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Abstract

Depth estimation (DE) provides spatial information about a scene and enables tasks such as 3D recon-

struction, object detection, and scene understanding. Recently, there has been an increasing interest

in using deep learning (DL)-based methods for DE. Traditional techniques rely on handcrafted features

that often struggle to generalise to diverse scenes and require extensive manual tuning. However, DL

models for DE can automatically extract relevant features from input data, adapt to various scene con-

ditions, and generalise well to unseen environments. Numerous DL-based methods have been developed,

making it necessary to survey and synthesize the state-of-the-art (SOTA). Previous reviews on DE have

mainly focused on either monocular or stereo-based techniques, rather than comprehensively reviewing

DE. Furthermore, to the best of our knowledge, there is no systematic literature review (SLR) that com-

prehensively focuses on DE. Therefore, this SLR study is being conducted. Initially, electronic databases

were searched for relevant publications, resulting in 1284 publications. Using defined exclusion and quality

criteria, 128 publications were shortlisted and further filtered to select 59 high-quality primary studies.

These studies were analysed to extract data and answer defined research questions. Based on the results,

DL methods were developed for mainly three different types of DE: monocular, stereo, and multi-view.

20 publicly available datasets were used to train, test, and evaluate DL models for DE, with KITTI, NYU

Depth V2, and Make 3D being the most used datasets. 29 evaluation metrics were used to assess the

performance of DE. 35 base models were reported in the primary studies, and the top five most-used base

models were ResNet-50, ResNet-18, ResNet-101, U-Net, and VGG-16. Finally, the lack of ground truth

data was among the most significant challenges reported by primary studies.
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1. Introduction

Depth Estimation (DE) is an essential component of the field of computer vision, enabling machines

to understand the spatial arrangement of a scene in images or videos. DE calculates the distance to each

object in the image, similar to how humans perceive depth. This extra dimension of distance helps to

create a 3-D representation of the environment, enhancing machines’ abilities to navigate, interact, and

comprehend visual information more efficiently [1]. DE has had a significant impact on the development

of intelligent systems and human-machine interactions. It is now essential for applications such as au-

tonomous vehicles [2] [3], robots [4], autonomous navigation [5] [6], obstacle avoidance [7], object detection

[8], virtual reality, and augmented reality [9].

The techniques for DE have evolved rapidly over the past few decades. Early approaches relied

heavily on depth cues like vanishing points [10] to infer depth and focus-defocus techniques [11] that used

the variation in sharpness to estimate depth. However, these methods were not suitable for handling

complex scenes, diverse environments, and non-constrained scenarios where these cues might not be

applicable. Later, researchers developed several hand-crafted features-based methods like Scale-Invariant

Feature Transform (SIFT) [12], which detects distinctive features in invariant images to scale variations,

Conditional Random Field (CRF) [13], which uses probabilistic graphical models to capture contextual

dependencies for structured prediction, Markov Random Field (MRF) [14], which uses stochastic models

over a set of random variables and models spatial dependencies, and Speeded-up Robust Features (SURF)

[15], which detects and describes interest points in images that are robust to scale and rotation changes.

However, these methods had several limitations. For instance, SIFT has limited performance in highly

textured and repetitive scenes [16], CRF is less efficient for large-scale problems [17], MRF requires careful

modelling of pairwise potentials and struggles with large optimisation problems [14], and SURF struggles

in cases of extreme scale and rotation changes, making it less robust to viewpoint variations [15].

On the contrary, researchers developed methods such as Stereo Block Matching (StereoBM) [18] and

Semi-Global Block Matching (StereoSGBM) [19] to calculate disparities for DE. These methods match

the defined area of blocks between two images taken from different perspectives. This breakthrough has

laid the foundation for subsequent developments of traditional DE methods, especially in computer vision

and robotics. Traditional DE methods are primarily based on stereo vision. These methods measure

the binocular disparity between two images taken by cameras set at slightly different positions using

stereo-matching algorithms and triangulation techniques. By adding spatial information, stereo-based

DE provides accurate depth information, allowing one to understand the 3D structure of the scene and
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enhancing object recognition capabilities. However, stereo-based methods are considered delicate since

minor miscalibrations in stereo camera systems and variations in scene illumination can lead to inaccurate

and erroneous depth information [20]. Using binocular cameras makes it difficult to capture sufficient

features for stereo matching when the scene has less or no texture [21].

Researchers have developed Monocular Depth Estimation (MDE) methods to overcome the limitations

of stereo-based DE approaches. Unlike stereo-based methods, MDE uses only a single image captured

by a camera to estimate depth. This makes it simple, cost-effective, and suitable for various devices and

real-time applications. However, MDE is less accurate, especially in complex settings. Although MDE is

an ill-posed problem to regress depth in 3D space due to the absence of a reliable stereoscopic relationship,

deep learning techniques have considerably improved MDE by taking advantage of large-scale datasets

and sophisticated neural network architectures [22]. The selection of the most suitable method for DE,

whether stereo or monocular, is highly dependent on various variables such as scene complexity, available

resources, and real-time processing requirements of the application.

