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Abstract

Event cameras are neuromorphically inspired sensors that
sparsely and asynchronously report brightness changes. Their
unique characteristics of high temporal resolution, high dy-
namic range, and low power consumption make them well-
suited for addressing challenges in monocular depth esti-
mation (e.g., high-speed or low-lighting conditions). How-
ever, current existing methods primarily treat event streams as
black-box learning systems without incorporating prior phys-
ical principles, thus becoming over-parameterized and fail-
ing to fully exploit the rich temporal information inherent
in event camera data. To address this limitation, we incor-
porate physical motion principles to propose an interpretable
monocular depth estimation framework, where the likelihood
of various depth hypotheses is explicitly determined by the
effect of motion compensation. To achieve this, we propose a
Focus Cost Discrimination (FCD) module that measures the
clarity of edges as an essential indicator of focus level and in-
tegrates spatial surroundings to facilitate cost estimation. Fur-
thermore, we analyze the noise patterns within our framework
and improve it with the newly introduced Inter-Hypotheses
Cost Aggregation (IHCA) module, where the cost volume
is refined through cost trend prediction and multi-scale cost
consistency constraints. Extensive experiments on real-world
and synthetic datasets demonstrate that our proposed frame-
work outperforms cutting-edge methods by up to 10% in
terms of the absolute relative error metric, revealing superior
performance in predicting accuracy.

Introduction
Event cameras are bio-inspired visual sensors that asyn-
chronously respond to environmental changes. This charac-
teristic of event cameras allows them to detect and record
light intensity independently. Given an ideal event cam-
era model, whenever the logarithmic brightness of a pixel
{ui, vi} alters exceeds the predefined threshold ±C, event
ei = (ui, vi, ti, si) will be asynchronously generated. Com-
pared to conventional cameras, event cameras have higher
temporal resolution, higher dynamic range, and lower power
consumption, which offer numerous opportunities and great
importance for robust monocular depth estimation in au-
tonomous robotics. However, the distinctive data acquisition
mechanism of the event camera also poses a significant chal-
lenge in developing applicable algorithms. Due to its respon-
siveness to brightness changes, especially at edges, event

cameras are highly sensitive to the movement of both objects
and the camera platform itself. This sensitivity can cause the
generation of event coordinates to shift for the same object
over a short time interval. Consequently, the resulting im-
age may manifest an ambiguous effect, as exemplified by
the bottom left image in Fig. 1.

Numerous efforts have been directed towards leveraging
event data for monocular depth estimation tasks (Zhang et al.
2022; Wang, Chae, and Yoon 2021; Gehrig et al. 2021; Sax-
ena, Chung, and Ng 2005). However, these approaches often
overlook the rich information of event data in the temporal
domain. They treat the inherent ambiguity of event data as
a limitation rather than a potential source of information.
Consequently, these methods often achieve depth estimation
at the cost of reduced accuracy or interpretability of the sys-
tem. For instance, several works in (Zhang et al. 2022; Liu
et al. 2024) introduce the powerful Transformer architecture
to model event interaction within the temporal domain. Al-
though they achieve solid prediction accuracy, the complex
network is presented as a black box, making it difficult to
understand and refine the underlying mechanisms. Alterna-
tively, other researchers in (Zhu et al. 2019; Shi et al. 2023)
attempt to pre-compensate for the motion of event cameras.
They use predicted event-based optical flow maps to restore
sharp event images and perform depth estimation. However,
their system is susceptible to fluctuations due to the vari-
ability introduced by the additional motion prediction com-
ponent. As a result, the prediction accuracy is unsatisfactory.
To date, there has not been an extensive study on fully lever-
aging the unique temporal clues of event data for monocular
depth estimation, leaving the following fundamental open
question: how to exploit the potential of ambiguous event
data and maximize its performance?

In this paper, we aim to address this knowledge gap by
distinctly learning and utilizing the inherent ambiguous ef-
fect of event data. With the incorporation of fundamental
physical motion principles, we explicitly model the rela-
tionship between the motion of the event camera and the
depth, achieving an interpretable and high-accuracy frame-
work for monocular depth estimation. Specifically, our pro-
posed framework first exemplifies the event data into differ-
ent measurable ambiguous image representations under dif-
ferent depth hypotheses. Then, we exploit the proposed Fo-
cus Cost Discrimination (FCD) module to extract the edge
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Figure 1: Image of wrapped event examples with different motion models under different depth hypotheses d, as well as the
comparison of untouched ambiguous event image, warpped event image by using our depth prediction, the ground truth and
our depth prediction. The red dashed boxes indicate the portion of IWE that are focused (with the correct depth hypothesis).
The green dashed box highlights the erroneously focused events caused by the repetitive texture of the tree. Better view in the
color mode.

significance as the fundamental indicator and aggregate in-
formation from spatial surroundings to quantify the focus
effect and facilitate the matching cost volume. Finally, we
introduce our Inter-Hypotheses Cost Aggregation (IHCA)
module to address the noise patterns within the algorithm.
This module analyzes cost trends across different depth hy-
potheses and imposes consistency constraints to multi-scale
for the cost calculation, ultimately achieving reliable depth
estimation results.

