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Abstract—Stereopsis is the predominant way by which living beings
perceive depth. It has widespread appeal in robotics, to enable artificial
agents with similar ability to robustly navigate our 3D world. Novel bio-
inspired sensors called event cameras approximate the human retina
by producing asynchronous spikes (called “events”) in reaction to per-
pixel brightness changes. They have very high temporal resolution and
high dynamic range, offering promising advantages for machine percep-
tion in high-speed motion and broad illumination conditions. The high
temporal precision is also useful for stereo matching, making disparity
(depth) estimation a popular topic for event cameras ever since its
inception. Over the last 30 years, the field has evolved rapidly, from
low-latency, low-power electronic circuit design to current deep learning-
based methods driven by the robotics and computer vision communities.
The bibliography is vast and difficult to navigate for non-experts due
its highly interdisciplinary nature. Past surveys have tried to address
distinct aspects of this topic, either in a dedicated section of applica-
tions, or focusing only on a specific class of techniques. While some
have superficially covered recent deep learning techniques, none have
discussed stereo datasets.

This survey aims to provide a comprehensive view on the topic. We
cover the entire spectrum of approaches with key insights, highlighting
their advantages and limitations. We categorize and discuss both in-
stantaneous stereo methods, as well as long-term methods suitable for
simultaneous localization and mapping (SLAM). We track the research
evolution of the field, comparing and contrasting techniques both the-
oretically and empirically. This is the first survey to extensively cover
the ever-growing learning-based literature on this topic. This is also
the first survey that not only discusses existing datasets and bench-
marks for event based stereo, but also provides practical suggestions
for establishing new benchmarks, to advance the field. We discuss the
major advantages and challenges faced by event-based stereo depth
estimation. We identified several gaps and propose future research
directions. Despite the large body of work on this topic, our study reveals
that we are still far from reaching optimal performance, not only in terms
of accuracy but also efficiency, which is one of the cornerstones of event-
based computing. We hope this survey inspires future research in this
area, by serving as an accessible entry point for newcomers, as well as
a practical guide for seasoned researchers in the community.

Index Terms—Event cameras, asynchronous sensor, neuromorphic,
stereo, depth estimation, high dynamic range, low latency.
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SUPPLEMENTARY

Large tables (spreadsheets) on stereo methods and datasets.
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Fig. 1: Publications on event-based stereo depth estimation
in the last two decades, colored according to whether they
are model-based (i.e., hand-crafted) or learning-based (i.e.,
data-driven) methods. Graph created from a compiled list
of papers, which is accessible in this spreadsheet.

1 INTRODUCTION

Depth estimation or 3D reconstruction from images ac-
quired by traditional cameras is a topic of paramount inter-
est in computer vision and robotics because it tries to mimic
the same functionality of the human brain (i.e., inverting the
operation of perspective projection) and has innumerable
applications (since we operate in a 3D world).

Event cameras [1] are novel bio-inspired sensors that,
mimicking the transient visual pathway of the human visual
system, output pixel-wise intensity changes asynchronously
instead of intensity frames at a fixed rate1. Since the seminal
work [2] (2008) they have gained increasing interest due
to their appealing properties, which allow them to per-
form well in challenging scenarios for traditional cameras,
such as high-speed motion, high dynamic range (HDR)
illumination, and low-power consumption. Hence, recent
years have witnessed how this hardware technology moved
from university laboratories into startups that have been
acquired or are participated by the leading companies in the
camera industry (SONY, OmniVision, Samsung, etc.). The
advantages of event cameras are being leveraged to tackle
a variety of tasks in computer vision and robotics, such as
optical flow estimation, pattern recognition, video synthesis,
AR/VR and SLAM [1].

The literature about event-based depth estimation is
recent but continuously growing (Fig. 1 and Tab. 2). It can
be organized according to diverse criteria, which are often
related to the type of hardware setup, the assumptions
or constraints on the scenario, and the target task (i.e.,
input/output), as in the columns of Tab. 2.

1) The first categorization criterion is the number of event
cameras considered: one (i.e., monocular) vs. stereo (or,
in general, multi-camera).

2) Another classification criterion is whether depth esti-
mation requires knowledge of the camera motion (as
an external input, concurrently estimated or provided
by additional sensors). This is different from whether
the method has been tested on a moving platform.

3) A third criterion is whether the method is model-based
(i.e., hand-crafted) or learning-based (i.e., data-driven).

1. An animation of the principle of operation of event cameras can be
found here: https://youtu.be/LauQ6LWTkxM?t=28.
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Fig. 2: Publications on event-based stereo depth estimation
in the last two decades, colored according to the type of
problem addressed (criterion #2).

Early works fall in the former paradigm, whereas new
approaches are dominated by the latter (see Fig. 1).

4) A fourth criterion pertains to the type of output (since
the input is the same for all methods: raw events).
Methods may output depth on a per-event basis (i.e.,
at each asynchronous brightness change), or on a per-
pixel basis at specified times (e.g., when using grid-
like representations of events). Output can be dense
(for every pixel) or semi-dense / sparse (e.g., at object
contours or event data locations).

Criterion #2 can be formulated as “instantaneous” vs.
“long temporal baseline” stereo depth estimation. “Instan-
teneous” refers to stereo methods that estimate depth using
only the event data available in a short time interval, for
which no information about camera motion (other than the
extrinsic calibration) is needed. Thus, they can be used gen-
erally for any scenario involving two synchronized event
cameras. They shine in scenarios where the cameras are
stationary and observing independently moving objects.

On the other hand, “long temporal baseline” stereo refers
to cases involving ego-motion where the scene depth is
estimated more accurately by fusing multiple consecutive
depth observations of the same 3D structure. Such fusion
requires knowledge of the camera motion to properly as-
sociate observations. Using camera motion for temporal
aggregation, the depth estimated by these methods is more
accurate and consistent over time. This is for example the
case of visual odometry (VO) and SLAM, which generate a
reliable map of the scene for accurate localization, a funda-
mental technology enabling autonomous robot navigation.

The temporal duration of the data aggregated and the
knowledge (or absence) of the camera motion is related to
the dynamicity of the scene: “instantaneous” methods tend
to handle better dynamic scenes containing independent
motion, whereas “long time baseline” methods are better
suited for persistent, i.e., stationary, parts of the scene.
Dynamicity is not binary; it depends on the relative speed
difference between the camera and the scene (e.g., “long
time baseline” methods may work well for parts of the scene
that move little compared to the camera motion). In the
literature, we observe that only a small portion of the stereo
methods deal with the additional complexity of temporal
aggregation that is suitable for SLAM (Fig. 2).

The above criteria represent orthogonal axes of variation.

https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1DfmVXdg3H9iaLpkXNm5ygB6ald9dK0ggO0rUDXEDTXE
https://youtu.be/LauQ6LWTkxM?t=28
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Fig. 3: Pie chart of publication venues of 121 publications in
event-based stereo.

TABLE 1: Surveying the review papers on event-based
stereo depth estimation. This work is the last row.

Ref. Topic Inst. Long- Model Learning Dataset
term based based review

2019 [3] Bio-inspired stereo vision with event  #  # #
cameras; focus on cooperative networks.

2022 [1] General survey on event-based vision.    # #
2022 [4] Event-based monocular and stereo depth.  #  # #
2023 [5] Deep-learning–based event-vision

applications; benchmarking on image  # #  #
reconstruction and optical flow.

2023 [6] Event-based SLAM. #   # #
2024 Event-based stereo methods and datasets.      

However, to present the literature we need to adopt a linear
order; hence we focus on the stereo methods (criterion #1)
and follow the structure indicated by criterion #2 (type of
problem being addressed), with subsections by criterion #3
(see Sec. 4). We will comment on the type of output (criterion
#4) when needed.

Finally, our analysis of the literature in Fig. 3 shows that,
due its interdisciplinary nature, event-based stereo methods
have been published in multiple venues of diverse scope
(vision, robotics, neuroscience, machine learning, circuit de-
sign, instrumentation, etc.), without a dominant publication
venue. This trend is changing recently, as the computer
vision and robotics communities are concentrating the latest
efforts on depth estimation, which coincides with a time
when the technology has become more widespread (and
more research labs are jumping into it), along with the
increased availability of many public datasets for bench-
marking and training neural networks, which are strongly
emerging the field.

Remark: Depth and disparity are often used interchange-
ably. While they are different (depth refers to the component
of the 3D scene along the camera’s optical axis (Z) and
disparity refers to the image-based displacement between
the projections of a 3D point), they are related by the camera
parameters and geometric configuration. In canonical stereo
configuration with cameras of focal length f separated by
a baseline distance b, depth can be computed using the
formula Z = (b · f)/∆x′, where ∆x′ is the disparity.

2 PREVIOUS SURVEYS ON THE TOPIC

A number of survey articles have been published recently in
the event-based vision literature which discuss stereo depth

estimation owing to widespread interest in this topic. They
are summarized in Tab. 1, indicating whether they cover
stereo, model-based or learning-based methods.

Steffen et al [3] review various bio-inspired aspects of
event cameras and the stereo algorithms that may benefit
from their novel data. The article focuses on neuromor-
phic strategies for depth estimation, particularly revolving
around cooperative stereo networks and their variants. Con-
current work, albeit published later, is the survey about
Event-based Vision by Gallego et al [1]. It comprehensive
collates works in event-based literature from all aspects of
event-based processing, applications as well as provides
details about the various sensors available in the market. It
also discusses existing literature in 3D monocular and stereo
reconstruction in one of its sections (in about a 1.5 pages).

Recently, Furmonas et al published a review article [4]
that dives into various event-based depth estimation meth-
ods, both monocular and stereo. A significant portion of the
article is spent on discussing hardware-based efficient im-
plementations of event-based processing for depth estima-
tion. Although recent deep learning methods for monocular
depth estimation are presented, only one learning-based
stereo method is mentioned.

A survey on deep learning methods for event-based
vision by Zheng et al. [5] dedicates a section to stereo depth
estimation methods. It discusses learning-based methods
that use stereo events, as well as methods using both events
and intensity images. However, the primary focus of [5]
seems to be on learning methods for image reconstruction
and optical flow estimation (probably due to these prob-
lems being more investigated than depth estimation in the
context of learning). Also, a survey on SLAM using event
cameras by Wang et al. [6] discusses depth estimation and
camera tracking using monocular and stereo setups; the
main focus is on the monocular setup. Only long-term stereo
methods are discussed.

As Tab. 1 shows, our survey covers the entire body of work
of event-based stereo depth estimation, both instantaneous
and long-term (e.g., for SLAM), model-based and learning-
based. Through various tables, we not only describe the
methods, but also benchmark their performance on common
datasets. Moreover, we also survey the related datasets
due to their importance in advancing the field, as data
fuels the development of learning-based methods, which are
becoming the dominant paradigm.

3 EVENT CAMERA WORKING PRINCIPLE

Over the years, several event camera designs have been in-
vestigated inspired by biological retinas. Three main designs
are presented in [7]: the Dynamic Vision Sensor (DVS), the
Dynamic and Active-Pixel Vision Sensor (DAVIS) and the
Asynchronous time-based image sensor (ATIS). They pro-
duce so-called “change-detection” events ek

.
= (xk, tk, pk)

as soon as the logarithmic brightness at a pixel xk =
(xk, yk)

⊤ changes by a predefined amount C (i.e., 20%) [1]:

L(x, tk)− L(x, tk −∆tk) = pkC, (1)

where the event polarity pk ∈ {+1,−1} indicates the sign
of the brightness change, and ∆tk is the time elapsed since
the last event at the same pixel.
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Fig. 4: The first event-based stereo matching system, devel-
oped in Michelle (Misha) Mahowald’s PhD thesis [100, 103,
104]. Binocular silicon retinas (in yellow, early prototypes
of event cameras) were used to estimate depth with analog
circuits (the stereo processing chip is at the bottom). Image
adapted from Silicon Vision.

This bio-inspired working principle confers advantages
(low latency, HDR, low-power consumption, temporal re-
dundancy suppression, minimal motion blur, etc.) and poses
challenges, such as dealing with noise, the lack of absolute
brightness information, and the unfamiliar asynchronous
nature of event data. Hence, new algorithms are needed to
leverage the advantages of event cameras [1]. Among them,
stereo algorithms play a prominent role, as they have been
explored ever since the first cameras where prototyped by
pioneer M. Mahowald in the nineties (Sec. 4). See [1, 7] for
more details on the working principle of event cameras.

4 STEREO (AND MULTI-CAMERA) METHODS

This section presents algorithms for depth estimation using
two or more event cameras. Most works follow the classical
(i.e., frame-based) paradigm that decouples the stereo depth
estimation problem in two sequential steps: first, establish-
ing stereo correspondences across image planes (“stereo
matching”), and then back-projecting the correspondences
to compute the associated 3D point (“triangulation”) [101].

The first subproblem (stereo matching) is more difficult
than the second one. The geometric configuration of the
problem is often exploited to avoid searching for correspon-
dences over the entire image plane: the epipolar constraint
reduces the search to the epipolar line [102]. Additionally,
due to unique properties of event cameras, such as their
spatially sparse and temporally quasi-continuous output,
pixels can be stereo-matched using precise event timestamps.
The usual assumption is that a moving object triggers simul-
taneous / co-occurrent / coincident events on both camera
views. This idea has triggered a lot of interest ever since the
inception of event cameras (Fig. 4).

4.1 Instantaneous Stereo
This section deals with scenarios where a time-evolving
depth map is estimated using only the most recent stereo
events, without any explicit knowledge of camera motion.
These methods can be used to estimate depth of indepen-
dently moving objects in the scene along with the static
parts. We first discuss model-based and then more recent
deep-learning–based techniques.

TABLE 2: Event-based stereo methods. The columns indi-
cate whether the sensor rig moves (“Ego”-motion) or not,
the method is instantaneous (I) or long-term (LT), output
depth (or disparity) is sparse (S) or dense (D), the method
is model-based (M) or learning-based (L), learning is super-
vised (SL) or unsupervised (UL), and the type of sensors
used (E = event camera, F = frame-based camera). Link to
spreadsheet with stereo methods.

