion learned in the K-plane synthesis network and the mo-
tion network. For data augmentation, we randomly perform
flipping along the x and y directions, randomly rotate at
[0, 90, 180, 270] degrees, and then randomly rotate between

(−45, 45) degrees.

1.3. Input Representation

We use an event volume similar to EvFLowNet [66]. For
a set of events Γ = {(xi, yi, ti, pi)}, an event volume
E(x, y, t) containing these events is written as

E(x, y, t) =
∑
i

pikb(x− xi)kb(y − yi)kb(t− ti), (9)

where kb(·) is a bilinear sampling kernel function. We used
60 temporal channels to encode events into spatio-temporal
volumes. A large number of input channels is selected
because we encode the long-range event motion. For the
event-based motion network, we normalized the event vol-
ume to have a maximum of 1 and a minimum of 1 because
the network flow should be invariant to the absolute num-
ber of events in the volume. For the synthesis branch, we
do not normalize because the pixel-wise change should vary
with respect to the number of events. We separated positive
and negative events and concatenate the volumes together
because of the asymmetric contrast threshold. Positive and
negative events cannot be canceled out by each other due to
the unknown ratio between the two contrast thresholds.

1.4. Baselines

This section provides additional information to the baseline
methods.

Frame Interpolation. We use FILM [43] for direct
frame interpolation between two key frames. This method
does not use event data and relies on the key frame before
and after the desired generated frame.

Video Prediction. DMVFN [20] performs video pre-
diction. The model takes two consecutive frames and pre-
dicts the next one. We predict the hold-out frames after a
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key frame, in an iterative manner, starting with a key frame
and the original frame before the key frame.

Flow Unrolling + RAFT. In this method, the frame is
iteratively warped forward in multiple steps using optical
flow, which is determined using RAFT [54]. To allow the
warping frame fi to fi+1, we determine the backward flow
from ti+1 to ti, using the original frames (ground truth).

Flow Unrolling + E-RAFT. This method is similar to
the previous method. However, the flow is obtained from
E-RAFT [14], which outputs the optical flow between two
timestamps t1 and t2, by using events in a window before
t1 and the events between the two timestamps. This method
uses a frame and the following events and is therefore clos-
est to our method with respect to the data it uses.

Inpainted Flow unrolling. For both flow unrolling
methods, we additionally refine the predictions by training a
U-Net to reconstruct the original frames from the intermedi-
ate (flow unrolling) predictions. We use different models for
the results on bs ergb and E2D2, trained on the respective
training splits with a learning rate λ = 0.001, a batchsize of
8 for 100 epochs.

2. Dataset Details
This section presents the single objective beam splitter de-
sign and details on E2D2.

2.1. Beam Splitter Design

With the lack of integrated APS pixels (that was a common
feature in prior cameras [4, 53]) within recent event based
cameras, beam splitters have become common practice to
achieve zero baseline images and events [18, 51, 55, 58].
High resolution imagers paired with event based cameras
provide the best case scenario for sensor fusion allowing
high quality labels such as pixel intensity or semantics. Pre-
vious beam splitters constructed for event based camera sys-
tems leveraged multiple objective lenses and require a full
intrinsic and extrinsic calibration for warping between the
imager and event based camera. Mounting a beam splitter
after the objective lens allows the sensors to share the same
distortion and projection function. We migrate away from
c-mount to f-mount lenses in order to achieve the flange
distance required to fit a beam splitter cube into the optical
path. Figure 10 shows the physical layout of the beam split-
ter system. The distance between the flange and sensors are
the critical distance: comprised of the distance between the
sensors and the beam splitter as well as the distance from
the beam splitter to the flange. Our system was 3D printed
and adjusted for the printer to achieve the ideal back focus.

2.2. Dataset Design

We collect data from the beam splitter with CoCapture [16,
51]. The raw data was temporally aligned using a trig-
ger signal provided by a micro-controller. We calculate the

Figure 10. Constructed single objective beam splitter with each
major component labeled. As constructed the Event Camera will
be flipped compared to a traditional setup.

Brand Model Qty
ThorLabs CCM1-BS013 1

CenturyArks SilkyEvVGA 1
FLIR Chameleon 3 1

Opteka 6mm F-Mount Lens 1
C to F Mount Adapter 1
M2 Threaded Insert 12

Table 3. Beam splitter bill of materials

frame timestamps as the time of the trigger events plus half
of the exposure time. We follow [35] for the camera calibra-
tion. A set of matching corner points is extracted from pairs
of images and event intensity images ( from e2vid [42]).
The set of matching corner points is used to directly deter-
mine the homography matrix by minimizing the reprojec-
tion error between the two domains. Using the calibration,
the frames are warped into the event domain.

Our dataset is divided into training, validation, and test-
ing by recording. It is curated such that all frames in the
three main parts (training, validation, testing) have sharp
frames without motion blur. This is important for training
as well as quantification of reconstruction errors. How-
ever, event-based cameras are able to operate in regimes
that frame-based cameras cannot. To this end, we pro-
vide an additional set of sequences for qualitative compar-
ison only. These recordings contain challenging scenarios,
where only a small subset of the frames is sharp and the rest
underlies heavy motion blur. The subset contains record-
ings for the downstream tasks novel-view synthesis and tag
detection that were shown in 4.2 and further examples for
human-pose estimation and rapid camera motion. These
additional performance categories provide information on
where methods excel and fail.

We will release all full raw sequences in addition to the
calibrated and aligned data for future work at the highest
quality and with the greatest flexibility. The structure of
the raw data will not include a data split as the split we
have chosen is optimal for reconstruction purposes, but not
necessarily for all tasks.
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Davide Scaramuzza. Video to events: Recycling video
datasets for event cameras. In CVPR, 2020. 5

[14] Mathias Gehrig, Mario Millhäusler, Daniel Gehrig, and Da-
vide Scaramuzza. E-raft: Dense optical flow from event cam-

eras. In Int. Conf. 3D Vision (3DV), pages 197–206. IEEE,
2021. 3, 8, 12

[15] Mathias Gehrig, Manasi Muglikar, and Davide Scaramuzza.
Dense continuous-time optical flow from events and frames.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2203.13674, 2022. 3

[16] Friedhelm Hamann and Guillermo Gallego. Stereo co-
capture system for recording and tracking fish with frame-
and event cameras. 26th Int. Conf. Pattern Recognition
(ICPR), Visual observation and analysis of Vertebrate And
Insect Behavior (VAIB) Workshop, 2022. 12

[17] Zekun Hao, Xun Huang, and Serge Belongie. Controllable
video generation with sparse trajectories. In CVPR, pages
7854–7863, 2018. 3
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