Our contributions are the following:

• We propose a novel motion compensation-based monoc-
ular depth estimation framework for event cameras in
which the depth is directly predicted with a metric scale.

• We propose an effective focus effect evaluation approach
that measures different focus effect images to facilitate
the cost volume. Additionally, we further analyze the
noise patterns within our algorithm and develop a cor-
responding reduction module.

• Evaluation of our method on public dataset and custom
synthetic dataset both achieve leading accuracy when
compared to state of the arts.

Prior Work on Event-based Monocular Depth
Estimation

Monocular depth estimation, as a cornerstone task in com-
puter vision, has been explored for decades(Saxena, Chung,
and Ng 2005; Zhang et al. 2018; Jiang and Huang 2019). De-
spite the significant advancements facilitated by the advent
of deep learning techniques, challenges persist in extreme
scenarios, such as high-speed motion or low-light conditions
(Zhu et al. 2019; Liu et al. 2023). Recent studies have ex-
plored the potential of event cameras, attempting to leverage
their unique characteristics in addressing these limitations in
extreme scenes (Shi et al. 2023; Hidalgo-Carrio et al. 2020).
However, the sparse and asynchronous nature of event cam-
eras also poses new challenges for developing practical al-
gorithms.

Although there has been a growing interest in monocu-
lar event cameras (Chaney, Zihao Zhu, and Daniilidis 2019;
Gallego, Rebecq, and Scaramuzza 2018; Haessig et al. 2019;
Kim, Leutenegger, and Davison 2016; Chiavazza, Meyer,
and Sandamirskaya 2023a), these approaches are still lim-
ited by the achievement of only semi-dense or sparse depth
estimation. To produce dense depth prediction, Hidalgo-
Carrio et al. (Hidalgo-Carrio et al. 2020) propose the first
dense event-based depth prediction framework. They exploit
ConvLSTM modules as the primary component, adapting a
variant of the U-Net network for the prediction task. How-
ever, limitations arise due to the loss of temporal relation-
ships in the event data during pre-processing, as highlighted
by Shi et al. (Shi et al. 2023). As a result, the accuracy of
this approach is significantly hampered. To enhance accu-
racy performance, Zhuang et al. (Zhang et al. 2022) intro-
duce a powerful Transformer (Vaswani et al. 2017) for the
event-based depth estimation task. Building upon this work,
Liu et al. (Liu et al. 2024) further propose an enhanced ar-
chitecture that embeds the stream data into the image-like
format. However, while both approaches achieve promising
results, they treat the event data similarly to traditional im-
ages, neglecting most of rich temporal information. Conse-
quently, they failed to fully exploit the potential of the event
data in the temporal domain.

Nevertheless, there are researchers that actively strive to
leverage the distinctive properties of event data. Zhu et al.
(Zhu et al. 2019) leverage a jointly trained neural network
to predict the motion of the events for deblurring the image,
aiming to achieve event images with sharp edges and rich
texture. Similarly, Shi et al. (Shi et al. 2023) propose directly
inputting the optical flow map into the network and exploit-
ing multiple flow compensation and correlation to generate
the depth maps. Wang et al. (Wang, Chae, and Yoon 2021)
claim to utilize the high dynamic range property of the event
data to reconstruct the gray image. By employing sophis-
ticated monocular estimators, they achieve promising per-
formance in low-lighting conditions. In contrast, Gehrig et
al. (Gehrig et al. 2021) addresses the same problem with
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the help of inputting gray images. They propose an asyn-
chronous recurrent network module to extract the best from
event data and gray images to integrate the final results. The
most related work to ours are (Chiavazza, Meyer, and San-
damirskaya 2023b) and (Zhu, Chen, and Daniilidis 2018).
In (Chiavazza, Meyer, and Sandamirskaya 2023b), the au-
thors define the camera movement as translational without
any rotation, such that they can achieve sparse depth pre-
diction based on dynamic motion equations. In contrast,
our work does not rely on any specific motion pattern. The
proposed framework is capable of producing reliable dense
depth maps in complex motion scenes. Regarding the work
in (Zhu, Chen, and Daniilidis 2018), although we share the
same depth-assumed motion compensation method, it is im-
portant to distinguish that (Zhu, Chen, and Daniilidis 2018)
is a stereo-based method. It heavily relies on the consistency
between stereo images to regulate its cost volume and pro-
duce sparse or semi-dense depth estimation. As a compari-
son, our work focuses on dense monocular depth estimation.
The underlying design principles for cost formulation and
aggregation differ significantly.