Several review studies have been conducted in the recent past which focus on the development of deep

learning for MDE and stereo-based DE. Reference [23] provided an overview of published papers between

2014 and 2020. Reference [24] reviewed MDE methods using different datasets and evaluation indicators.

Reference [25] provided a comprehensive collection of outdoor DE techniques. Although recent review

studies are more concentrated on deep learning-based MDE, there have been a few studies focusing on

stereo-based DE methods. Reference [26] focused on the application of deep learning in stereo matching

and disparity estimation. Reference [27] summarised the most used pipelines and discussed their benefits

and limitations for stereo-based DE.

The studies mentioned above only focus on either monocular or stereo-based DE, without considering

the wider panorama of this field. However, reviewing depth estimation comprehensively, rather than fo-

cusing solely on specific modalities, like monocular or stereo methods, would offer a holistic understanding

of the field’s trends, challenges, and integration potential. An overview and analysis of the state-of-the-

art are essential, not only for individual methodologies but also for their overall impact. It is crucial to

systematically examine the current advancements in both monocular and stereo approaches. Therefore,

this review aims to provide a comprehensive overview of recent developments in deep learning-based DE

in computer vision. It will cover the importance and critical applications of DE in computer vision, and

the different datasets available, including details about the quantity, quality, and type of data used in the

literature. Furthermore, it will discuss the performance analysis of DE approaches, challenges reported

3



Figure 1: Flowchart of the review process.

in the literature, potential solutions, and future directions.

The details of this study are presented in the following sections. Section 2 provides the details of the

methodology used to conduct this review. Section 3 provides the results answering each research question.

Lastly, section 4 presents the conclusions.

2. Methodology

2.1. Review Protocol

This study adheres to the ”Guidelines for Performing Systematic Literature Reviews in Software

Engineering” by [28] The process of Systematic Literature Review (SLR) involves three primary steps, as

illustrated in Figure 1.

The initial step involves planning the review, which includes identifying the review’s necessity, for-

mulating research questions, and developing search strategies. These strategies concentrate on selecting

relevant databases, creating effective search strings, and defining selection criteria. The second step is ex-

ecuting the review, which involves choosing primary studies and extracting and synthesising data. Search

strings are utilized to scrutinise titles, abstracts, and keyword fields in selected databases. Publications

that meet the selection criteria are shortlisted, and a quality assessment process ensures that only high-

quality publications are included. This step involves extracting and synthesizing data required to address

research questions. The final step is reporting the findings. Research question answers and outcomes are

presented through supporting figures and tables, culminating in a comprehensive representation of the

study’s results.
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2.2. Research Questions

This study posits five critical research questions aimed at exploring, collecting, and presenting recent

trends, challenges, and the importance of the application of deep learning-based methods in DE.

RQ.1: What are the importance and the critical applications of DE in computer vision?

RQ.2: What are the recent advancements and developments in monocular and stereo DE approaches?

RQ.3: What are the available datasets for DE, and what are their type, quantity, and quality?

RQ.4: What methodologies and metrics are used to assess the outcome of DE?

RQ.5: What are the main challenges and limitations of DE?

2.3. Database and Search Strategy

For this SLR study, seven popular databases were selected to search for related publications. These

databases were Google Scholar, IEEE Xplore, ScienceDirect, SpringerLink, Scopus, Web of Science, and

Wiley. Relevant keywords were combined into search strings, including ”depth estimation” and ”deep

learning” as initial keywords, and synonymous terms such as ”depth perception”, ”depth mapping”,

”monocular”, ”stereo”, and ”multi-view” related to ”depth estimation”, as well as ”artificial intelligence”

and ”machine learning” related to ”deep learning”. The general search string used was (”deep learning”

OR ”machine learning” OR ”artificial intelligence”) AND (”depth mapping” OR ”depth estimation” OR

”depth perception”) AND (”monocular” OR ”stereo” OR ”multi-view”). The general string was then

modified based on each database’s specific search criteria. For example, the keywords were adjusted to

account for character limits for Google Scholar and restrictions on Boolean characters for ScienceDirect.

Each database’s abstract, title, and keyword fields were searched, except for Wiley and SpringerLink,

which only allowed keyword searches within the publications themselves. Filtering was done using selection

and quality criteria. In total, 1284 publications were found through the search of the selected databases.