Methods Venue Year Ego? I/LT S/D L/M SL/UL Sensors

ES-PTAM [8] ECCVW 2024  LT S M 2E (N-ocular)
EV-MGDispNet [9] arXiv 2024  I D L SL 2E
Bartolomei et al. [10] ECCV 2024  I D L SL 2E + LiDAR
StereoFlow-Net [11] ECCV 2024  I D L SL 2E
Shiba et al. [12] TPAMI 2024  LT D M 2E
Chen et al. [13] SPL 2024  I D L SL 2E
Ghosh et al. [14] JESWA 2024  I D L SL 2E
Niu et al. [15] ICRA 2024  LT S M 2E + IMU
SAFE [16] WACV 2024  LT D L SL 1E + 1F
ASNet [17] IECON 2023  I D L SL 2E
El Moudni et al. [18] ITSC 2023  LT S M 2E
T-ESVO [19] AISY 2023  LT S M 2E
ADES [20] CVPR 2023  I D L UL 2E (+2F train)
DH-PTAM [21] arXiv 2023  LT S M + L SL 2E + 2F
ESVIO [22] (direct) Sensors 2023  LT S M 2E + IMU
St-EDNet [23] arXiv 2023  I D L UL 1E + 1F
SEVFI-Net [24] arXiv 2023  I D L SL 1E + 1F
ESVIO [25] (indirect) RAL 2023  LT S M 2E (+ 2F) + IMU
Zhang et al. [26] ECCV 2022  I D L SL 1E + 1F
SCS-Net [27] ECCV 2022  I D L SL 2E + 2F
N. Uddin et al. [28] TCSVT 2022  I D L UL 2E + 2F
MC-EMVS [29] AISY 2022  LT S M 2E (N-ocular)
Conc-Net [30] CVPR 2022  I D L SL 2E (+ 2F)
DTC-SPADE [31] CVPR 2022  I D L SL 2E
Liu et al. [32] ICRA 2022  I S M + L UL 2E
Ilani et al. [33] IAOC 2022 # I S M 1E
Kim et al. [34] Access 2022 # I S M 2E
SIES [35] JIST 2022  I D L UL 1E + 1F
HSM [36] RAL 2022  I S M 1E + 1F
StereoSpike [37] Access 2022  I D L SL 2E
3D-saliency [38] Sci. Rep. 2022  I S M 2E
SHEF [39] IROS 2021  I S M + L SL 1E + 1F
EIT-Net [40] AAAI 2021  I D L SL 2E
ESVO [41] TRO 2021  LT S M 2E
EIS [42] ICCV 2021  I D L SL 2E + 2F
Risi et al. [43] ISCAS 2021 # I S M 2E
HDES [44] IROS 2021  I D L SL 1E + 1F
RAMNet [45] RAL 2021  I D L SL 1E + 1F
ESL [46] 3DV 2021 # I D M 1E + Projector
CES-Net [47] CVPRW 2021  I S L SL 2E
Hadviger et al. [48] Adv. Rob. 2021  I S M 1E + 2F
Risi et al. [49] FNBOT 2020 # I S M 2E
Wang et al. [50] ECCV 2020 # I S M 2E
DDES [51] ICCV 2019  I D L SL 2E
Hadviger et al. [52] ECMR 2019 # I S M 2E
Kaiser et al. [53] ICANN 2018  I S M 2E
Everding [54] Ph.D. Thesis 2018  I S M 2E
Andreopoulos et al. [55] CVPR 2018 # I S M 2E
GTS [56] FNINS 2018 # I S M 2E
TSES [57] ECCV 2018  LT S M 2E
Zhou et al. [58] ECCV 2018  LT S M 2E
SGM [59] IJARS 2018 # I S M 2E
Camuñas-Mesa et al. [60] TNNLS 2018 # I S M 2E
Eibensteiner et al. [61] RADIOELEK 2017 # I S M 2E
Piatkowska et al. [62] CVPRW 2017 # I S M 2E
Dikov et al. [63] CBBS 2017 # I S M 2E
Osswald et al. [64] Sci. Rep. 2017 # I S M 2E
Zou et al. [65] BMVC 2017  I D M 2E
BPN [66] FNINS 2017 # I S M 2E
Ieng et al. [67] FNINS 2017 # I S M 2E
Kogler [68] Ph.D. Thesis 2016 # I S M 2E
Firouzi et al. [69] NPL 2016 # I S M 2E
Zou et al. [70] ICIP 2016  I S M 2E
Scharml et al. [71] TIE 2016  I S M 2E
Scharml et al. [72] CVPR 2015  I S M 2E
Camuñas-Mesa et al. [73] BioCAS 2014 # I S M 2E
Eibensteiner et al. [74] CVPRW 2014 # I S M 2E
Carneiro [75] Ph.D. Thesis 2014 # I S M 3E (N-ocular)
Lee et al. [76] TNNLS 2014 # I S M 2E
Piatkowska et al. [77] M. Sci. Tech. 2014 # I S M 2E
Camuñas-Mesa et al. [78] FNINS 2014 # I S M 2E
Camuñas-Mesa et al. [79] ISCAS 2014 # I S M 2E
Kogler et al. [80] JEI 2014 # I S M 2E
Carneiro et al. [81] NN 2013 # I S M 3E (N-ocular)
Piatkowska et al. [82] ICCVW 2013 # I S M 2E
CARE [83] WCITS 2012 # I S M 2E
Humenberger et al. [84] CVPRW 2012 # I S M 2E
Rogister et al. [85] TNNLS 2012 # I S M 2E
Kogler et al. [86] ISVC 2011 # I S M 2E
Kogler et al. [87] ATASV 2011 # I S M 2E
Sulzbachner et al. [88] CVPRW 2011 # I S M 2E
Eibensteiner et al. [89] EUROCAST 2011 # I S M 2E
Belbachir et al. [90] CVPRW 2011 # I S M 2E
Benosman et al. [91] TNNLS 2011 # I S M 2E
Schraml et al. [92] ISCAS 2010 # I S M 2E
Schraml et al. [93] CVPRW 2010 # I S M 2E
Schraml et al. [94] CVPRW 2010 # I S M 2E
Belbachir et al. [95] CVPRW 2010 # I S M 2E
Sulzbachner et al. [96] ELMAR 2010 # I S M 2E
Kogler et al. [97] ICVS 2009 # I S M 2E
Schraml et al. [98] VISAPP 2007 # I S M 2E
Hess [99] Sem. Thesis 2006 # I S M 2E
Mahowald [100] Ph.D. Thesis 1992 # I S M 2E

https://vimeo.com/109984367
https://tinyurl.com/4vywjm55
https://tinyurl.com/4vywjm55
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4.1.1 Model-based Methods
4.1.1.1 Time-based Stereo Matching: The main line

of research in event-based stereo matching is focused on
temporal matching. Initial works [92, 97, 98, 105, 106] ac-
cumulated events into frames for compatibility with stan-
dard binocular vision techniques. However, temporal in-
formation is quantized during accumulation. To emphasize
the benefits of accurate time information, [86] proposed a
purely event-driven matching procedure using time-based
and polarity-based correlation of the events, without aggre-
gation.

However, matching events solely based on time is not
reliable because of inherent ambiguities (e.g., the visual
stimuli may generate multiple events simultaneously on
multiple cameras) and noise (e.g., jitter delay [46]). The
former happens when several objects move in the scene on
overlapping epipolar lines. Benosman et al. [91] showed that
epipolar lines defining the relation established by two vi-
sion sensors appear as structures of co-occurring events. To
reduce false stereo correspondences and therefore enhance
matching quality, temporal matching was aided by additional
constraints (i.e., equations), such as epipolar and order-
ing constraints [85]. Nevertheless, this still required event-
buffering for a time frame. Carneiro et al. [81] demonstrated
that adding cameras to the stereo setup (e.g., trinocular
vision, with more temporal and epipolar constraints), could
further disambiguate and produce more reliable matches.

A generalized framework for time-based stereo event
matching (GTS) was proposed in [56]. It combines four
types of constraints (epipolar, temporal, luminance and
motion) to remove noise and ambiguities. The luminance con-
straints are applicable if the event camera is an ATIS, which
outputs additional asynchronous intensity-encoded events
(called exposure-measurement “EM” events). However, the
low quality of EM events, especially in dark regions, means
that they are hardly used in event-based processing (they
have been abandoned by the manufacturer Prophesee after
their Gen. 3 camera models [1]).

The motion constraint in GTS is implemented by matching
patches of time surfaces across cameras (Fig. 5). A time
surface is a grid-like representation where each pixel stores
the timestamp of its latest event [107]. The trails of object
edges in a time surface depict historical footprints of how
that object moved. If the object underwent similar motions
on both camera views, the event simultaneity assumption
leads to similarity of edge trails. In the same way as frame-
based stereo relies on the principle of photometric consis-
tency across views to establish matches, event-based stereo
can leverage the time-consistency principle [46] (i.e., similar-
ity of time surfaces). Time-surface matching subsumes the
temporal coincidence assumption of stereo events and is
a building block for finding stereo matches in established
event-only stereo methods for VO/SLAM like [41, 58].

Belief propagation networks (BPN) have been proposed to
extend the influence of epipolar and temporal co-incidence
constraints [66]. The goal of approaches like this one is to
improve matching by making information consistent over
larger (“global”) space-time neighborhoods, as opposed to
exploiting only local information. Camuñas-Mesa et al. [60]
used time coincidence to estimate object-level disparity and
track 3D clusters in the scene, especially in case of oc-

Fig. 5: Time-surface matching implied by the motion con-
straint in GTS [56]. Event timestamp information or context
(d) visualized as an elevation map leads to the name “time
surface” (e). Edge trails of time surfaces encode motion
information and are used to match patches across event-
camera views. Image courtesy of [56].

clusions. Simple tests with two objects of homogeneous
disparity showed advantages over frame-based methods.

Most of the instantaneous methods described above are
evaluated on scenes with static cameras. Scenes with moving
cameras are more challenging due to the large number of
events generated by all (static and dynamic) object contours
in the scene. In this regard, a line-based feature match-
ing algorithm for depth estimation was proposed in [54]
which showed promising results on short real-world sce-
narios with moving cameras (Fig. 6). Zou et al. [65] also
demonstrated decent depth estimation results on sequences
with ego-motion by stereo-matching sharp event images
obtained by pixel-wise accumulation of events over their
lifetime [108]. Event lifetime was estimated from time sur-
face gradients by measuring the amount of time it takes
for each edge to move by 1 pixel. From the sharp stereo
event images, classical feature descriptors were extracted
and matched, producing a sparse depth map. They also
proposed the first method in the literature to estimate dense
depth (i.e., for every pixel) by “inpainting” the sparse depth
maps.

4.1.1.2 Cooperative Stereo: While the methods dis-
cussed so far were designed to run on conventional com-
puters (von Neumann machines), an entirely distinct class
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Fig. 6: Results of line-based stereo matching proposed in
[54]. It produces sparse depth maps in structured environ-
ments with small camera motion. Image courtesy of [54].

Fig. 7: Asynchronous cooperative stereo method in [64].
This architecture was also subsequently adapted and imple-
mented in neuromorphic hardware platforms [43, 49], and
on FPGA [34]. Image courtesy of [64].

of stereo algorithms known as “cooperative stereo” uses a
dynamic network-based computational model of binocular
stereopsis for finding correspondences, making it highly
efficient for sparse asynchronous event-driven processing
on specialized neuromorphic hardware (Fig. 7).

Cooperative computing refers to a class of algorithms
that deal with local distributed computations interacting
with each other to provide a global solution (akin to a
BPN). Each local computation updates the state of the
system, which in turn affects the computations performed
on subsequent inputs. After a sufficient number of inputs
to the system, the dynamics of the algorithm stabilize to
provide a global solution. Marr and Poggio proposed the
first seminal cooperative network for stereo matching [109].
This network can be considered a three-dimensional array
(in x, y and disparity), each of whose cells encodes a belief
in matching a corresponding pair of pixels from the left
and right cameras. To limit the number of false matches,
they suggested leveraging assumptions from the physical
properties of objects and the geometrical configuration of
the stereo cameras. They may be described as:

• Within-disparity continuity: Since rigid bodies are cohe-
sive, their surfaces are usually smooth. Consequently,
they should be represented by a smooth disparity map.
Only parts of the scene that represent edges, corners
and boundaries between objects at different depths
exhibit sharp changes in disparity. Thus, in the coopera-
tive network, spatially neighboring cells that are tuned
for a single disparity should reinforce each other to
generate a spatially-smooth disparity map.

• Cross-disparity uniqueness: Each pixel in the scene can
have at most one disparity value. This implies that

there must be unique corresponding pixel pairs: a pixel
on the left camera cannot match with more than one
pixel on the right camera, and vice-versa. Consequently,
network cells that lie along an epipolar line should
inhibit each other to suppress false matching.

Although originally proposed for standard cameras, co-
operative stereo is particularly well-suited for event-driven
vision, where the additional constraint of temporal coinci-
dence across epipolar lines enhances disparity estimation.

The use of cooperative networks for processing stereo
event data can be traced back to the early days of event-
based vision in 1989, when Mahowald and Delbruck [103]
delivered results with single line event sensors. It was then
implemented in software by Delbruck’s student Hess [99].
Later, Piatkowska et al. [82] implemented a cooperative
technique for depth computation using a winner-take-
all mechanism to match temporally-close and spatially-
constrained events. Their follow-up work [62] improved
upon their event-based cooperative method via window-
based matching. Firouzi et al. [69] also proposed a cooper-
ative algorithm for events which employed an additional
second pattern of inhibitory connections in their dynamic
cooperative network to suppress ambiguous matches. Be-
sides timestamp and polarity, the orientation of object edges
using Gabor filters has also been used as a supplementary
signal for cooperative stereo [78]. Overall, cooperative
stereo has been a popular technique in event-based depth
estimation thanks to its ability to process sparse asyn-
chronous events with low latency (no buffering), leading
to downstream applications like 3D saliency estimation in
humanoid robots [38].

4.1.1.3 SNN Hardware Implementations: The
main reason for the prevalence of cooperative networks for
event-based stereo matching is that they can be realized
as Spiking Neural Networks (SNNs), which can be im-
plemented on highly efficient neuromorphic hardware like
SpiNNaker [110], ROLLS [111], Loihi [112], DYNAP [113]
and TrueNorth [114]. Recent works have proven this idea on
small-scale scenes with stationary cameras [43, 49, 63, 64].

For example, in [64], the cooperative method is realized
with a hierarchical SNN architecture of coincidence and
disparity detector layers (Fig. 7). While the coincidence de-
tectors contain both excitatory and inhibitory connections,
the subsequent disparity detectors contain only inhibitory
connections for removing matching ambiguities. This SNN
architecture was also implemented in a prototype mixed
signal processor DYNAP and tested on synthetic data [49].
Risi et al [43] further demonstrated the efficiency and per-
formance of the DYNAP implementation of the cooperative
network in [64] by evaluating it on complex real-world
scenes from the DHP19 3D human pose tracking dataset.
On the other hand, Dikov et al. [63] extended their previous
cooperative method [69] by implementing it on SpiNNaker
digital processor boards.