Method
Overview
While prior research has explored various methods to com-
pensate for camera dynamics and improve depth estima-
tion accuracy, the use of over-parameterized sub-networks
for camera motion prediction and depth estimation remains
a concern due to limitations in interpretability and domain
transferability (Liu et al. 2024; Zhang et al. 2022; Shi et al.
2023). To address this challenge, we integrate a physical
model into the monocular depth estimation task to sim-
plify the complexities of the problem. Leveraging the classi-
cal dynamic motion field equation (Zhu, Chen, and Dani-
ilidis 2018; Zhu et al. 2019; Chiavazza, Meyer, and San-
damirskaya 2023b), we explicitly model the intricate rela-
tionship between the movement of the event camera on the
2D image (known as optical flow) and the depth of the indi-
vidual pixel. Subsequently, we utilize the Image of Warped
Event (IWE), compensated by various depth-assumed opti-
cal flow models with different focus level, to infer the final
depth. To elaborate it in detail, we illustrate the overview of
our proposed framework in Fig. 2.

Beginning with the given events stream and measured ve-
locity (e.g., from the Inertial Measurement Unit), we derive
diverse optical flow models under different depth hypotheses
to exemplify the measurable imagery agents. These agents
are then directly concatenated along the channel dimension
to facilitate the input of the network model. In the feature
extraction module, we employ classical ResNet (He et al.
2016; Nam et al. 2022) and feature pyramid network (Chang
and Chen 2018; Nam et al. 2022) to extract the features and
hierarchically encode them at varying scales. To initiate the
matching cost from the features across different depth hy-
potheses, we propose a Focus Cost Discrimination module
(FCD), in which different focus levels in the imagery re-
sults will be quantified to scores, with the aim of indicating
how well the depth-assumed motion model compensates for

the movement of the camera and mitigates the unfocused
effect. Similar to other monocular depth approaches (Gehrig
et al. 2021; Zhang et al. 2022), we here explicitly formulate
the cost volume for every candidate depth. However, given
that the depth hypotheses in our pipeline are in metric scale
(from Eq. 1), rather than a relative scale to the image, we
can thereby circumvent the scale ambiguity problem. Sub-
sequently, we further introduce an effective cost aggregation
module. This module analyzes the trend of the cost across
different depth hypotheses and leverages multi-scale infor-
mation to promote the cost volume. Finally, we leverage the
adaptive aggregation module (Xu and Zhang 2020) and re-
finement module (Chabra et al. 2019) to regulate and refine
the final depth prediction.

Egomotion Estimation Model
As we stated earlier, the extent of the focus effect in the re-
sulting IWE depends on the camera velocity and the distance
to the image plane. This relationship can be modeled us-
ing the well-known dynamic field equation (Zhu, Chen, and
Daniilidis 2018; Zhu et al. 2019) to provide insights into the
behavior of the unfocused events over time. Given a moving
event camera with ideally measured translational velocity
T = {tx, ty, tz}, rotational velocity ω = {ωx, ωy, ωz}, and
its intrinsic parameters, the velocity model V(d) for pixel
pi = (ui, vi) can be defined under the depth hypothesis d:

V(d) = 1

d
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where ∆ui(d) and ∆vi(d) represent the x-axis and y-
axis velocity component, respectively. f indicates the fo-
cal length and cu and cv are the optical centers of the cam-
era. With this dynamic model, we can formulate the motion
model M(d) for warping the events set E to the reference
time tref with the depth hypothesis d:

M(d) =

(
u′
i

v′i

)
=

(
ui

vi

)
+ V(d)(t− tref ) (2)

where u′
i and v′i are the warped coordinate of point pi. By se-

lecting different depth hypotheses d, we can derive different
dynamic models M for the events. However, only when the
hypothesis is consistent with reality can allow the warped
events to focus on the right positions. Incorrect depth hy-
pothesis may further aggravate the unfocused effect and dis-
turb the imagery result. To better illustrate this pattern, we
present Fig 1 as an example to show the imagery effect un-
der various motion models.

Event Stacking
For the stream event set E, we convert it into a 2D sparse im-
age to avoid recurrent state encoding and propagation. Ide-
ally, we expect the produced image to encompass the explicit
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Figure 2: The overview of our proposed monocular event depth estimation framework.

feature of unfocused effect, with the aim of knowing how
well the candidate ego-motion model fits the movement tra-
jectory. Therefore, we propose representing the event data
E as the IWE I(M(d)) by quantifying the occurrences of
events at each pixel under the depth-assumed motion model
M(d).

I(p;M(d)|) =
∑n

i=1
1(pi=p) (3)

Different from (Zhu, Chen, and Daniilidis 2018), our ac-
cumulation omits the polarity property of events. This di-
vergence arises from our design principle of amplifying the
focus gap between the IWEs by correct and incorrect mo-
tion models. The overlap of positive and negative polarity
data effectively doubles the stacking of the events at pixels,
which helps us to discriminate the representation I from dif-
ferent candidate motion models M.

Focus Cost Discrimination
Following the accumulation of the events data E into im-
age representations I(M(d)) and their subsequent feature
encoding, our objective shifts towards evaluating the focus
effect and quantitatively measuring it as a score to integrate
the matching cost volume.

While sophisticated works leverage Contrast Maximiza-
tion (CM) methods as the theoretical foundation, employ-
ing deformed energy objective functions to infer the clarity
of the images (Shiba, Aoki, and Gallego 2022; Zhu et al.
2019; Stoffregen et al. 2019), these works, however, are ei-
ther noise-sensitive or prone to overfitting to specific data
(Gallego, Rebecq, and Scaramuzza 2018; Shiba, Aoki, and
Gallego 2022), and thereby are unable to support conducting
precise focus assessment.

In our work, we hold the assumption that focused im-
ages tend to exhibit sharper edges as the underlying prin-

ciple for developing our module. For the kth input scale of
feature volume Fk(M(d)), we derive the first order gradient
{Gx, Gy}, the second order gradient {Gxx, Gyy, Gxy}, and
their combination {Gxx∗Gyy} as the indicator for the signif-
icance of the edges, obtaining the transformed features vol-
ume F ′

k(M(d)). Then, we craft a feature aggregation block
f to adaptively gather the gradient information, as shown in
the subfigure (a) of Fig. 2. To prevent the proposed block
from being over-parameterized, the convolution layers are
configured as channel-separated, with the aim of diminish-
ing the disturb from the gradient maps of other depth candi-
date hypotheses.

F̂X
k (M(d)) = f(F ′

k(M(d);GX)) (4)
where X = {x, y, xx, yy, xy, xx ∗ yy}

The final gradient representation R is defined as the combi-
nation of all gradient maps corresponding to the same depth
hypothesis d with learnable weights w.

R(M(d)) =

X∑
wX F̂X

k (M(d)) (5)

After that, we have finished the significant feature extrac-
tion and denoise for the input IWEs. To obtain the likelihood
cost of each depth candidate d and form the overall match-
ing cost volume, we simply aggregate the pixels in gradient
representation map R(M(d)) by leveraging the support of
surrounding region S with the size of r × r.

C(M(d)) =

√ ∑
p∈Sr×r

(R(p;M(d))2 (6)
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(a) E2D (Hidalgo-Carrio et al. 2020) (b) EReFormer (Liu et al. 2024) (c) Ours

Figure 3: The representative examples of our model in comparison with other state of the arts. The first and the third rows
illustrate the APS image, the event data (converted as colored event image), and the ground truth depth map. The second and
the fourth rows indicate the depth estimations of APS+IEBins (Shao et al. 2023), E2D(Hidalgo-Carrio et al. 2020), EReFormer
(Liu et al. 2024), and ours, respectively.

Inter-hypotheses Cost Aggregation
In the above section, we have introduced an effective module
for interpreting the unfocused imagery representation into
comparable continuous cost. However, given that the focus
gap derived from different motion models can be difficult
to discern, accompanied by the potential mismatch cost cal-
culation, we can only view the produced cost volume as a
coarse cost volume. To further promote it, we take the trend
of focus effect from different motion models into consider-
ation and integrate multi-scale cost volume to mitigate the
ambiguity of the cost.

According to the Eq. 1, the velocity V(d) is monotonic
negative correlation with the depth hypothesis d. Given time
interval t − tref for events E to the reference time is fixed,
the optical flow model M(d)) thereby can be seen as a
monotonic negative correlation with depth candidate d. That
is, a smaller d will lead to a greater change in event coordi-
nates. However, only when the depth candidate aligns pre-
cisely with the ground truth, can the offset in coordinates re-
sult in a focused image. Neither excessively large nor small
offsets can aggregate event trajectories. Therefore, the focus
effect in our context exhibits a clearly unimodal property.
See Appendix A for additional unimodal samples. To utilize
this characteristic, we learn the trend of the costs for pixels
among the depth hypotheses to refine the cost generation.