While the methods discussed so far employed some
event pre-processing (like rectification) on conventional
hardware, Andreopoulos et al. [55] implemented a full
event-driven non-cooperative local stereo matching pipeline
on IBM TrueNorth digital neuromorphic processors. They
contextualized their work within the stereo depth estima-
tion literature by comparing the different approaches and
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TABLE 3: Comparison of event-based stereo methods
adapted from [55] (2018). A ‘#’ means feature is not present,
a ‘-’ means unknown, and a  denotes the presence of the
respective feature. The performance metrics (bottom half of
the table) are only illustrative, as the methods have not been
evaluated on the same data and platform.
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1. Features of disparity algorithm and implementation
Fully neuromorphic computation  # # # # # #  # #
Neuromorphic rectification of data  # # # # # # # # #
Real time depth from live sensor  # #   # # #   
Multi-resolution computation  # # # # # #  # #
Bidirectional consistency check  # #   #  #  #
Scene-agnostic throughput  # #   #  #   
Uses event polarity compatibility   # # # #  NA   
Tested on dense RDS data   # # # # #  # #
Tested on fast and slow motions  #  # # #  #  #

2. Implementation metrics
Hardware implementation Neuro FPGA CPU DSP CPU CPU FPGA ASIC CPU FPGA
Energy consumption (mW/px) 0.058 - 16 0.30 - - - - - -
Disparity maps per second 400 151 500 200 - - 1140 40 3333 20
System latency (ms) 9 6.6 2 5 - - 0.87 25 0.3 50
Sensor size, in real-time (px) 10800 32400 11236 16384 1.4M - 16384 57 16384 16384
Disparity levels in real-time 21 30 32 - - - 36 9 128 -

Fig. 8: Setup using a stereo lens and an event camera [33].

approximating performance metrics (from data reported in
the original papers on different evaluation datasets). This
comparison is depicted in Tab. 3. Recently, Kim et al [34]
demonstrated improved power and hardware efficiency by
trading off latency and accuracy while implementing the
architecture of [64] entirely on Field Programmable Gate
Arrays (FPGA).

4.1.1.4 Stereo with a single event camera: This
is a rare case in the literature, but worth surveying. To
eliminate the cost of using two separate event cameras for
stereo matching, [33] mounted a stereo lens on a single
event camera (Fig. 8). This setup splits the field of view
(FOV) horizontally, with each half of the camera sensor
array dedicated to one view. The stereo disparity between
the views was used to reconstruct plasma sparks in 3D. Al-
though the methodology is not described in detail, it seems
that a standard frame-based stereo matching algorithm on
accumulated events was used. Besides the reduction in cost
and effort in building a stereo mount, such a setup also has
the benefit that both halves of the sensor have similar bias
and noise properties which could make stereo matching
easier. However, with such a setup, spatial resolution and
FOV decreases (by half), the baseline is fixed and the lens
still needs to be calibrated (for minor focus adjustment).

4.1.1.5 Stereo from Events and an Intensity frame
(i.e., “Events + Intensity”): A growing trend of publications
combine the complementary characteristics of frame-based

(a) The columns named Lb and Eb depict edge maps derived
from intensity frames and events, respectively.

(b) Results of dense depth estimation using SHEF. The left
column depicts the sparse depth maps initially estimated by
the algorithm. The densification coarsely resembles the GT
depth. The column DAA depicts the result of frame-based depth
estimation from reconstructed frames.

Fig. 9: Stereo hybrid matching using edge maps extracted
from images and events. Image courtesy of SHEF [39].

and event cameras for stereo depth estimation. Hadviger et
al [48] calculated disparity from standard stereo frames, and
used the optical flow computed from a single event camera
to interpolate disparity in between frames, leading to a high
frame rate depth map.

A Stereo Hybrid Event-Frame (SHEF) matching method
between a frame-based and an event camera was proposed
in [39], where sparse disparity was computed by cross-
correlating edge maps from both sensors (Fig. 9). A disparity
completion network DCNet was also proposed to densify
the disparity output in the final stage. However, the dense
depth maps (Fig. 9b) do not look as good as the event-based
learning methods that are discussed later.

4.1.2 Learning-based Methods

Since 2019 there has been a steady rise of literature on using
deep learning models for stereo depth estimation (Fig. 1).
Most of these methods approach the problem by proposing
novel representations (“embeddings”) for converting events
to fixed-size image-like arrays that are compatible with
modern image-based artificial neural networks (ANNs).
These representations tend to show clear edge features, with
minimal blur and high dynamic range. They are subse-
quently used for finding correspondences across stereo pairs
by forming and processing 3D cost volumes (i.e., 3D arrays
that encode the similarity of candidate stereo pixel pairs
according to different disparity values).
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Fig. 10: DTC-SPADE architecture. Image courtesy of [31].

This section discusses deep-learning methods for stereo
depth estimation using events, possibly in combination with
additional inputs, such as intensity frames. Most of the
methods discussed (except [20, 23, 28, 32, 35]) employ su-
pervised learning for stereo depth estimation, using depth
maps acquired using LiDAR as ground truth (GT) labels.
They output dense disparity/depth maps.

4.1.2.1 Event-only methods (2E): [as indicated in
the last column of Tab. 2]. Deep Dense Event Stereo
(DDES) [51] was the first event-only stereo approach using
deep learning. The overall network architecture consists
of embedding, matching and regularization modules fol-
lowed by an estimator. It learns event sequence embeddings
via continuous fully connected layers and predicts dense
disparity. The resulting depth maps present poor details
around object edges and local structures. Many subsequent
methods try to overcome this by including intensity in-
formation explicitly (either by reconstructing images from
events or using co-captured frames).

The Event-Image-Translation-Network (EIT-Net) [40]
improves upon DDES [51] by reconstructing images from
events and using them as a guiding signal for stereo match-
ing. Instead of fusing events and (reconstructed) frames
directly, a Convolution Neural Network (CNN)-based mod-
ule, called stacked dilated SPatially-Adaptive DEnormal-
ization (SPADE), modulates the event features using the
reconstructed image features.

Compared to previous methods, the Discrete Time Con-
volution (DTC) SPADE (DTC-SPADE) framework [31] fo-
cuses on building a fast and lightweight network for gener-
ating event embeddings (Fig. 10). Events are first converted
into voxel grids (also called event stacks), which are then fed
to a spatio-temporal encoding recurrent module constructed
with DTC or Continuous Time Convolution (CTC) layers.
The output is then fed to the spatial embedding module,
followed by the matching and regularization modules as in
DDES [51]. Similar to [40], SPADE is also used before stereo
matching. Recently, Ghosh et al. [14] improved upon the
SPADE framework by using a novel two-stage coarse-to-fine
strategy for stereo matching.

The Adaptive Stacks Depth Estimation Network
(ASNet) [17] proposes the use of event-histogram stacks
as input to an image-based stereo matching network (Mo-
bileStereoNet). The key contribution consists in adaptively
modifying event-histogram stack lengths using the event
rate to generate sharp images for improved matching.

The ConvLSTM Event Stereo Network (CES-Net) [47]
achieved the best results in mean average disparity error
(MAE) in the DSEC disparity benchmark among the event-

only methods at the CVPR Event Vision Workshop 2023.
It used ConvLSTM networks to extract spatio-temporal
features from the stereo event stream. The learned features
were subsequently fed to an image-based stereo matching
network for disparity estimation.

Recently, Chen et al. [13] used cross-attention mecha-
nisms to provide additional temporal and spatial context to
voxelized event inputs, leading to state-of-the-art (SOTA)
performance. In Motion-Guided Event-Based Stereo Dispar-
ity Estimation Network (EV-MGDispNet) [9], stacked event
volumes called MES (borrowed from Conc-Net Fig. 12) are
fused with time surfaces (called motion confidence maps
here) to first generate “edge-aware” event frames, from
which multi-scale features are extracted using deformable
attention layers. Features are passed to an stereo matching
module that computes aggregated cost volumes and pre-
dicts disparity. An additional left-right consistency census
loss is used along with smooth L1 loss. The consistency
loss measures the difference in geometry after using GT
disparity to warp left event frame onto right event frame.

StereoFlow-Net [11] achieves high accuracy by aggre-
gating event features and cost volumes from the past into
the current time. It comprises a stereo matching network for
estimating disparity, and a stereo flow prediction network
that is trained by warping GT disparity maps from the past
to the current time. This is a way of learning stereo scene
flow using disparity map supervision without the need
for GT optical flow (which is hard to obtain). Specifically,
it proposes a temporal disparity consistency loss to align
GT disparity maps from different time steps, on top of
established paradigms of L1 disparity loss and Contrast
Maximization losses [12, 115, 116]. Temporal aggregation
done in this way by explicitly modeling motion preserves
sharp edges better (even during small relative motion) and
is more lightweight than the RNN-based DTC-SPADE [31].

An unsupervised method for estimating sparse depth
maps was proposed in [32]. It is a hybrid approach that
combines machine learning with model-based optimization.
Separate Siamese ANNs were trained to find efficient and
accurate event representations from stereo cameras. Feature
descriptors from these representations were then used to
find the optimal disparity which minimizes matching cost.

Steffen et al. [117] presented another interesting ap-
proach for learning stereo depth by finding correspondences
between two event cameras using Self-Organizing Maps
[118]. 2D event data of both views was mapped to a latent
3D representation similar to a disparity space image grid,
without requiring knowledge of the camera parameters.
Limited qualitative results were shown by reconstructing
a moving simulated cube while both cameras are stationary.

4.1.2.2 Events-and-Intensity methods (2E+2F): The
first learning-based stereo depth estimation using both
frames and events was proposed in Event-Intensity Stereo
(EI-Stereo or EIS) [42] (Fig. 11). It comprises an event-
intensity recurrent recycling network [119] that converts
grayscale frames and event stacks (voxel grids) into a blur-
free HDR image-like array on which feature extraction and
stereo matching are performed in a supervised manner us-
ing GT depth from LiDAR. This work tries to unify learning
from distinct modalities (events and frames) by substituting
one modality by the other based on availability. Thus, when
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Fig. 11: Network structure of EI-Stereo [42]. Frames and
events are stacked and combined using a recycling network
to form image-like representations. These are subsequently
used for stereo matching using feature extraction, cost
volume computation, deformable aggregation and multi-
scale refinement, which are mainstays in frame-based stereo
deep-learning architectures. Image courtesy of [42].

frames are missing, it can still output disparity.
Another method for stereo depth in this category is pro-

posed in Stereo Cross-Modality network (SCM-Net) [120],
where an event-intensity fusion network is used to combine
intensity features and event embeddings learned from the
method proposed in DDES [51].

The Selection and Cross Similarity network (SCS-Net)
[27] builds on prior work [120] by using a novel event-
image embedding for stereo matching. Prior works like EI-
Stereo had used an embedding where most recent events
were prioritized, as is often done for high-frame rate video
reconstruction and super-resolution. By contrast, SCS-Net
uses a differentiable event-selection network to consider
only the relevant event stacks for feature extraction. The
relevance of events depends on the camera motion (which
is not explicitly passed as input). It discards time slices
containing insufficient motion or when the viewing per-
spectives have little overlap. Moreover, the cross-similarity
feature loss used by the network for feature extraction,
explicitly establishes local feature matches between events
and frames, and produces disparity maps with sharp edges.

Similar to the event-selection network’s role in SCS-
Net [27] that determines event relevance, the concentra-
tion network (Conc-Net) [30] aims to select optimal event
window sizes to generate a sharp image-like arrays from
events. As shown in Fig. 12, Conc-Net attempts to form
an event histogram in which the contribution of events is
weighted per pixel, rather than having a fixed number of
past events that are all weighted equally. It is similar to
ASNet [17], except that the event stack lengths are decided
on a per-pixel basis, giving it more flexibility. From the
concentrated arrays, their stereo matching network extracts
depth via: (1) the feature extraction module, (2) the cost
volume module, (3) the deformable aggregation module,
and (4) the multiscale refinement module. This architecture
is standard among stereo matching frameworks and is also
used in EI-Stereo (Fig. 11). They also proposed a variant
of their method that combines intensity frames with the
concentrated event stacks before the feature extraction stage.

A self-supervised approach for learning stereo depth
was proposed in [28]. It is follow-up work after the event-
only supervised method EIT-Net [28, 40]. It comprises a

(a) How image-like stacks are built from event data.

(b) Comparison of various image-like event stacks.

Fig. 12: Conc-Net in [30] determines the optimal event stack
size for each pixel in order to form sharp HDR image-like
representations of the scene, called “concentrated stacks”.
Image courtesy of [30].

stereo matching network that takes in stereo events to
produce dense disparity maps. The disparity maps are then
used to reproject the right intensity image onto the left
camera. The similarity between the warped and original
left intensity views is then used as supervision for training
the network. It proposes a novel epipolar feature correlation
difference loss in addition to a local appearance matching
loss (L1 norm) and a disparity smoothness loss. However,
it relies on grayscale images for supervision, hence its
performance is limited by the image quality in challenging
situations where event cameras are advantageous (HDR,
high speed).

To circumvent the requirement on the availability of
large amounts of good quality GT depth data for training
a supervised network that generalizes well, an unsuper-
vised domain adaptation approach called Adaptive Dense
Event Stereo (ADES) is adopted in [20]. By training on
the source domain of learning stereo depth from intensity
images (thanks to abundance of frame-based datasets with
GT depth), and using self-supervision from video-to-event
and event-to-video reconstructions, the network is able to
adapt to the target task of estimating dense depth from just
stereo events. The ADES framework was evaluated on two
stereo matching network architectures AANet and PSMNet.
While the former is more efficient and was also used in EI-
Stereo [42] and Conc-Net [30], the latter produced better
overall performance on the DSEC disparity benchmark.

4.1.2.3 Hybrid stereo (1E+1F): While the learning-
based methods discussed so far use multiple sensors of the
same type, a supervised method called Hybrid Disparity ES-
timation network (HDES) is proposed in [44] to learn dense
depth from a frame-based camera and an event camera.
In contrast to SHEF [39], which uses simple model-based
stereo matching on edge maps from both sensors, HDES
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aims to learn stereo depth by employing spatio-temporal
input representations (same as [51]) and a novel hybrid
pyramid attention module. SHEF mainly produces sparse
depth output, which is densified using a separate neural
network, whereas HDES directly outputs dense depth maps.

A Transformer-based framework for pixel-level feature
matching between intensity frames and event batches is
proposed in [26], and is used for dense depth estimation by
finding many correspondences between overlapping views
in small stereo baseline setups.

Hybrid stereo has also been approached using Self-
supervised Intensity-Event Stereo Matching (SIES) [35],
where events are first converted to a reconstructed image
that is stereo-matched with the image from the traditional
camera. The self-supervised loss consists of data fidelity
terms that compare the two images and their derivatives
(edge maps), and a smoothness term (regularizer). The com-
puted disparity can facilitate downstream tasks like video
frame interpolation.

Recent works like “Event-based motion Deblurring with
STereo event and intensity camera” (St-EDNet) [23] and
“Stereo Event-based Video Frame Interpolation network”
(SEVFI-Net) [24] approach the problem of hybrid stereo
depth estimation for the specialized downstream tasks of
frame deblurring and video frame interpolation, respec-
tively. In St-EDNet, blurred images are simulated from
sharp images, which are then used as GT for supervision.
SEVFI-Net outputss high frame rate video and interpolated
disparity frames, thus overcoming the frame rate bottleneck
of intensity frames in hybrid intensity-event setups.

4.1.2.4 Stereo Events-LiDAR Fusion (2E + LiDAR):
The first work combining stereo events with LiDARs for
dense disparity estimation was proposed in [10]. It used
sparse depth measurements from the LiDAR to inject “hal-
lucinated” stereo pairs of events either in the raw stream
or in stacked tensor representations. These hallucinated
events are not related to real-world edges or brightness
changes; they are random patterns used for enriching image
features for stereo matching in otherwise event-less regions,
where LiDAR data is available. This improves disparity
estimation accuracy on pre-trained stereo models like Conc-
Net [30]. A single depth map is used to inject events over
a longer temporal window of events. Since LiDAR operates
at a slower rate (e.g., 10Hz), temporal misalignment causes
hallucinated stereo events to be injected at inaccurate co-
ordinates due to outdated disparity measurements. Depth
estimation error grows with increased misalignment, yet
this LiDAR augmentation strategy exhibits robustness to
small temporal shifts (up to 100 ms).