For the generated cost volume from Focus Cost Dis-
crimination module C(M(d)) ∈ RB×D×H×W , we explic-
itly extract trend features using hand-crafted first-order and

second-order gradients along the D dimension {Gd, Gdd},
which inherently capture the fluctuating nature of the cost.
Subsequently, we associate the spatial information along H
and W dimensions with these trend features to jointly an-
alyze the cost trend. Subfigure (b) in Fig. 2 illustrates the
architecture of the proposed module, where stacked resid-
ual 3D convolution blocks are employed to facilitate weight
learning and to regenerate the cost volume as C ′.

Meanwhile, we observe that event stacking can some-
times lead to a misleading local optimal focus effect, even
when the depth hypothesis deviates from the ground truth.
We found this phenomenon arises due to the coincidental
overlap of events caused by repetitive textures, as illustrated
by the green box in Fig. 1 To diminish this noise, we lever-
age lateral knowledge from the multi-scale cost volume, en-
forcing cost consistency across various scales. The definition
can be summarized as:

C ′′
k (M(d)) =

∑n
fk(C

′(M(d))) (7)

where f is the neural network layer and k represents the kth
scale.

Experiment
Experimental Setup
Datasets. We evaluate our approach on two datasets: the
Multi-Vehicle Stereo Event Camera (MVSEC) dataset (Zhu
et al. 2018) and EventCitySim. MVSEC is a popular dataset
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Table 1: Quantitative evaluation on MVSEC dataset. ↓ indicates the the lower value is preferred, while ↑ signifies the opposite.
The best is in bold and the running up is underlined.

Dataset Method Abs.Rel ↓ Sq.Rel↓ RMSE↓ RMSE log ↓ δ<1.25 ↑ δ<1.252 ↑ δ<1.253 ↑ 10m ↓ 20m ↓ 30m ↓
E2D (Hidalgo-Carrio et al. 2020) 0.450 0.627 9.321 0.514 0.472 0.711 0.823 2.70 3.46 3.84

DTL (Wang, Chae, and Yoon 2021) 0.390 — — 0.436 0.510 0.757 0.865 2.00 2.91 3.35
Day EF2DNet (Shi et al. 2023) 0.319 0.553 8.333 0.389 0.600 0.799 0.897 1.50 2.39 2.91

E2D+ (Hidalgo-Carrio et al. 2020) 0.346 0.516 8.564 0.421 0.567 0.772 0.876 1.85 2.64 3.13
EReFormer (Liu et al. 2024) 0.271 — — 0.333 0.664 0.831 0.923 1.29 2.14 2.59

Ours 0.223 0.247 7.182 0.312 0.708 0.865 0.939 0.88 1.68 2.12
E2D(Hidalgo-Carrio et al. 2020) 0.770 3.133 10.548 0.638 0.327 0.582 0.732 5.36 5.32 5.40

DTL(Wang, Chae, and Yoon 2021) 0.474 — — 0.555 0.429 0.657 0.791 2.61 3.11 3.82
Night EF2DNet (Shi et al. 2023) 0.428 1.781 8.869 0.467 0.529 0.725 0.849 2.16 2.91 3.43

E2D+(Hidalgo-Carrio et al. 2020) 0.591 2.121 11.210 0.646 0.408 0.615 0.754 3.38 3.82 4.46
EReFormer (Liu et al. 2024) 0.317 — — 0.415 0.547 0.753 0.881 1.52 2.28 2.98

Ours 0.367 1.573 8.141 0.412 0.554 0.766 0.886 1.76 2.77 3.23

comprising several sequences covering day and night-time
driving scenarios. EventCitySim is a newly released syn-
thetic dataset that we generated in the CARLA simulator
(Dosovitskiy et al. 2017) using the event camera plugin
(Hidalgo-Carrio et al. 2020). It includes 5 sequences cap-
tured under different lighting conditions, with a total of
7500 synchronized RGB images, depth maps, and contin-
uously recorded event data, IMU measurements, and gyro-
scope data. The detailed information and image examples of
EventCitySim can be found in Appendix B .

Evaluation Metrics. The comparison in our experiments
contains various metrics (Zhang et al. 2022; Hidalgo-Carrio
et al. 2020; Liu et al. 2024), including absolute relative error
(Abs.Rel), square relative error (Sq.Rel), root mean square
error (RMSE) and its logarithm version (RMSE log), accu-
racy (δ < 1.25n, n=1,2,3), the average absolute depth er-
ror at 10m, 20m, and 30m cutoff distance and end point er-
rors (EPE). The detailed formulations of these metrics can
be found in Appendix C.

Implementation Details. We built our model using the
PyTorch framework. Following (Zhu, Chen, and Daniilidis
2018), we leverage the translational and rotational velocities
that are interpolated by using odometry poses to construct
our motion model. For the model training, we set the learn-
ing rate to 0.001 and apply a weight decay of 0.0001. We use
80,000 events for the MVSEC dataset and 100000 events
for the EventCitySim dataset to initial the input formula-
tion, alone with a maximum time interval limitation of 0.2
seconds. We train our model using a dual Titan RTX GPU
server equipped with an Intel i7-9800X CPU. The model is
trained for a total of 30 epochs with a batch size of 4.

Results
Performance Comparison on MVSEC dataset. We first
conduct the result comparison with state-of-the-art depth es-
timators on the MVSEC dataset. For the sake of fairness,
we follow the work in (Zhu, Chen, and Daniilidis 2018; Liu
et al. 2024; Hidalgo-Carrio et al. 2020) to train our model on
the sequence outdoor day2 and report the results evaluated
on the sequence outdoor day1 and outdooor night1.

The performance of our framework is evaluated using
various metrics on both daytime and nighttime sequences.
Tab. 1 shows the comparison results. Overall, Our frame-

work achieves the highest accuracy across all metrics in day-
time sequences and ranks among the top six performers in
nighttime sequences when compared to all state-of-the-art
methods. We attribute this superiority to the incorporation
of the physical model, which provides anchoring depth hy-
potheses that mitigate the scale ambiguity commonly en-
countered by other approaches.

Performance Comparison on EventCitySim dataset.
Additional dataset evaluation is performed on the pro-
posed simulated dataset. For the total 5 sequences (town1,
town2 night, town3, town4, town5 night), we utilize the
first three for training and the rest two for validation, en-
abling the comprehensive training and testing on both day
and night scenes. The quantitative results of E2D (Hidalgo-
Carrio et al. 2020), EreFormer (Liu et al. 2024) and ours are
illustrated in Tab. 2. Overall, our approach achieves leading
performance on two validation sequences.

Specifically, we observe that our approach outperforms
others significantly in terms of cutoff errors, especially as
the distance increases. The 30m cutoff distance error of our
framework on town4 is 2.58, whereas the two competing
methods achieve errors of 4.11 and 5.52, respectively. We
believe this significant difference arises from the introduc-
tion of the physical motion equation. Our approach lever-
ages this equation to estimate depth at a metric scale, rather
than a relative scale to the image, which contributes to the
improved performance.

Qualitative Examples. Additional qualitative results of
monocular depth estimators are shown in Fig. 3. We com-
pare the output of our approach against state-of-the-art
monocular methods on both day and night scenes. Notably,
even on unseen nighttime scenes (our model trained only on
daytime sequences), it delivers reliable and sharp depth pre-
dictions.

Effect of proposed modules. To validate the effec-
tiveness of the proposed Focus Cost Discrimination mod-
ule (FCD) and Inter-Hypotheses Cost Aggregation (IHCA)
module, we conduct an ablation study on the MVSEC
dataset (sequence outdoor day2 for training and sequence
outdoor day1 for validation). For assessing the performance
of the FCD module, we primarily compared it with four dif-
ferent cost quantification functions: squared timestamp im-
ages objective (sti) (Zhu et al. 2019), sum of suppressed ac-
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Table 2: Quantitative evaluation on sequence town4 and town5 night of EventCitySim dataset. The best is in bold and the
running up is underlined. It is important to note that depths exceeding 80 meters are excluded from this comparison since
events are rarely triggered beyond such distances.

Dataset Method Abs.Rel ↓ Sq.Rel↓ RMSE↓ RMSE log ↓ δ<1.25 ↑ δ<1.252 ↑ δ<1.253 ↑ 10m ↓ 20m ↓ 30m ↓
E2D (Hidalgo-Carrio et al. 2020) 0.402 0.560 10.798 0.557 0.230 0.604 0.788 1.845 3.132 4.156

town4 EReFormer (Liu et al. 2024) 0.480 0.540 10.786 0.506 0.363 0.669 0.833 2.014 5.06 5.99
Ours 0.376 0.426 11.344 0.453 0.528 0.714 0.836 2.160 3.298 3.387

E2D (Hidalgo-Carrio et al. 2020) 0.539 1.650 13.615 0.633 0.361 0.675 0.781 2.813 3.361 4.111
town5 EReFormer (Liu et al. 2024) 0.484 0.542 14.775 0.716 0.335 0.610 0.752 2.49 4.07 5.52

Ours 0.319 0.252 15.345 0.533 0.503 0.678 0.781 1.317 1.708 2.580

Table 3: Accuracy comparison of employing different mod-
ules. N refers to our proposed network framework, with suf-
fixes indicating the specific cost function utilization. Note
that NFCD+IHCA refers to our proposed network configu-
ration.