4.1.2.5 Spiking Neural Network (SNN): The spar-
sity of event data is ideal for efficient processing using
SNNs, yet most stereo matching SNNs are not data-driven
since they are notoriously hard to train. StereoSpike [37] is
the only SNN that effectively uses deep learning for stereo
depth estimation. StereoSpike follows a U-net like encoder-
decoder architecture and does not explicitly include stereo
matching. Instead, data from stereo cameras are combined
together into a single array from which depth is learned
in an end-to-end manner using ground truth. Thus, the
same architecture is used for both monocular and stereo
depth estimation, producing comparable performance to
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Fig. 13: Stereo fusion method proposed in MC-EMVS (b).
Camera poses are needed as input, to back-project events
through space (event rays (a)). Images courtesy of [29, 121].

Fig. 14: Stereo fusion architecture employed in TSES [57].
Camera velocity is needed as input. Image courtesy of [57].

non-spiking event stereo methods. StereoSpike’s biggest
advantage is a fully spiking architecture which benefits from
sparsity (which can reduce energy costs) and reduces the
number of learned parameters. However, it should be noted
that DTC-SPADE [31] has comparable parameter size with a
better stereo depth estimation accuracy.

4.2 Longer temporal baseline Methods
The previous section discussed stereo methods that generate
an instantaneous depth “snapshot” of a possibly dynamic
scene. By contrast, event-based stereo 3D reconstruction
methods for VO/SLAM assume a static world and known
camera motion (e.g., from a tracking method) to assimilate
events over longer time intervals in order to produce more
accurate depth maps (i.e., by increasing the parallax). Most
of the methods in this category are still model-based.

4.2.1 Model-based Methods
4.2.1.1 Event-only Methods: The monocular

method Event-based Multi-View Stereo (EMVS) [121]
uses known camera poses to shoot rays from event
pixels through 3D space (Fig. 13a). Such a collection of
rays produces a ray density, referred to as a Disparity
Space Image (DSI), that is discretized over a volume and
computed using a space-sweep approach [122]. The 3D
structure of the scene can be recovered by finding the points
of highest ray density, i.e., largest number of intersections
of back-projected rays. This has connections with the
Contrast Maximization (CMax) framework [123, 124]:
the depth slices of the DSI can be interpreted as Images
of Warped Events (IWEs) and recovery of the 3D scene
structure amounts to finding the depth map whose IWE
has maximum contrast (i.e., best event alignment, yielding
a sharp, motion-compensated IWE). EMVS has been
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extended to the stereo setup in Multi-Camera (MC)-EMVS
[29], where DSIs computed from individual cameras are
fused using element-wise operations like the harmonic
mean, and the local maxima of the fused DSI yields the
depth map (Fig. 13b). MC-EMVS produced state-of-the-art
results in sparse stereo depth estimation, and it has been
employed in [18] and further improved in Event Stereo
Parallel Tracking and Mapping (ES-PTAM) [8] as the
mapping module for SLAM systems.

Similarly, Time Synchronized Event-based Stereo (TSES)
[57] uses known and constant camera velocity to warp
events during a short time interval. Under the static scene
assumption, the warp is approximated by the motion field
[101] produced by the camera velocity and candidate scene
depth (per pixel). Events are warped using a range of candi-
date disparities, producing binary IWEs that are stacked into
a 3D grid (warp and 3D grid are akin to the space-sweep and
DSI in EMVS, respectively). The volumes of warped events
from each camera are then fused using Intersection over
Union (IoU) over a spatial neighborhood. The final depth
map is obtained by maximizing the IoU (Fig. 14).

Event-based Stereo Visual Odometry (ESVO) [41] is an
established system on which others build upon [19, 22, 125].
Its mapping module is an improved version of the method
in [58], where instantaneous depth is estimated by matching
time surfaces across cameras (Fig. 15), and then it is fused
using Student-t filters and the known camera poses (Fig. 16).
Depth fusion is a critical component for ESVO’s success as
it maintains consistency of the overall 3D map. To robustify
against varying camera speeds, T-ESVO [19] proposed using
adaptive time surfaces whose time constant (decay rate) is
determined by the input event rate.

Recently, Shiba et al. [12] extended the CMax framework
to simultaneously estimate depth and ego-motion using an
optical flow warp. This is a challenging task; their quali-
tative results demonstrate good overall stereo depth esti-
mation, albeit with artefacts due to the short time window
(same as TSES) where the optical flow warp model is a valid
approximation to the non-linear motion in the scene.

4.2.1.2 Hybrid Stereo Methods (1E + 1F): A stereo
matching algorithm between a frame-based and an event
camera has been proposed in [36]. It first estimates an
initial depth by matching edge maps from both cameras
using normalized cross-correlation. Using this initial depth,
camera poses are estimated over a short time, which are
used to fine-align edge maps from both cameras. During
alignment, it assumes that depth is constant at a certain
reference time within each patch. This reference depth is
then a variable to optimize over for the pair of aligned
event images. Basically, motion-compensated edge maps are
used to estimate more accurate depth. The disparity search
space is limited by parameterizing the optimization on the
maximal shift possible on the image plane caused by the
camera motion and the stereo disparity.

4.2.1.3 Events + IMU Methods (“ESVIO”): Recent
works have also fused events with inertial measurement
unit (IMU) data to build more robust stereo VO systems.
For example, Wang et al. [125] improved upon ESVO [41]
by fusing IMU data with estimated camera poses using
an Extended Kalman Filter, yielding better depth maps
over long periods. Feature-based event-based stereo visual-

Fig. 15: Stereo correspondences in ESVO [41] are obtained
by matching time-surface patches across cameras. Image
courtesy of [41].

Fig. 16: Probabilistic fusion of depth predictions through
time in ESVO. For persistent scenes, fusion can help recover
cleaner and denser depth estimates. Image courtesy of [41].

inertial odometry (ESVIO) [25] combines corner feature
tracking and IMU readings to estimate odometry. Stereo
event time surfaces are first motion-compensated using
angular velocity from the IMU (while ignoring the transla-
tion component). Then, corners are tracked on the motion-
compensated time surfaces using Arc∗ [126], and used to
triangulate for instantaneous stereo matching, as well as for
temporal camera tracking. The system is augmented with
standard frame-based stereo matching for robustness, and
is tested on several challenging and low-light sequences.
Since this method works using feature tracking, focus is on
ego-motion recovery and no explicit depth maps are output.

Event-only feature extraction and tracking is still not
accurate and stable. Compared with traditional cameras,
frames constructed from raw events have low resolution,
high noise, and fewer texture details due to the working
principle and current hardware limitations of event cam-
eras. Hence, Liu et al [22] have proposed a direct method
of state estimation using stereo events and IMU without
explicit feature tracking, referred to as direct-ESVIO. It is
highly based on ESVO [41]. They improve upon the time
surface matching of ESVO by using an adaptive decay rate
which depends on the number of events in the considered
time window. This formulation helps in recovering fea-
tures better under low-speed camera conditions. To reduce
computational load, the depth map is further filtered by
downsampling from connected contours.

The latest work [15] in this category is a follow-up from
the first author of the ESVO paper. They have improved
ESVO by adding IMU integration, reducing latency and
remodeling depth estimation of horizontal edges.
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Fig. 17: Unsupervised depth and ego-motion estimation
deep-learning model proposed in [115]. The depth-pose
network (in purple) jointly estimates the depth and camera
motion whose motion field maximizes sharpness of the IWE
of a static scene. Image courtesy of [115].

4.2.2 Learning-based Methods

We have not found extensive literature on learning-based
methods for stereo depth estimation over long time win-
dows. One relevant work in this category is by Zhu et al
[115] which proposes an unsupervised, deep-learning solu-
tion for estimating optical flow, and depth with ego-motion,
using two separate ANNs based on CMax. The depth-pose
network (Fig. 17) learns to predict the correct camera motion
and scene depth that minimizes motion blur (maximizes
sharpness) of the IWE. A supervised stereo disparity loss
is incorporated within a composite training loss function.

Recently, a Stereo Asymmetric Frame-Event (SAFE) sys-
tem [16] was proposed as a divide-and-conquer approach
for estimating depth in hybrid event-intensity setups. Pix-
els that contain both event and intensity information (like
edges) are matched using an “instantaneous” stereo match-
ing ANN. To estimate dense depth in other image regions,
separate structure-from-motion (SfM) ANNs aggregate tem-
poral information from multiple views of both event and
frame-based cameras, estimating relative camera pose and a
depth cost volume. Finally, the cost volumes from three net-
works are fused in a fourth network to predict dense depth.
Thus, it combines instantaneous and long-term multi-view
stereo. Moreover, temporal fusion is also leveraged to deal
with occlusions. It produces SOTA performance, as shown
in Tab. 4 (last row).

Finally, Deep Hybrid Parallel Tracking and Mapping
(DH-PTAM) [21] uses a hybrid approach, combining model-
based estimation with deep learning, for solving SLAM with
stereo pairs of event and frame-based cameras. It is a full
SLAM system that includes bundle adjustment and loop clo-
sure. Events and frames are converted into a single image-
like representation called E3CT, from which features like
Superpoints and R2D2 are extracted using deep learning,
followed by stereo matching. From the quantitative camera
tracking results, stereo frames produce comparable or better
results than when combined with events. Hence, the results
do not clearly show an effective usage of event data for
SLAM, especially given the complicated architecture. More-
over, only qualitative results are shown on depth estimation,
which do not look accurate compared to monocular meth-
ods like [127].

Events (on
frames)

DDES [51] DTC-
SPADE [31]

StereoFlow-
Net [11]

GT

(a) Events (b) DDES (c) DTC-SPADE (d) Ours (e) Ground Truth

Fig. 18: Depth estimated by learning-based methods on
MVSEC indoor flying data. Adapted from [11].

Events DTC-
SPADE [31]

Conc-Net
[30]

StereoFlow-
Net [11]

Color
imageDTC-SPADE Se-CFF OursEvents Image

Fig. 19: Disparity output of learning-based methods on
DSEC test set (where GT is not publicly available). Adapted
from [11].

4.3 Evaluation of Stereo Depth Estimation Methods
Early event-based depth estimation methods were evalu-
ated on self-recorded data (and on specific hardware) that
demonstrated the novel advantages of event cameras. De-
spite the flourishing of much subsequent work, evaluation
is still today largely ad-hoc. The following sections describe
the evaluation of instantaneous and VO/SLAM methods.

4.3.1 Evaluation of Learning-based Methods
Table 4 summarizes the performance comparison of
learning-based methods. Given their lack of explainability,
their merit is mostly judged empirically (in this case, with
prediction accuracy metrics). Multi-modal datasets with
ground truth depth acquired on moving platforms (like
MVSEC and DSEC) are used for evaluation. Interestingly,
while such datasets are designed to foster research in
VO/SLAM to enable autonomous robots (which implies
long-term depth estimation), they have also been used to de-
fine benchmarks for instantaneous depth prediction (which
are the majority of methods in Tab. 4).

The evaluation on MVSEC (left part of Tab. 4) is based
on the protocol proposed in [51]. Three indoor flying se-
quences are used in a 3-fold cross validation or “splits”
after removing the landing and take-off sections. Split 1
means that the method is tested on sequence 1 and trained
on the other two sequences. Depth errors are computed
using estimations from undistorted rectified events within
0.05s before and after each GT depth map obtained from
the LiDAR (at 20Hz). Many of the methods do not report
results on split 2, citing poor generalization because of the
difference in dynamic characteristics in training and testing
events on that split, as mentioned in [40, 51].

The evaluation on the right part of Tab. 4 is based on
the DSEC disparity benchmark introduced as a competition
during the 2021 CVPR Event-based Vision Workshop. Dense
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TABLE 4: Quantitative comparison of deep stereo methods on MVSEC indoor flying and DSEC datasets. The column
Modality indicates the type of input: stereo events (2E), stereo events and frames (2E + 2F), or stereo hybrid (1E + 1F). The
figures of merit are color-coded from good to poor . Cells with “-” indicate data unavailability. Methods marked with
∗ are unsupervised, whereas all other methods are supervised. † indicates long-term stereo method, whereas the rest are
instantaneous. ♠ represents Spiking Neural Network. Numbers are collected from the corresponding publications.

MVSEC indoor flying

Split 1 Split 2 Split 3 Split 1 Split 2 Split 3 DSEC

Method Venue Modality Mean depth error [cm] ↓ One pixel error [%] ↑ MAE [px] ↓ 1PE [%] ↓ 2PE [%] ↓ RMSE [px] ↓

DDES [51] ICCV 2019 2E 16.7 29.4 27.8 89.8 61 74.8 0.576 10.915 2.905 1.386
EIT-Net [40] AAAI 2021 2E 14.2 - 19.4 92.1 - 89.6 - - - -
ES [42] ICCV 2021 2E 13.27 25.18 25.72 80.6 73 68.3 0.529 9.958 2.645 1.222
DTC-SPADE [31] CVPR 2022 2E 13.5 - 17.1 93 - 89.7 0.526 9.270 2.405 1.285
Conc-Net [30] CVPR 2022 2E - - - - - - 0.520 9.580 2.620 1.230
CES-Net [47] CVPRW 2021 2E - - - - - - 0.510 9.366 2.408 1.170
Liu et al* [32] ICRA 2022 2E 20 25 31 85.1 76.8 81.4 - - - -
StereoSpike♠ [37] IEEE Access 2022 2E 16.5 - 18.4 - - - - - - -
ASNet [17] IECON 2023 2E 20.46 28.74 22.15 - - - - - - -
Ghosh et al [14] JESWA 2024 2E 12.1 - 15.6 94.7 - 92.9 - - - -
Chen et al [13] Sig. Proc. Lett. 2024 2E 13.9 - 14.6 91.5 - 91.9 0.499 9.199 2.343 1.142
EV-MGDispNet [9] arXiv 2024 2E - - - - - - 0.514 9.625 2.512 1.187
StereoFlow-Net [11] ECCV 2024 2E 13 - 15 92.9 - 92.6 0.493 8.662 2.259 1.172

EIS [42] ICCV 2021 2E + 2F 13.74 18.43 22.36 89 85.2 88.1 0.396 5.814 1.055 0.905
SCM-Net [120] AAAI 2022 2E + 2F 11.2 - 14.5 94.3 - 92 - - - -
Conc-Net + I [30] CVPR 2022 2E + 2F - - - - - - 0.364 4.844 0.840 0.818
SCS-Net [27] ECCV 2022 2E + 2F 11.4 - 13.5 94.7 - 94 0.390 5.670 0.990 0.850
N. Uddin et al* [28] TCSVT 2022 2E + 2F 19.7 - 26.4 87.4 - 84.49 - - - -
ADES* [20] CVPR 2023 2E (+2F train) - - - - - - 0.771 18.370 5.360 1.698

HDES [44] IROS 2021 1E + 1F 16 28 18 86.41 49.7 80.08 0.698 19.020 4.970 1.307
SHEF + DCNet [39] IROS 2021 1E + 1F - - - - - - 0.587 13.050 2.850 1.193
Zhang et al [26] ECCV 2022 1E + 1F 15.8 31.8 19.7 88.1 50.3 77.4 - - - -
SAFE† [16] WACV 2024 1E + 1F - - - - - - 0.543 10.970 2.230 1.175

disparity outputs are evaluated on GT disparity maps avail-
able at 10Hz, obtained using LiDAR scans.