Ab.Rel↓ RMSE ↓ δ < 1.252 ↑ 20m ↓ EPE↓
NFCD 0.242 7.332 0.834 1.715 3.54

NFCD+IHCA 0.223 7.182 0.865 1.68 3.42
N sti(Zhu et al. 2019) 0.252 7.404 0.839 1.784 3.60

N sosa (Stoffregen et al. 2019) 0.421 9.824 0.726 3.51 6.01
N soe (Stoffregen et al. 2019) 0.268 7.582 0.829 1.969 3.74
N var (Gallego et al. 2017) 0.283 7.534 0.834 2.071 3.76

cumulations objective (sosa) (Stoffregen et al. 2019), sum
of exponentials objective (soe) (Stoffregen et al. 2019), and
variance objective (var) (Gallego et al. 2017).

For the IHCA module, we compared the accuracy of mod-
els with and without the IHCA module to assess the perfor-
mance gap and verify its effectiveness.

Tab. 3 presents a comprehensive comparison of metrics.
From this table, we can observe that NFCD+IHCA (the de-
fault configuration of our proposed network) achieves the
highest accuracy across all evaluated metrics. In contrast,
disabling the IHCA module (NFCD) results in a notable drop
in accuracy. This can be seen as strong evidence of the ef-
fectiveness of the IHCA module. For the evaluation of the
effectiveness of FCD module, we compare the metrics with
four different cost quantification functions (Nsti, Nsosa, Nsoe,
and Nvar). It is clear from Tab. 3 that although they can
adequately reconstruct dense depth maps within our pro-
posed framework, none of them achieve the same level of
high-quality estimation as our introduced FCD module. This
highlights the superior performance and effectiveness of the
proposed FCD module.

Impact of Velocity Noise. For real-world applications,
ensuring an accurate and unbiased velocity measurement is
often challenging. Therefore, it is important to investigate
the accuracy performance of our framework under various
noise levels. In this ablation study, we artificially add vary-
ing levels of noise to the linear and angular velocity infor-
mation inputted to our network, and report quantitative accu-
racy metrics on the MVSEC dataset. Following (Zhu, Chen,
and Daniilidis 2018), We independently generate noise for
the three linear velocity components and the three angular
velocity components. The noise follows a zero-mean Gaus-
sian distribution, with the variance specified as a given per-

Table 4: Ablation study of input velocity noise. The model is
trained on outdoor day2 sequence by the velocity informa-
tion without noise, and evaluate with different noisy input
on outdoor night1 sequence.

Abs.Rel ↓ Sq.Rel↓ RMSE ↓ δ<1.252 ↑ 20m↓ EPE↓
No Noise 0.223 0.247 7.182 0.865 1.68 3.42

10% 0.232 0.249 7.454 0.854 1.73 3.57
20% 0.248 0.271 7.744 0.836 1.82 3.76
50% 0.286 0.314 8.246 0.799 2.06 4.14
100% 0.313 0.361 8.614 0.776 2.199 4.395

centage of the norm of the linear and angular velocity vec-
tor. For the case where multiple velocity measurements ex-
ist within the event stacking interval, we calculate the norm
for the noise distribution by averaging the norms of the ve-
locity vectors across the entire time interval. Tab. 4 presents
the accuracy under various noise levels. It is noteworthy
that our model exhibits robust resistance to velocity noise.
Even with 100% velocity noise, it maintains high-quality
and reliable depth prediction outputs. The performance at
this level of noisy velocity measurement is comparable to
E2D+ (Hidalgo-Carrio et al. 2020) and EF2DNet (Shi et al.
2023) (as it is shown in Tab. 1). We attribute this capability
to the adoption of multi-scale consistency regulation in the
IHCA module, which optimizes the cost trend to minimize
the impact of noisy velocity.

Conclusion and Future Work
This work introduces an effective approach for event-based
monocular dense depth estimation. By integrating velocity
information of the event camera, we achieve leading accu-
racy when compared to state-of-the-art methods across mul-
tiple datasets. In this work, we propose a learning-based
focus effect discrimination module, and provide detailed
analysis and solution for potential noise within our frame-
work. The comprehensive experiments demonstrate that our
method is accurate and reliable in both day and night scenes.
Furthermore, with rigorous ablation study, we thoroughly
demonstrate and analyze the effectiveness of the proposed
modules and the robustness for the input velocity of our sys-
tem.