The figures of merit (FOM) used for comparison are:
• Mean depth error.
• One pixel error: % of pixels whose calculated disparity
error is less than one pixel.
• MAE: Mean absolute error of the disparity.
• 1PE: 1-px-error, % of GT pixels with disparity error > 1 px.
• 2PE: 2-px-error, % of GT pixels with disparity error > 2 px.
• RMSE: Root mean square error of the disparity.

The methods in Tab. 4 are organized according to the
type of sensors used for estimation (“Modality” column)
and chronologically. StereoFlow-Net [11] and Chen et al
[13] produce the best results among event-only methods
(top part of Tab. 4), whereas Conc-Net with Intensity frames
[30] and SCS-Net [27] produce the best results for sensor
fusion (middle part of Tab. 4). As expected, there is a
significant improvement in the FOMs when frames are used
in combination with events, since they provide information
in regions with no event data. Among the hybrid stereo
methods in our comparison (bottom part of Tab. 4), the
stereo method SAFE [16] produces the best performance
in the DSEC benchmark by inferring camera motion and
aggregating temporal information.

Overall, methods that aggregate temporal information
while maintaining consistency [11, 13, 16] seem to perform
better, implying there is value in looking at larger temporal
contexts. We also observe a gap in the performance of
unsupervised methods [20, 28, 32] compared to the best su-
pervised methods, indicating potential for future research.

Figure 18 illustrates sample depth maps estimated by re-
cent data-driven methods in the literature on MVSEC data.
Comparing the outputs of DDES [51] (2019) to StereoFlow-
Net [11] (2024) we observe a notable improvement in depth
accuracy and sharpness of object boundaries through the
years. Furthermore, disparity maps estimated on the DSEC

benchmark, shown in Fig. 19, depict similar progress in
learning-based dense stereo methods on driving scenarios.
Recent ANNs are getting better at resolving fine details
in HDR conditions (bottom row). However, the estimation
quality drops off significantly in pixels with low event
counts (image center in forward driving), which is still an
open problem in event-based regression tasks.

4.3.2 Evaluation of Model-based Methods
Hand-crafted methods for event-based depth estimation
have been around since the 1990’s [100] (Tab. 2). Some of
these methods (up to 2018) were compared theoretically
and empirically in Tab. 3. However, due to the lack of
common public benchmarks at that time, most of them
were evaluated on diverse self-collected datasets, often with
very limited ego-motion. Since the availability of datasets
like MVSEC and DSEC, it has become easier to compare
depth estimation methods. Tables 5 and 6 summarize the
evaluation of recent model-based methods on these stan-
dard datasets. Interestingly, most of the methods in these
tables are designed for VO/SLAM and produce a semi-
dense output depth map, using camera motion as an addi-
tional input. Such model-based long-term depth estimation
methods have been developed in parallel to data-driven in-
stantaneous ones and have defined their own benchmarks.

Table 5 collects the evaluation on the MVSEC in-
door flying sequences. As suggested in ESVO, 1s obser-
vation windows are used to propagate and fuse depth
obtained by instantaneous methods like GTS and SGM. The
table shows a comprehensive set of ten standard metrics
borrowed from the rich body of literature on visual depth
prediction. There is an accuracy-completion trade off, so
it is important to use FOMs that report both. The table
reports: mean and median errors between predicted and GT
depths (median errors are robust to outliers), the number
of reconstructed points, the number of outliers (bad-pix
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TABLE 5: Quantitative comparison of long-term stereo methods on MVSEC indoor flying data. Mean depth error values are
provided individually for flying1, flying2 and flying3 sequences, as in [51]. The other metrics are averaged from the three
sequences. The methods are evaluated on 200 s of data (110 million events and 4000 GT depth maps). Each estimated depth
map is computed using 1 s of event data (≈0.55 million events). Values for CopNet [62] and TSES [57] are taken from [57],
whereas the others are from [29]. Each metric is independently color-coded with a gradient of best - median - worst .

Method Mean depth error [cm] ↓ Median Err bad-pix SILog Err AErrR log RMSE δ < 1.25 δ < 1.252 δ < 1.253 #Points
Split 1 Split 2 Split 3 [cm] ↓ [%] ↓ ×100 ↓ [%] ↓ ×100 ↓ [%] ↑ [%] ↑ [%] ↑ [million]↑

EMVS [121] (monocular) 39.37 31.42 30.54 14.35 3.83 4.20 12.73 20.72 84.75 94.86 97.98 1.27
CopNet [62] 61.00 100.00 64.00 - - - - - - - - -
TSES [57] 36.00 44.00 36.00 - - - - - - - - -
GTS [56] 700.37 167.14 299.48 45.42 38.44 74.47 102.92 89.07 49.55 62.18 69.36 0.06
SGM (Time Surf.) [128] 35.45 32.94 37.86 12.34 6.38 8.45 16.16 29.48 85.34 93.05 96.03 14.46
ESVO [41] 23.39 20.42 24.29 9.83 2.83 3.02 9.58 17.53 91.82 96.49 98.38 1.56
MC-EMVS [29] 22.53 18.20 19.49 9.53 1.35 1.71 7.79 13.23 95.03 98.07 99.21 0.81

TABLE 6: Quantitative comparison of long-term stereo methods on DSEC zurich city 04a sequence with a maximum range
of 50 m. Values are taken from [8], which evaluates on 35s of stereo data, consisting of 635 million events and 350 GT
depth maps. Each depth map is estimated using 0.2s of event data (≈ 3.5 million events). Each metric is independently
color-coded with a gradient of best - median - worst .

Method Mean Err Median Err bad-pix SILog Err AErrR log RMSE δ < 1.25 δ < 1.252 δ < 1.253 #Points
[cm] ↓ [cm] ↓ [%] ↓ ×100 ↓ [%] ↓ ×100 ↓ [%] ↑ [%] ↑ [%] ↑ [million]↑

EMVS [121] (monocular) 517.24 98.97 13.96 33.67 59.92 59.97 82.76 87.41 89.14 1.61
ESVO [41] 393.15 162.45 10.53 8.30 17.65 28.90 84.36 92.80 96.04 9.39
MC-EMVS [29] 313.18 66.16 7.68 14.07 24.55 37.84 90.37 93.27 94.84 2.38
ES-PTAM [8] 289.71 67.50 5.97 6.51 11.60 25.54 91.54 94.84 96.55 2.31

[129]), the scale invariant depth error (SILog Err), the sum
of absolute value of relative differences in depth (AErrR),
and δ-accuracy values on the percentage of points whose
depth ratio with respect to GT is within some threshold (see
[130]). Regarding the ranking, MC-EMVS performs overall
best, closely followed by ESVO. SGM on time surfaces
reconstructs many more points (i.e., higher completion) but
is less accurate. More details are provided in [29].

Table 6 shows the corresponding evaluation on one
sequence of the DSEC dataset, using the same ten metrics
as in Tab. 5. Given the large amount of events produced
by the VGA resolution cameras, the observation window
is reduced to 0.2 seconds. The advantages of stereo over
monocular (e.g., [29] vs [121]) due to exploiting spatial
parallax are consistently clear on both tables: mean errors
decrease by 30–45%, and outliers also decrease (by more
than half) while the number of recovered points remains.

Finally, it is worth noting that many stereo VO/SLAM
systems do not directly report the performance of their
depth-estimation (i.e., mapping) modules. Instead they pro-
vide an alternative albeit indirect evaluation in terms of
pose errors that does not require access to GT depth. Ideally,
VO/SLAM systems should characterize the quality of their
localization and mapping modules individually. However,
because (i) both modules operate in an intertwined way
(depth errors affect camera pose errors, and vice-versa), and
(ii) GT localization information is considerably more com-
pact (6-DOF) and easier to acquire than accurate GT depth,
the result is that depth estimation errors are subsumed in
the evaluation of camera trajectory errors [41, 131, 132].

While it may seem that mean depth errors in Tab. 4-
left and Tab. 5 are specified in the same format, note that
they come from different observation windows and recon-
structed points. The dense disparity (depth) outputs from
ANNs are evaluated on all pixels where GT depth is avail-
able, whereas the semi-dense outputs from model-based

methods are evaluated on fewer pixels containing both
input events and GT depth. Hence, a comparison should
be made with caution. On MVSEC, learning-based instan-
taneous methods have considerable smaller errors (Tab. 4-
left) than current model-based long-term methods. The gap
may be due to the different observation windows and also
to the fact that these learning methods may be overfitting
to the scenario (MVSEC flying room), as they show little
generalization capabilities when they are applied to other
datasets. Instead, model-based methods do not suffer from
such an overfitting issue. Interpretation of DSEC values
requires conversion of numbers, from disparity (Tab. 4-
right) to depth (Tab. 6), which is not straightforward. Nev-
ertheless, a similar trend is expected.

5 SUMMARY OF INSIGHTS

5.1 Trends

The field of event-based stereo depth estimation is contin-
uously evolving. Past research was dominated by instanta-
neous stereo pipelines from various labs working closer to
the sensors (with access to the hardware and designing their
own stereo rigs). Current works include both instantaneous
and long-term depth estimation (for SLAM) methods that
are benchmarked on third-party public datasets recorded
with the cameras mounted on vehicles, robots, etc. (i.e.,
moving camera scenario). Even though the early works on
stereopsis using event cameras championed the idea of fast
asynchronous computations in dedicated analog hardware
to mimic biological perception [100], most modern state of
the art algorithms are designed for CPUs with standard von
Neumann hardware architectures, and recently GPUs (for
deep learning), as these hardware are more commonplace.

In the former category of asynchronous spike-based
stereo, Cooperative Networks are the dominant model as
they can be run on efficient highly parallelized hardware
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with low-latency. They model 3D space using a grid with
neurons that operate in a purely event-driven manner (with-
out buffering) by matching timestamps of stereo events
under epipolar constraints enforced with inter-neuronal
connections. Through the years, there have been a constant
flux of work on event-based cooperative stereo methods
implemented on multiple specialized platforms like neuro-
morphic processors, FPGA, etc. as well as on general pur-
pose computers. However, results so far have been rather
limited to simple scenes with low resolution cameras and
constrained camera motion. The main promise of Cooper-
ative Networks and SNN techniques lies in efficient (low
power and fast) data processing on specialized neuromor-
phic platforms, but such ecosystem is not yet mature to
tackle real-world scenarios robustly.

In order to re-use established frame-based stereo match-
ing pipelines on existing general purpose computers, there
were initial efforts to convert sparse 4D event data (x-y-time-
polarity) into 2D edge-like images. Out of the many hand-
crafted conversion strategies explored (e.g., 2D histograms,
binary edge maps etc.), time surfaces seem to be the most
successful one (i.e., matching patches of (rectified) time
surfaces over epipolar lines), especially for more complex
scenes involving camera motion. This is attributed to the fact
that time surfaces include motion information and precise
event generation timing, i.e., space-time information con-
densed into a 2D array compatible with traditional stereo
methods. However, time surfaces suffer in highly-textured
scenes, where pixels are constantly overwritten by new
events, causing loss of precise temporal information. Grid-
like 3D event representations [29, 57, 115] like DSIs have
been shown to preserve finer details in depth estimation.

Recent years have witnessed attempts to learn event
representations for stereo matching using ANNs. Unlike
SNNs that asynchronously process events, ANNs buffer
events into multi-dimensional tensors that forego sparsity
and are compatible with existing frame-based deep stereo
architectures, which form the backbone of current deep-
learning–based methods for event-based stereo. They reuse
frame-based methods for feature extraction and matching,
usually following the structure: 1) feature extraction, 2) cost
volume creation, 3) cost aggregation, and 4) cost refinement.

The different ANNs primarily vary in the way input
events are processed (sometimes in conjunction with in-
tensity) to generate “good-looking” frames that are fed
into the feature extraction module. This requires an input
quantization phase, where events are converted into image-
like representations (e.g., time surfaces, event stacks, or
voxel grids [1]) for compatibility. A list of the main grid-
like representations used in event-based stereo matching
is given in [10], but finding the best representation is still
an open question. The key idea is to generate images
suitable for stereo matching, either by reducing motion
blur while filling up sparse areas (by using different event
accumulation times) or reconstructing HDR frames (where
standard cameras fail). The motion dependency of events
is seen as a nuisance since the appearance of such images
vary depending on the ego-motion, leading to variations in
depth estimated for the same scene. Deep learning is thus
used to learn motion-invariant and illumination-invariant
representations from raw events. A motion-decoupled event

camera [133] that always produces sharp, high frame-rate,
HDR edge maps may be a better fit for such architectures.

These methods estimate dense depth maps from stereo
events. However, using only (sparse) events to recover
dense maps might produce erroneous results in regions
without texture, and dense maps may not always be needed
(e.g., sparse or semi-dense depth suffices for VO systems).
To overcome this barrier, many methods try to generate data
in textureless regions by using (or reconstructing) grayscale
frames and LiDAR.

Most event-based deep stereo methods rely on high
quality GT depth for supervised training, which may not
be readily available at the required spatial and temporal
resolution. In such cases, intensity images are used as an
ancillary signal to train the networks in a self-supervised
manner. There is a gap in the literature for end-to-end deep
unsupervised methods that produce dense depth without
using intensity frames or GT depth.

There is a general need for more explainablity in deep
learning-based event stereo; current methods mostly rely on
empirical analysis to get their point their point across, which
limits theorectical understanding.

Most of the existing literature tackles the problem of in-
stantaneous depth estimation. This is understandable since
this task does not require the additional knowledge of the
camera motion and can be used to showcase low-latency,
high-speed (sparse) 3D reconstruction capabilities. How-
ever, for static scenes, the best results are obtained when
depth estimates are fused over time to remove noise and
improve accuracy. This is done via probabilistic filters in
state-of-the-art stereo VO/SLAM systems like ESVO and
direct-ESVIO. Yet, most deep-learning methods for stereo
depth estimation do not take past information into account
when making predictions. They are mostly instantaneous,
i.e., depth is estimated from small time windows at the
current instance (i.e., no equivalent of “depth fusion”). Few
recent efforts to add temporal context using attention [13],
3D scene flow [11] and SfM [16] have boosted performance
by looking at local neighborhoods, but they still lack global
consistency over longer time windows needed for SLAM.
As future work, longer temporal context could be tightly
incorporated into the network via camera motion inputs and
recurrent connections, to enable deep event-based stereo
SLAM systems that include pose estimation, bundle adjust-
ment and loop closure.

5.2 Pros and Cons of Event-based Stereo

The surveyed methods demonstrate that event cameras
have clear advantages over their frame-based counterparts
for stereo depth estimation. Besides the event cameras’ main
advantage of being able to use precise spike timestamps
for stereo matching (thanks to their high temporal reso-
lution), they provide extensive benefits like high-rate, low
motion-blur and HDR depth estimation. Depth estimation
in HDR conditions is a property leveraged inherently by all
event-based methods. Without global shutters, events are
produced with minimal motion blur, which also translates
to the estimated depth map. Thus, an event-based stereo
pipeline has advantages over a frame-based pipeline during
high speed motion and HDR conditions; the latter would
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face issues not only because it takes non-trivial time for
auto-exposure to kick in, but also because high exposure
times in low light would cause high motion blur. Algorithms
using SNNs (running on neuromorphic processors) further
leverage the sparsity and asynchronous nature of events for
low latency and low power consumption, enabling efficient
on-board deployment in robots. Since a single event car-
ries very little information, many algorithms buffer events
before processing. Although this may introduce latency
depending on the buffering window, the near-microsecond
resolution of events allows 3D reconstruction at a very high
rate. For a frame-based camera to operate at a similar rate
would require orders of magnitude higher bandwidth and
power consumption.

Event-based stereo depth estimation has notable advan-
tages over monocular (temporal) stereo [29]: higher accu-
rate, faster mapping, outlier removal and absolute scale
recovery. However, it is computational more demanding (as
double the events are processed), and it requires a more
careful configuration and calibration.

Most event-based stereo methods are based on some
form of photometric consistency or time constancy assump-
tion, which breaks down in case of events not triggered
by motion (but by flickering lights and noise). Rampant
flickering light (e.g., from LEDs) are especially problematic
in urban settings at night because they generate an over-
whelming number of noisy events. This can not only lead
to undesired data drops due to readout saturation, but also
overwhelm the downstream algorithm leading to both high
latency and poorer accuracy. Due to the differential nature
of the sensors, event-based stereo is also susceptible to other
noise sources like reflections and glare.

5.3 Evaluation and Benchmarking.

This survey has compared the existing body of work using
reported metrics on common datasets in order to provide an
understanding of the current state of the art and its evolu-
tion. By providing a comprehensive evaluation, we hope to
establish an accessible point of reference for future works in
event-based stereo depth estimation. Our evaluation com-
pilation shows that event-based stereo does not have an
established benchmark like KITTI [134]. There is a need for
concerted efforts towards defining benchmarks that could
assess depth estimation over different observation windows
(even on the same dataset). Defining useful benchmarks
for novel sensors that help shape future research on the
area is (i) application-dependent and (ii) a visionary guess.
Current benchmarks are still “frame (snapshot)-based” (due
to the limitations in acquiring GT depth), even though event
cameras unlock asynchronous depth estimation at high
throughput. Hence, works that focus on low-latency depth
estimation often resort to qualitative evaluations. Additional
evaluation on 3D point clouds and conversion of disparity
benchmarks into actual depth (3D world) metrics would
also help paint a comprehensive picture of the performance
of an algorithm.

There is a lack of benchmarks specifically designed for
instantaneous stereo methods. This need has been identified
in the past [55, 135], leading to proposal of a benchmark
[135], but it has not been widely adopted. The ego-motion

datasets in computer vision and robotics communities have
recently overshadowed previous efforts. Most such methods
are evaluated on self-collected non-public data or more
recently, using SLAM datasets which include ego-motion
and are designed for long-term stereo. Although short in-
stances of long-term mapping can be used for evaluating
instantaneous methods, they do not target scenarios with
stationary cameras and strong independent motion from
dynamic objects. This signals a need for benchmarks to
foster steady progress in the “instantaneous” part.

Since 2019, there has been some consistency in the eval-
uation data, protocol and metrics being reported, allowing
us to compare performance in Tabs. 4 to 6. It enables steady
progress on the selected benchmark(s). Yet, there remains
gaps for metrics being reported for particular datasets. Open
source code is not available for many methods, which makes
filling up these gaps harder. Moreover, many long-term
stereo methods that are part of a SLAM pipeline do not
report depth estimation errors; they evaluate performance
via camera trajectory errors, making it harder to ablate the
performance of individual tracking and mapping modules.
Even though publication venues have strict page limits,
supplementary materials providing populated tables with
thorough evaluations would make it easier to compare to
the existing state of the art while disseminating new work.

Overall, good stereo event datasets are of tantamount
importance not only to bolster objective results-driven re-
search, but also to empower the promising rise of data-
driven (deep learning) methods. Recording a good stereo
dataset with GT requires considerable engineering effort
(sensor synchronization, sensor calibration, data validation,
etc.). Providing easy-to-use benchmarks (via APIs, good
quality GT) also encourages its widespread use in the
community. While having established benchmarks helps in
easier comparison to existing work, one caveat is that chosen
benchmarks may not be representative and diverse enough
(with respect to camera motions, scenes etc.) for the real-
world. This may mislead us to chase metric superiority
that does not translate into performance reliability in-the-
wild, limiting generalization capabilities of the algorithms
developed using them. In the following section, we com-
prehensively discuss existing stereo event datasets suitable
for benchmarking depth estimation, most of which originate
from the SLAM community.

6 DATASETS

This section discusses stereo event datasets. We start by stat-
ing the requirements for a good dataset, and then describe
the main publicly available ones. Even though our main fo-
cus while reviewing them is stereo depth estimation, many
of them are also used for benchmarking other applications
like optical flow estimation, intensity image reconstruction,
motion segmentation, semantic segmentation and camera
localization. An overview is provided in Tab. 7. We conclude
by discussing them, and listing good practices for new
stereo event datasets.

6.1 Requirements for a good stereo dataset
Ideally, a good stereo dataset would comprise events and
frames perfectly aligned in space-time, like in a DAVIS
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TABLE 7: Event camera datasets used for stereo depth estimation in SLAM and related tasks. The right part of the table
describes the aspects of the recorded sequences, such as the number of sequences per scene (# Seqs.), if they have grayscale
frames (Frames), GT Poses (G#: Poses available partially, 3D: 3-DOF poses only), GT Depth, Outdoor scenes (Out), Indoor
scenes (In) and Low light (LL). ‘-’ means no data available. The last row is a dataset for hybrid (event-intensity) stereo.
Link to spreadsheet with stereo datasets.

Dataset Event sensors Pixels Baseline FOV (V/H) Events format Sub-categories # Seqs Frames Poses Depth IMU Out In LL Motion type

RPG Stereo [58] 2 DAVIS240C 240×180 14.7 cm 62.9◦ ROS bag indoor handheld 8   #  #  # 6-DOF handheld
(ECCV 2018) 2 simulated 24.5 px simulated 1    # # # # 1D translation

MVSEC [136] 2 mDAVIS346B 346×260 10 cm 67◦/83◦ ROS bag/ indoor flying 4     #  # 6-DOF hexacopter
(RAL 2018) HDF5 outdoor driving day 2      # # look-ahead driving

outdoor driving night 3      #  look-ahead driving
motorcycle 1   #   # # driving, tilted

DSEC [45] 2 Prophesee 640×480 60 cm 60.1◦ HDF5 interlaken 8  #    # # look-ahead driving
(RAL 2021) Gen 3.1 zurich city 42  #    #  look-ahead driving

thun 3  #    # # look-ahead driving

TUM-VIE [137] 2 Prophesee 1280×720 11.84 cm 65◦/90◦ HDF5/ mocap 7   #  #  # transl, 6-DOF handheld
(IROS 2021) Gen 4 HD TXT running 2  G# #  #   look-ahead+rotations, handheld

skate 2  G# #  #   look-ahead+rotations, handheld
floor 5  G# #  #   walking, handheld
bike 3  G# #   # # look-ahead, head-mounted
slide 1  G# #  #   high-speed, handheld
office 1  G# #  #  # walking, handheld

VECtor [138] 2 Prophesee 640×480 17 cm 67◦/82◦ ROS bag/ small-scale 12     #   planar, 6-DOF handheld
(RAL 2022) Gen 3 CD HDF5 large-scale 6     #  # planar, walking, scooter riding

EV-IMO2v2 [139] 2 Prophesee 640×480 22 cm 70◦ (Proph.) NPZ/ SfM 62     #  # 6-DOF handheld
(arXiv 2022) Gen 3 and TXT/ SfM low light 11     #   6-DOF handheld

1 Samsung 75◦ (Sams.) ROS bag sanity test 31     #  # various rudimentary motions
Gen 3 sanity test low light 35     #   various rudimentary motions

HKU VIO [25] 2 DAVIS346 346×260 6 cm 55◦/69◦ ROS bag small-scale 9  G# #  #   transl., rotation, 6-DOF drone
(RAL 2023) large-scale 1  # #    # 6-DOF drone

M3ED [140] 2 EVK4 1280×720 12 cm 38◦/63◦ ROS bag/ car 21      #  look-ahead driving
(CVPRW 2023) HDF5 UAV 23        6-DOF drone flying

legged 23        quadruped walking, climbing stairs

ECMD [141] 2 DAVIS346 346×260 30 cm 48◦/61◦ ROS bag urban driving 81      #  look-ahead driving
(TIV 2023) 2 DVXplorer 640×480 30 cm 55◦/69◦

SVLD [142] 2 DVXplorer 640×480 30 cm ROS bag indoor 8   #  #  # 6-DOF handheld
(ECMR 2023) 57 cm driving 7   #   #  look-ahead driving

NSAVP [143] 2 DVXplorer 640×480 100 cm 50◦/70◦ HDF5 urban driving 9   #   #  look-ahead driving
(IJRR 2024)

FusionPortablev2 [144] 2 DAVIS346 346×260 73 cm 67◦/83◦ ROS bag car 8      # # high-speed look-ahead driving
(arXiv 2024) 25 cm handheld 6   (3D)     # 6-DOF walking

legged 5   (3D)     # jerky quadruped walking
UGV 8       # low-speed driving

CoSEC [145] 2 EVK4 1280×720 - - - driving 128  #    #  look-ahead driving
(arXiv 2024)

SHEF [39] 1 Prophesee 640×480 6.54 cm 46.8◦/60◦ DAT/ simple boxes 21    # #  # 3D transl. using robot arm
(IROS 2021) Gen 3 TXT complex boxes 6   # # #  #

picnic 6   # # #  #

camera but with better quality frames and higher resolution
(e.g., VGA or HD). There would be two or more of these
devices (e.g., acting as left and right retinas). However, such
“high-resolution DAVIS” sensors are not yet available in
the market [146, 147]. An alternative solution is using a
beam splitter setup with separate frame-based and event-
based cameras, like in [127, 145, 148, 149]. However, this
limits the FOV of the sensors (59◦ HFOV/ 34◦ VFOV in
[127]) and the light incident on each pixel. Without a beam
splitter, many datasets try to place the frame-based and
event-based cameras close to each other physically in the
sensor rig such that far away points appear aligned on both
pixel arrays. Having good quality IMU and differential GPS
measurements is a bonus.

For evaluating and debugging SLAM pipelines, an ideal
stereo dataset should provide high quality GT poses and
depth information in all sequences. While motion capture
systems provide accurate GT poses at a high rate (e.g., 200
Hz) compared to the hand-held speed of the motions (e.g., 6
Hz), they can produce many IR noisy events, which need
to be filtered out (the best way is by using IR filters, to
avoid generating them and risking interference and buffer
saturation). Outdoors, GT pose could be provided with
odometry via LiDAR, IMU, frame-based cameras or GPS.
Regarding GT depth, it is difficult to think of a sensor able

to provide accurate ground truth at a rate that can be used
to evaluate the depth provided by the asynchronous (i.e.,
high-speed) events of the camera (likewise for optical flow
estimation). Current benchmarks evaluate depth at specific
timestamps (about 10Hz) and interpolate (or are blind in the
time between snapshots).

The dataset should also contain a good diversity of
motions and scenarios for testing generalization capabilities.
This involves recording in different speeds, scene textures
and lighting conditions, with appropriate bias tuning. The
stereo baseline should be appropriate for the depth range of
the scene being recorded (a rule of thumb is a baseline of
10% of the expected depth range).

Temporal alignment of all sensors is also critical due to
high temporal resolution of event cameras. Sensors should
be precisely calibrated (ideally for each recording sequence)
so they can be well-aligned in space and time. The quality of
calibration should be validated and communicated using re-
projection errors. Finally, making the data accessible by pro-
viding space-time–aligned (and redundant) measurements
for each sensor in multiple commonly used data formats,
along with convenient APIs for accessing, transforming and
directly evaluating on the dataset is highly desirable.

https://tinyurl.com/422ekj66
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6.2 Description of existing datasets

6.2.1 UZH-RPG Stereo Dataset
This event stereo dataset [58] (Fig. 20) from the University of
Zurich comprises eight real-world sequences and a synthetic
one. The synthetic sequence was generated using an event
camera simulator [150] and depicts three textured fronto-
parallel planes at different depths while the camera trans-
lates in a circle. The real-world sequences were recorded
with a handheld stereo rig in a motion capture room where
accurate ground truth (GT) poses are available. Events
were recorded using DAVIS240C cameras (a small 240×180
px resolution) in well-lit conditions. It serves as a good
starting point for evaluating algorithms. However, it does
not contain GT depth, so only qualitative evaluation of 3D
reconstruction algorithms is possible.

6.2.2 The Multi Vehicle Stereo Event Camera Dataset
The MVSEC dataset [136] (Fig. 20) from the University
of Pennsylvania was the first comprehensive stereo event
dataset including frames, GT poses and GT depth maps
in various indoor and outdoor scenarios. Two prototype
mDAVIS346-B event cameras were used with hardware
synchronization. It is one of the most popular event camera
datasets for SLAM, and is widely used for benchmarking
event-based algorithms. It comprises data acquired with
the sensors mounted on a flying hexacopter, a car, and a
motorcycle, with a variety of speeds, illumination levels
and environments. For outdoor sequences, GT poses were
obtained by visual-inertial odometry (VIO) using LiDAR,
IMU and GPS (where available). The GT for the different
sensors is provided already pre-aligned in space and time,
and therefore does not require any post-processing before
use. For example, depth maps and camera poses are pro-
vided individually for each event camera.

Limitations. The authors observed an imbalance be-
tween event polarities when using default biases (positive
events are 2.5 to 5 times more prevalent than negative ones).
Moreover, the motion capture and GPS are not hardware-
synchronized with the rest of camera setup. They rely on
synchronization via CPU clock by recording on the same
computer, which may cause the clocks to drift for long
sequences. Also, the calibration / alignment of some sensors
was manually refined, which may suffer from some prob-
lems. The outdoor driving datasets are not well-suited for
stereo applications because the baseline of 10cm is too small
for the depth range in outdoor settings. The relatively small
camera resolution of 346×260 px is also a disadvantage for
large-scale scenarios [45]. Moreover, the mapping method
used to generate GT depth maps assumes the scene is
static, and thus provides erroneous depth (up to 2m error)
on independently moving objects (IMOs) like cars. Thus,
many stereo depth algorithms in the literature are evaluated
only on the indoor flying sequences. However, even in
some of the flying sequences, the VI sensor data is missing.
Moreover, it is inherently affected by shutter noise due to
the DAVIS’ hybrid event-frame mode [138].