On the other hand, we acknowledge that this work re-
mains ineffective for static camera setups, due to the spe-
cific requirements for the egomotion of the event camera.
Therefore, in future work, we expect further research on
this limitation. A potential solution could involve planning a
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regular cyclic motion for the event camera. Specifically, the
cyclic motion should generate linear velocity measurements,
as depth corresponds only to the linear velocity component,
as shown in Eq. 1.
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Scaramuzza, D. 2021. Combining events and frames using
recurrent asynchronous multimodal networks for monocular
depth prediction. IEEE Robotics and Automation Letters,
6(2): 2822–2829.
Haessig, G.; Berthelon, X.; Ieng, S.-H.; and Benosman, R.
2019. A spiking neural network model of depth from defo-
cus for event-based neuromorphic vision. Scientific reports,
9(1): 3744.
He, K.; Zhang, X.; Ren, S.; and Sun, J. 2016. Deep resid-
ual learning for image recognition. In Proceedings of the
IEEE conference on computer vision and pattern recogni-
tion, 770–778.
Hidalgo-Carrio; et al. 2020. Learning monocular dense
depth from events. In 2020 International Conference on 3D
Vision (3DV), 534–542. IEEE.

Jiang, H.; and Huang, R. 2019. Hierarchical binary classifi-
cation for monocular depth estimation. In 2019 IEEE Inter-
national Conference on Robotics and Biomimetics (ROBIO),
1975–1980. IEEE.
Kim, H.; Leutenegger, S.; and Davison, A. J. 2016. Real-
time 3D reconstruction and 6-DoF tracking with an event
camera. In Computer Vision–ECCV 2016: 14th European
Conference, Amsterdam, The Netherlands, October 11-14,
2016, Proceedings, Part VI 14, 349–364. Springer.
Liu, X.; Li, J.; Shi, J.; Fan, X.; Tian, Y.; and Zhao, D. 2024.
Event-based Monocular Depth Estimation with Recurrent
Transformers. IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems
for Video Technology.
Liu, Z.; Shi, D.; Li, R.; and Yang, S. 2023. ESVIO: Event-
Based Stereo Visual-Inertial Odometry. Sensors, 23(4).
Nam, Y.; Mostafavi, M.; Yoon, K.-J.; and Choi, J. 2022.
Stereo depth from events cameras: Concentrate and focus
on the future. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference
on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, 6114–6123.
Saxena, A.; Chung, S.; and Ng, A. 2005. Learning depth
from single monocular images. Advances in neural infor-
mation processing systems, 18.
Shao, S.; Pei, Z.; Wu, X.; Liu, Z.; Chen, W.; and Li, Z. 2023.
IEBins: Iterative Elastic Bins for Monocular Depth Estima-
tion. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems
(NeurIPS).
Shi, D.; Jing, L.; Li, R.; Liu, Z.; Wang, L.; Xu, H.; and
Zhang, Y. 2023. Improved event-based dense depth esti-
mation via optical flow compensation. In 2023 IEEE Inter-
national Conference on Robotics and Automation (ICRA),
4902–4908. IEEE.
Shiba, S.; Aoki, Y.; and Gallego, G. 2022. Secrets of event-
based optical flow. In European Conference on Computer
Vision, 628–645. Springer.
Stoffregen, T.; et al. 2019. Event Cameras, Contrast Maxi-
mization and Reward Functions: An Analysis. In The IEEE
Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition
(CVPR).
Vaswani, A.; Shazeer, N.; Parmar, N.; Uszkoreit, J.; Jones,
L.; Gomez, A. N.; Kaiser, L. u.; and Polosukhin, I. 2017.
Attention is All you Need. In Guyon, I.; Luxburg, U. V.;
Bengio, S.; Wallach, H.; Fergus, R.; Vishwanathan, S.; and
Garnett, R., eds., Advances in Neural Information Process-
ing Systems, volume 30. Curran Associates, Inc.
Wang, L.; Chae, Y.; and Yoon, K.-J. 2021. Dual transfer
learning for event-based end-task prediction via pluggable
event to image translation. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF
International Conference on Computer Vision, 2135–2145.
Xu, H.; and Zhang, J. 2020. Aanet: Adaptive aggregation
network for efficient stereo matching. In Proceedings of
the IEEE/CVF conference on computer vision and pattern
recognition, 1959–1968.
Zhang, J.; Tang, L.; Yu, Z.; Lu, J.; and Huang, T. 2022. Spike
transformer: Monocular depth estimation for spiking cam-
era. In European Conference on Computer Vision, 34–52.
Springer.

8



Zhang, Z.; Xu, C.; Yang, J.; Tai, Y.; and Chen, L. 2018. Deep
hierarchical guidance and regularization learning for end-to-
end depth estimation. Pattern Recognition, 83: 430–442.
Zhu, A. Z.; Chen, Y.; and Daniilidis, K. 2018. Realtime time
synchronized event-based stereo. In Proceedings of the Eu-
ropean Conference on Computer Vision (ECCV), 433–447.
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