Ground truth depth is provided by a LiDAR sensor
operating at a limited rate of 20 Hz. The LiDAR points
do not cover the full image plane (due to the limited field
of view (FOV) of the LiDAR or due to the lower spatial

sampling close to the sensor rig). Consequently, many pixels
lack GT depth values, as seen in Fig. 20. This effect of
having pixels without GT depth becomes more noticeable
in subsequent datasets with higher resolution event cameras
but still the same LiDAR resolution, as seen in Fig. 20 (for
DSEC or M3ED). The LiDAR also has a limited operation in
range (depth), hence in outdoor scenarios, pixels may not
have GT depth if objects are far away, as these values are
beyond the reliable acquisition range of the LiDAR.

6.2.3 Stereo Event Camera Dataset for Driving Scenarios
To address the gap in literature for autonomous driving
datasets, the DSEC dataset [45] (Fig. 20) was created by the
UZH-RPG lab. It uses higher resolution Prophesee Gen 3.1
event cameras (640×480 px) and a bigger baseline (60cm)
than MVSEC to record data more suitable for stereo algo-
rithms in driving scenarios. It aims to provide a standard
stereo driving dataset similar to the well-known frame-
based KITTI dataset. The dataset was recorded while driv-
ing through Switzerland in various illumination conditions.
It also includes driving at night and through tunnels, both
of which are challenging HDR perception scenarios. It pro-
vides GT depth measurements using LiDAR, like MVSEC.
IMU data is also available. Hardware synchronization was
achieved between the GPS, event- and RGB cameras using a
microcontroller. A pulse wave was used to simultaneously
inject special “trigger events” into the cameras and trigger
RGB frame acquisition.

Competitions on optical flow estimation and dispar-
ity estimation on DSEC data (using events alone or with
grayscale frames) have been held at CVPR Workshops.
The dataset contains some sequences for which GT flow
disparity (and therefore, flow) has not been published, to
avoid overfitting in the above-mentioned competitions.

Unlike MVSEC, the GT depth generation approach in
DSEC handles occlusions and IMOs, but leads to increased
sparsity of disparity labels. The filtering approach is based
on Semi-Global Matching (SGM) [128] using RGB images,
thus resulting in sparser disparities in challenging condi-
tions such as night driving or image overexposure.

Limitations. A disadvantage of DSEC is that it does not
provide GT poses. For short intervals, camera pose may be
estimated with odometry using LiDAR and IMU. Although
GPS was recorded, it is not publicly available. Since the
motion in DSEC is predominantly look-ahead driving, often
very few events are generated at the center of the image
plane while driving on straight roads. The small parallax
motion (except during turning) also makes it difficult to
estimate depth with monocular methods like EMVS [121].
LiDAR points cover less percentage of the image plane than
in MVSEC due to the higher resolution event cameras used.
Hence, many pixels lack GT depth.

During the night driving sequences, the flashing street
lights produce a large number of spurious events that may
be detrimental to algorithms that assume events are mostly
caused by moving edges (brightness constancy assumption).

6.2.4 Stereo Hybrid Event-Frame Dataset
While datasets like MVSEC and DSEC primarily aim to
solve the stereo correspondence problem between event
cameras, the SHEF dataset [39] (Fig. 20) by the Australian
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National University targets the problem of stereo 3D re-
construction between a frame-based and an event-based
camera. Accurate stereo correspondence between the event
and frame-based camera would enable better alignment
between them, thus producing a similar effect as a DAVIS
camera [151] but with higher image quality and resolution.

They use a Prophesee Gen3 VGA event camera and a
FLIR RGB camera separated by a baseline of 6.54 cm, and
mounted on the end effector of a UR5 robot arm manipu-
lator. GT poses are provided through the robot’s kinematics
(computed from the motion of its joints). GT point clouds
are generated for each environment by using the RGB
camera in combination with a commercial multi-view stereo
algorithm 3D Flow (Zephyr). GT depth projection for each
camera frame is not provided but may be computed from
the point cloud using the software provided. This is, to
the best of our knowledge, the only stereo event dataset
acquired using a robot arm, which allows to produce con-
trolled repeatable motions in various surroundings. Data is
recorded with pure 3D translations drawing squares, circles
and Lissajous curves.

Limitations. This dataset uses only a single event camera
and a single frame-based camera, hence it is not suitable
for pure event-driven stereo depth estimation. Paring an
event camera with a frame-based camera can make the
whole system suffer from the bottlenecks of the frame-based
camera (low dynamic range, motion blur, etc).

6.2.5 The TUM Stereo Visual-Inertial Event Dataset

The TUM-VIE dataset [137] (Fig. 20) from TU Munich is the
first stereo dataset using 1Mpx event cameras. It contains
data from two Prophesee Gen4 HD event cameras, two
frame-based grayscale cameras and an IMU. GT poses are
provided via a motion capture system at the beginning and
end of every sequence (whenever the sensor rig is in the
motion capture room). However, no GT depth is provided.
With many long sequences that contain loops, it is primarily
targeted for robust VIO applications. It is recorded with
egocentric perception in mind with handheld and head-
mounted sensor setups while the user walks, runs, skates
and bikes through changing environments.

Compared to other stereo event datasets, they use wider
FOV lenses (90 degrees horizontal), and include photometric
calibration for all sequences. The event and frame-based
cameras are hardware-synchronized with the IMU. How-
ever, due to IMU readout delay the timestamps between
events and IMU, the event camera clock and IMU clock need
to be realigned in post-processing. The time offset between
the IMU and motion capture clock is computed by aligning
the angular velocities. The published dataset has already
been aligned in time. They also use IR-blocking filters to
prevent interference from the motion capture system.

Limitations. For sanity testing, it also contains some
sequences recorded fully inside a motion capture room with
simple motions. However, as noticed in [29], the baseline of
11.84 cm is too big for the small depth range (nearest object
≈40cm away) in these sequences. The calib A sequences
were better calibrated than the calib B ones [29]. A lot of
events due to flashing artificial lights and surface reflections
are also present in this dataset.

6.2.6 Event Camera Motion Segmentation Dataset
The EV-IMO2 dataset [139] (Fig. 20) from the University
of Maryland is the only trinocular event camera dataset
targeting structure from motion, VO, object recognition and
segmentation of IMOs. It is an evolved version of previous
datasets recorded by the same lab [152], [153]. Its predeces-
sor, EV-IMO [153], is a monocular dataset for independent
motion segmentation. EV-IMO2 has two versions: v2 has
improves upon v1 in terms of post-processing the raw data.
It features temporal synchronization between sensors, less
jitter, and a more efficient data storage format (npz).

The dataset contains VGA resolution events from two
Prophesee Gen 3 and one Samsung DVS Gen 3 camera [154]
(like a DVXplorer), as well as RGB images from a single
frame-based camera. The handheld camera rig is moved in
a motion capture room while observing a textured table-
top with various objects. GT pose is provided via motion
capture, whereas GT depth is provided by projecting the
point clouds from a 3D scanner to various camera poses.
The “SfM subsets” are relevant for SLAM since they comply
with the static scene assumption; they comprise events
recorded in both normal and low light scenarios. The dataset
also contains some sequences with rudimentary motion for
sanity testing algorithms.

Limitations. Although EV-IMO2 contains trinocular
event data, the FOVs have a smaller overlap than expected.
This is primarily because the stereo Prophesee cameras are
mounted in a portrait orientation. Moreover, since the depth
maps are generated by 3D scanning individual objects,
background pixels beyond the table-top have no GT depth
information, as shown in Fig. 20. Also, no information about
hardware synchronization is provided.

6.2.7 Versatile Event-Centric (VECtor) Benchmark Dataset
The VECtor benchmark dataset [138] (Fig. 20) from Shang-
haiTech University is the first event SLAM benchmark with
a fully-synchronized hardware setup and full GT poses
and depth for many small-scale and large-scale indoor se-
quences under various illumination.

Stereo events are recorded using two Prophesee Gen3
VGA cameras. The authors opted for a VGA resolution
rather than HD cameras because they observed a “smearing
effect” on top of the surface of active events, similar to
problems reported by [126, 155], where motion blur in
the event stream or timestamp delays was observed from
sudden and significant contrast changes on DAVIS event
cameras. The authors also do not use the highest resolution
cameras to reduce the number of artifacts and the data
rate. The dataset also comprises stereo RGB frames and
IMU data for all sequences. For small-scale sequences, GT
poses are provided via motion capture whereas GT depth is
provided by a Kinect depth sensor. For large scale egocentric
sequences, GT depth is provided by a LiDAR whereas
camera poses are provided by aligning LiDAR point clouds
with a pre-scanned 3D map of the environment.

The VECtor benchmark dataset contains diverse mo-
tions using head-mounted or handheld setups. It is
fully hardware-synchronized using a microcontroller unit
(MCU), whose setup and programming has been open-
sourced. The dataset also contains sequences with simple
motions and surroundings for sanity testing.
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Limitations. To control the event rate so that it does
not exceed available bandwidth, a high contrast sensitivity
threshold is used, which produces sparse event recordings.
The bias values used in different sequences are reported.
In this dataset, the lenses used for the event cameras are
small for the sensor format, causing blind regions at the
camera corners. In many sequences (e.g., robot-fast, units-
dolly, school-dolly), a circular boundary of events around
the event camera’s FOV can be observed. Spurious events
are generated at the edge of the blind regions probably
due to lens artifacts. These spurious events are difficult to
model and thus must be filtered out as a pre-processing
step, further reducing the overall FOV. Erroneous GT depth
measurements from the Kinect camera are also noticeable in
some sequences (sofa normal, sofa fast etc.). An example is
shown in the GT depth of Fig. 20, where a low depth value
is displayed almost everywhere except at some object edges.

6.2.8 Univ. of Hong Kong Visual-Inertial Odometry dataset

The stereo VIO dataset [25] (Fig. 20) from the University of
Hong Kong (HKU VIO) comprises events recorded using
DAVIS346 cameras mounted on a drone. The sequences
exhibit high-speed aggressive motions in indoor scenarios
under normal and HDR conditions, as well as a large-
scale outdoor scene. In the indoor setting, GT poses are
provided partially at the start and end of sequences via a
motion capture system. This is a challenging VIO dataset
(EVO [156], ESVO [41], Ultimate SLAM [157] failed in most
sequences).

Limitations. Having a stereo setup is sensible to estimate
absolute scale more reliably than with an IMU. However, the
stereo baseline of 6cm and camera resolution of 346×260 px
are rather small for stereo applications. The dataset does
not have GT depth or time synchronization (to the best
of our knowledge). The stereo pair consists of a DAVIS
monochrome and a DAVIS color camera; the difference in
appearance between them might make it difficult for stereo
matching than if both sensors were of the same type.

6.2.9 Multi-Robot, Multi-Sensor, Multi-Environment Event
Dataset (M3ED)

As the evolution of MVSEC from the GRASP Lab at UPenn,
M3ED [140] comprises data recorded using three distinct
platforms – a car, a drone and, for the first-time, a legged
robot (Spot). The event-camera setup consists of Prophesee
EVK4 HD cameras with infrared (IR) filters. It improves
upon the other 1Mpx stereo event dataset TUM-VIE by
providing ground truth depth from a LiDAR. Additionally,
camera pose computed using a LiDAR-inertial odometry
system (FasterLIO), is provided for all sequences. It has
indoor and outdoor sequences in both urban settings and
forests, including semantic segmentation masks for outdoor
day sequences in urban scenes. The forest sequences are par-
ticularly challenging for event-based perception due to ex-
ceptionally high event rates (upto 200 Mev/s) produced by
high amounts of texture from the vegetation and light-and-
shadow effects. M3ED was recorded using an Intel NUC
with ROS nodelets, with full hardware-synchronization
across sensors. Handling high data rates while maintaining
the integrity of the data stream is challenging. Through

analysis of the synchronization signals through the camera,
the authors observed an error of approximately 1 µs/s.

Limitations. The stereo baseline of 12cm may be in-
sufficient for the depth range required in driving scenes.
Moreover, there is soft mounting between the LiDAR and
cameras to dampen vibrations, so extrinsic parameters are
not always consistent. Even though the dataset encompasses
several challenging scenarios for stereo perception like driv-
ing at night in the city and forests, it lacks the inclusion
of simple motions for debugging and sanity testing. For
1Mpx event cameras, bias tuning and hardware-based noise
filtering is of tantamount importance to control the high
data throughput so that the sensors do not saturate. By
recording all sequences with the same bias settings, the au-
thors opted for inter-sequence comparability at the expense
of data efficiency and SNR optimization.

6.2.10 ECMD: An Event-Centric Multisensory Driving
Dataset for SLAM
ECMD [141] is another driving dataset from Hong Kong
University that improves upon DSEC by using a thermal
camera in addition to stereo event and frame-based cameras.
The dataset contains sequences with two pairs of stereo
event cameras (DAVIS346 and DVXplorer). Moreover, it
contains multiple LiDARs mounted on the car to maximize
coverage. It provides high accuracy GT poses with GNSS-
RTK/INS module that combines GPS measurements with
gyroscope at 1 Hz. It focuses on day- and night-time driving
(aided by thermal camera) in urban settings.

Limitations. Ground truth is available only at a slow
rate of 1 Hz. It is however possible to compute pose mea-
surements in between using LiDAR-inertial odometry.

6.2.11 Stereo Visual Localization Dataset (SVLD)
Hadviger et al. [142] proposed this stereo event dataset for
VO/SLAM. The primary focus is on high-quality GT camera
poses in both indoor and outdoor scenarios. Indoor scenes
use a motion capture system, whereas outdoor driving
scenarios use a GNSS-RTK/INS system similar to ECMD,
which combines GPS and IMU data to provide accurate
poses at 40 Hz. GT depth is provided outdoors by a LiDAR.

Limitations. The indoor scenes do not have any GT
depth. There is no hardware clock synchronization between
the event cameras and other sensors. It relies on software
synchronization using CPU clock while recording on a
common computer and then uses a tool called Calirad
to estimate temporal shifts in post-processing. Thus, even
though the aim is to provide high quality GT poses, they
might suffer from temporal misalignment.

6.2.12 Novel Sensors for Autonomous Vehicle Perception
Dataset (NSAVP)
NSAVP [143] is a stereo event dataset that focuses on au-
tonomous driving. It also uses VGA resolution (640×480
px) event cameras similar to DSEC, ECMD and SVLD. It
is the only dataset with stereo thermal cameras, with the
aim of benchmarking vision-based depth estimation in low-
light. In addition to the GNSS-RTK module, it uses wheel
encoders to produce high quality GT poses at 200 Hz. It
also has the biggest stereo baseline of 1m among all the
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driving datasets, significantly improving depth perception
range. It includes precise temporal synchronization among
all sensors using hardware triggers and Precision Time
Control (PTP), and it is described in detail. The sensor-
mounted car was driven repeatedly along the same two
8km routes under different lighting conditions to enable
robust algorithm development that works in a wide range of
scenarios. It was used for benchmarking the tasks of visual
place recognition, which is critical for loop closure in SLAM.

Limitations. Even though this dataset aims to provide a
benchmark for autonomous driving with non-conventional
sensors, it does not contain any ground truth depth.

6.2.13 FusionPortablev2 Dataset
FusionPortablev2 [144] is a multi-sensor dataset for gener-
alized SLAM across diverse environments and platforms.
Similar to M3ED [140], it contains recordings from mul-
tiple platforms – handheld, legged robot (Unitree Go1),
Unmanned Ground Vehicle (UGV) and a car. However,
they make useful platform-specific modifications for each
case. For large scale scenes recorded with the car, the event
stereo baseline is set to 73 cm, whereas it is kept to 25
cm in other cases. Moreover, they also provide kinematic
data (joint positions/angles and wheel encoders) for the
robots to aid sensorimotor learning. Expanded from Fu-
sionPortable [158], it uses stereo DAVIS346 event cameras,
stereo frame-based cameras, IMU and LiDAR as the primary
sensors. Besides LiDAR, laser scanners provide high quality
GT maps for the hanheld, UGV and legged sequences. GT
poses are provided through GPS and GNSS-RTK/INS in the
car sequences and some of the UGV sequences. The dataset
covers a wide range of environments like urban roads,
mountain roads, tunnels, rooms, (textureless) grasslands,
garages and parking lots.

Limitations. The event cameras are not hardware syn-
chronized with the other sensors; they rely on ROS times-
tamps dictated by the CPU clock of the recording computer,
leading to an Average Relative Time Latency (ARTL) of
up to 15 ms with respect to LiDAR due to transmission
delays. For the handheld and legged robot, only 3-DOF GT
poses are provided (using a laser tracker). Moreover, some
sequences have data gaps due to hardware failures. Even
though the dataset is aimed for robot control learning along
with SLAM, its size is small compared to other such datasets
recorded in constrained setups [159].

6.2.14 CoSEC: A Coaxial Stereo Event Camera Dataset for
Autonomous Driving
CoSEC [145] uses a pair of beam splitters to perfectly
align pixels between frame-based and event cameras (1-Mpx
EVK4s) for multi-modal fusion. This is needed because there
are currently no combined event-intensity sensors for high
resolution (VGA and HD) in the market; the widely used
DAVIS cameras have a resolution of 346×260 px. Previous
multi-modal datasets tried to get around this problem by
placing the frame-based and event cameras as physically
close to each other as possible while recording far away
objects to maximize pixel alignment. The dataset contains
128 sequences (≈1 hour) recorded with cameras mounted
on a car driving in city, parks and villages during both day
and night. GT depth is provided by combination of LiDAR

and monocular depth-prediction ANN. While it does not
contain GT poses, they can be derived using LiDAR-inertial
odometry. In fact, the poses obtained in this way are com-
bined with GT depth to provide GT optical flow.

Limitations. Similar to DSEC [45], this dataset does not
provide GT poses directly. Poses derived from LiDAR-IMU
SLAM may be prone to errors in dynamic scenes. Beam
splitters divide light intensity incident on the sensors by
half (thus producing more noise) and have a reduced FOV
compared to non-beam splitter setups.

6.2.15 Additional Stereo Event Datasets
Most of the aforementioned datasets address the task of
VO/SLAM, but there are other stereo event datasets with
the goal of instantaneous depth estimation for other down-
stream applications. For example, the DVS stereo dataset
from Andreopoulos et al. [55] comprises a setup of stereo
DAVIS240C cameras that is stationary, and therefore only
perceives dynamic IMOs in the scene like a rotating fan and
a toy butterfly. Their goal is dynamic depth estimation of
fast moving objects where finding stereo correspondences is
difficult. A Kinect is used for dense GT depth.

StEIC[23] and SEID[24] are hybrid event-intensity stereo
datasets aimed to tackle the task of motion deblurring and
video frame interpolation, respectively (i.e., their goal is
not pure hetero event-stereo matching to estimate instan-
taneous depth). They both use a handheld setup with a
VGA resolution event camera (SilkyEvCam), a frame-based
camera and Realsense. CPU clock and manual alignment is
used for temporal synchronization. StEIC contains as input
artificially blurred frames by combining multiple sequential
frames, whereas SEID drops intensity frames to lower frame
rate artificially and then enables depth map estimation in
between intensity frames, thereby also addressing the task
of depth map interpolation.

6.3 Dataset Discussion

While many stereo event datasets are available, they are
still few compared to their frame-based counterparts, par-
tially due to the novelty of the sensors (lack of established
ecosystem, etc.) and their high cost. Among them, the most
popular ones are MVSEC, UZH-RPG stereo dataset and
DSEC (with >840 citations, they account for >83% of all
event-based stereo dataset citations (as of Sep. 2024)).

We observed that the datasets released so far comprise
a rich diversity in terms of camera models and resolutions
(QVGA to HD), recording platforms (cars, drones, legged
robots, manipulator arm, ego-centric etc.), mode of GT ac-
quisition (LiDAR, 3D scanners, depth cameras, motion cap-
ture, GPS, IMU, laser trackers etc.) and recording scenarios
(urban, forests, garages, rooms, corridors, night, etc.).

The UZH-RPG dataset is good for preliminary qualita-
tive evaluation, due to its moderate motion, low resolu-
tion (fast prototyping), accurate poses and circular motions.
MVSEC provides comprehensive GT depth and poses. The
indoor drone sequences being widely used, but the outdoor
driving sequences are not suitable for stereo due to the small
baseline [57]. The HKU-VIO dataset aims to push the limit
of on-device stereo VO during high-speed drone flight in
difficult lighting, but contains no GT depth and only partial
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pose data. TUM-VIE was the first dataset using HD event
cameras (with wide angle lenses), but provides no GT depth.
The VECtor benchmark dataset provides comprehensive GT
with diverse motions and illumination in indoor scenarios,
and is also fully hardware synchronized. However, because
of the high contrast sensitivity thresholds used, the event
data is often sparse. It also contains artifacts at the edges,
and contains incorrect GT depth from Kinect in some se-
quences. EV-IMO2 is the only dataset with trinocular event
camera sequences but the cameras are oriented in such a
way that the overlap in the FOV among them is small.
The SHEF dataset uses a robot arm to generate controlled
repeatable motions, which are useful for tuning camera
biases. However, it employs only one event camera since
the goal is event-intensity hybrid stereo.

Recently, event-based SLAM datasets have heavily fo-
cused on autonomous driving. DSEC is currently the most
popular event-based driving dataset, with VGA resolution
event cameras, but it does not have GT poses. M3ED over-
came these shortcomings by providing comprehensive GT
depth and poses with HD stereo event data recorded in di-
verse scenarios (forests, cities, indoors) using multiple robot
platforms including cars. It contains challenging scenes with
high texture, flashing lights etc. achieving data rates of up to
200 million events/s, fostering the development of real-time
algorithms that can handle high throughput. ECMD, SVLD
and NSAVP are newer driving datasets with a focus on ac-
curate GT trajectories using state of the art GNSS-RTK/INS
sensors, GPS and IMU. For better benchmarking during
the night, they sometimes use thermal cameras. Similar to
M3ED, FusionPortablev2 records data across multiple robot
platforms in diverse backgrounds, along with robot joint
and wheel encoders to aid learning of sensorimotor control.
CoSEC is the latest stereo event dataset, containing optically
aligned HD event and frame-based cameras using a pair of
beam-splitters, also with a focus on driving.

Calibration. The UZH-RPG stereo, MVSEC, HKU-VIO,
ECMD and FusionPortablev2 datasets use DAVIS cameras,
so they use the readily available grayscale frames for cal-
ibration since grayscale intensities and events share the
same pixel array. Other datasets that do not have shared
pixel arrays generate frames containing checkerboards or
AprilTag grids from events for calibration. While DSEC,
CoSEC, M3ED, NSAVP and SVLD reconstruct intensity
frames from events, the VECtor benchmark, SHEF and
TUM-VIE datasets use a blinking screen (with a calibration
pattern) and accumulate events for calibration. The limits
of event camera calibration can still be pushed to further
improve accuracy of depth estimation methods.

6.4 Checklist of good practices

We provide a list of recommendations to aid producing
high-quality data for event stereo research:

• Consider what the appropriate spatial resolution is for the
target task: low resolution event cameras are good for quick
prototyping, and HD cameras are preferred for application
with high accuracy demands. Most comprehensive and
ambitious is providing data with different spatial resolution
event cameras.

• Choose a lens suitable for the camera’s sensor size, so
that the full sensor size is used and no artifacts are due
to artificial boundaries between the lens and the sensor.
• When recording with high-resolution stereo event cam-
eras like Prophesee’s EVK4, use a powerful computer to
ensure no data drops or timestamping issues during high data
rates. Even though it is possible to limit data dates in the
firmware of these cameras, it leads to undesired artefacts.
• Use wide angle lenses (but not fish-eye) for the task of
(stereo) VO/SLAM, to be able to disambiguate translational
and rotational motions.
• Choose a stereo baseline in accordance with the scene
depth range. Wider baselines are better for stereo, but one
must ensure that there is enough overlap between the FOVs.
• Use infrared (IR) filters to mitigate flashes from a motion
capture and LiDAR.
• Remove or limit flickering light sources as much as possible,
especially artificial lighting at night.
• Remove reflections from the scene were possible.
• Noisy events are more abundant in darker areas than in
brighter areas (due to the logarithmic response of the event
camera’s photoreceptors), hence if a background color is to
be chosen, bright is preferable.
• Hardware-synchronize the sensors whenever possible.
• Produce data with aligned timestamps for sensors so that
minimal post-processing is required.
• Use rigid printed fiducials for calibration and since their
patterns can be easily reconstructed from events. A blinking
pattern shown on a screen is difficult to move.
• Use AprilTags for camera calibration since they are detected
even when the grid is partially visible (going out of the
camera’s FOV), unlike checkerboards.
• Provide calibration data and calibration quality results, so that
others may calibrate using alternative tools and/or check
the quality of the calibration.
• It is important to have quick calibration quality check
pipelines. While NN methods like E2VID provide best re-
construction quality, less accurate but faster reconstruction
techniques like simple image recon [160] are equality good at
detecting high-contrast corners.
• Align data spatially from different sensors as much as pos-
sible using calibrated extrinsic parameters and scene depth.
• Provide data with different event camera bias settings, and
report such values.
• Check data quality using state-of-the-art event-based and
frame-based SLAM algorithms or other developed tools
(visualization, statistical analysis, etc.).
• Record simple and increasingly complex motions that help
prototype and debug algorithms.
• Until an event-based data format standard is developed
(e.g., JPEG XE), use compressed HDF5 files for efficiently
storing events. If possible, also provide converted ROS bags
that include data from all sensors, for easy compatibility
with existing ROS-based SLAM algorithms (Tab. 7).

7 FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTIONS

Let us outline some potential future research directions in
event-based stereo depth estimation:
• Unsupervised learning. While supervised learning meth-
ods for depth estimation will continue to improve, in-
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vestigating better unsupervised/self-supervised methods is
desirable to remove the need for GT or auxiliary data (e.g.,
frames). Explainability is also required for making progress
and understanding.
• Optimal event representations. Most of the current meth-
ods involve forming “good-looking” images that have HDR
and low motion-blur properties of events, while trying to
populate data in texture-less and motion-less pixels, for
feature-based stereo matching. In this type of methods,
finding the best such representation (that efficiently exploits
sparsity while maximizing accuracy) for feature extraction
is an open problem.
• SNNs on efficient hardware. To realize the promise
of low-power, low-latency edge computing of event cam-
eras, SNNs shall be implemented on efficient neuromorphic
hardware that can compete in accuracy with the best per-
forming non-spiking approaches. Promising methods like
StereoSpike are currently implemented on GPU. Neuromor-
phic hardware development needs to catch up, and would
benefit from co-design with the algorithm software [161].
• Longer temporal context. Incorporating longer context
in deep learning pipelines via camera motion input or
recurrent connections will improve accuracy in static scenes
(SLAM). It will also improve dense depth estimation in
regions where few events are generated.
• Implicit 3D representations. Beyond prevalent cost vol-
ume grids and Disparity Space Images, implicit represen-
tations like 3D Gaussian Splatting and Neural Radiance
Fields (NeRFs) may be used for encoding the scene during
multi-view stereo matching, for efficient long-term fusion
and view-agnostic rendering. Recent works have used these
representations with event cameras in a monocular setup
but with the focus on blur-free, HDR intensity renderings,
sometimes in combination with complementary sensors
(e.g., traditional cameras).
• Joint Estimation. By combining depth estimation over dif-
ferent observation windows, algorithms can be developed
to jointly solve independent motion segmentation and long-
term depth estimation for robust SLAM. Many other joint
problems that involve depth estimation shall be considered
(to improve robustness).
• Anti-flicker. To enable wide adaptation of event cameras
in night conditions, solutions for anti-flicker are needed,
either with explicit filters or intermediate representations
that are immune to them.
• Low-latency algorithms for HD cameras. Pushing for
resolution and efficiency, there is a need to develop real-time
algorithms that can handle high event rates from modern
megapixel event cameras, by intelligent sub-sampling or
intermediate representations.
• Beyond frame-based benchmarking. Depth estimation
benchmarks need to improve via evaluations beyond syn-
chronous depth/disparity frames and provide high-rate
depth evaluations. For example, in M3ED, an API enables
depth readout at arbitrary timestamps by projecting point
cloud at interpolated camera poses.
• Instantaneous stereo benchmarks. There is a need for
strong benchmarks for instantaneous stereo involving sta-
tionary cameras observing dynamic scenes.
• Accessible benchmarking and comparisons. The com-
munity will benefit from comprehensive reporting of mul-

tiple performance metrics (accuracy, completion, power
consumption, latency, etc.) across multiple datasets (and
platforms). Making a dataset accessible by providing APIs
and data conversion tools also promotes its adoption as
a standard benchmark. To aid such standardization, this
survey extensively discusses existing datasets (Sec. 6.2),
collates performance metrics on them (Sec. 4.3), and guides
building of new stereo benchmarks (Sec. 6.4).

8 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have surveyed the current landscape on the
topic of event-based stereo depth estimation, providing the
most in-depth as well as extensive coverage of the subject to
date. We have traced its journey from the origins in the early
90’s, classifying the main approaches and discussing chang-
ing trends through the years. We have comprehensively cov-
ered existing algorithms, providing insights into their prin-
ciples of operations, pros and cons. We have also compared
them empirically using common benchmarks. Through this
analysis, we have identified current leading approaches,
performance gaps and future research directions. To support
results-based development and data-driven algorithms, we
have extensively surveyed relevant stereo event datasets,
as well as provided recommendations for best practices in
collecting data and establishing benchmarks. Stereo event-
based depth perception unlocks the potential for low-power,
on-device spatial AI in challenging high-speed motion and
HDR lighting conditions. The literature is growing in this is
relatively new field, and there are plenty of opportunities to
innovate. We hope this survey serves as an accessible entry
point for newcomers diving into this exciting topic, as well
as a practical guide for seasoned experts.
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