The specific search strings used for each database are listed below:

Google Scholar: [(”computer vision” AND ”depth estimation”)] AND [(”deep learning” OR “machine

learning” OR ”artificial intelligence”) AND (”monocular” OR ”stereo” OR ”Multiview”)]

IEEE Xplore: (”deep learning” OR “machine learning” OR ”artificial intelligence”) AND (”computer

vision” OR ”depth estimation” OR ”depth perception” OR ”depth mapping”) AND (”monocular”

OR ”stereo” OR multiview)
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ScienceDirect: (”deep learning” OR “machine learning” OR ”artificial intelligence”) AND (”computer

vision” OR ”depth estimation” OR ”depth perception”) AND (”monocular” OR ”stereo” OR mul-

tiview)

Scopus: TITLE-ABS-KEY ( ”deep learning” OR ”machine learning” OR ”artificial intelligence” AND

”computer vision” OR ”depth estimation” OR ”depth perception” OR ”depth mapping” AND

”monocular” OR ”stereo” OR ”multiview” ) AND ( LIMIT-TO ( OA, ”all” ) ) AND ( LIMIT-TO (

PUBYEAR, 2023 ) OR LIMIT-TO ( PUBYEAR, 2022 ) OR LIMIT-TO ( PUBYEAR, 2021 ) OR

LIMIT-TO ( PUBYEAR, 2020 ) OR LIMIT-TO ( PUBYEAR, 2019 ) OR LIMIT-TO ( PUBYEAR,

2018 ) ) AND ( LIMIT-TO ( DOCTYPE, ”ar” ) )

SpringerLink, Wiley: (”deep learning” OR “machine learning” OR ”artificial intelligence”) AND (”com-

puter vision” OR ”depth estimation” OR depth perception OR ”depth mapping” ) AND (”monoc-

ular” OR ”stereo” OR “multiview”)(anywhere)

Web of Science: TI=((”deep learning” OR “machine learning” OR ”artificial intelligence”) AND (”com-

puter vision” OR ”depth estimation” OR depth perception OR ”depth mapping” ) AND (”monocu-

lar” OR ”stereo” OR “multiview”)) OR AB=((”deep learning” OR “machine learning” OR ”artifi-

cial intelligence”) AND (”computer vision” OR ”depth estimation” OR depth perception OR ”depth

mapping” ) AND (”monocular” OR ”stereo” OR “multiview”)) OR AK=((”deep learning” OR “ma-

chine learning” OR ”artificial intelligence”) AND (”computer vision” OR ”depth estimation” OR

depth perception OR ”depth mapping” ) AND (”monocular” OR ”stereo” OR “multiview”))

2.4. Selection Criteria

During the initial search, numerous publications were discovered; however, a significant number of

them were irrelevant to the subject of DE. To address this issue and to improve the quality, specific

criteria were established to filter out irrelevant publications. Each publication was evaluated against

these criteria, and only those that did not violate any of the exclusion criteria were retained. This

methodology was based on the guidelines outlined by [28]. To ensure agreement on the eligibility of each

publication, the Cohen Kappa statistic [29] was utilized. Finally, out of the 1284 publications, only 128

were deemed relevant and included in further study. The exclusion criteria used are given below:

1. The publication is not related to DE in computer vision.

2. The publication either contains duplicated content or has been retrieved from another database.
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3. The publication is not written in English, open access, or the full text of the study is not available.

4. The publication is categorized as a book chapter, review, conference abstract, overview, data article,

report, survey, mini-review, short communication, or comparative study.

5. The publication is either a pre-print or has not been peer-reviewed.

6. The publication was published before the year 2018.

2.5. Collecting and Filtering Publications

The 128 publications underwent a rigorous evaluation to ensure that only high-quality primary studies

were included. To evaluate the publications, we utilized quality assessment criteria derived from the study

by [30]. Each publication was assessed based on a series of questions, with a score of 1 (yes), 0 (no), or

0.5 (maybe) assigned to each response. The total score for each publication was then calculated, and any

publications scoring below three were excluded. Finally, 59 publications were selected as primary studies.

Figure 2 shows the overall process for the selection of primary studies. The quality criteria employed in

this study are given below:

1. Are the study’s aims and objectives clearly stated?

2. Is the study’s scope, methodology, and experimental design clearly defined?

3. Is the research process documented appropriately?

4. Have all of the study questions been answered?

5. Have any negative findings been presented?

6. Do the study’s conclusions align with its goals and purpose?

2.6. Data Extraction and Synthesis

A comprehensive review of 59 primary studies was conducted to extract pertinent data for each research

question. The specifics of the selected primary studies for this SLR study can be found in Table 1. Using a

Microsoft Excel spreadsheet, the relevant data was organized in rows for each primary study and columns

for each research question. The extracted data was focused on addressing the research questions, including

the objectives, the significance and practical applications of DE, the current global research trends for DE,

the latest advancements and developments in monocular and stereo DE approaches, available datasets

for DE, their type, quantity, and quality, performance evaluation methods and metrics, the publication

year and journal details, and challenges associated with the application of DL for DE. After synthesising

the extracted data, each research question was thoroughly answered. The results of this SLR study are

detailed in the following section.
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Figure 2: The overall process of selection of the primary studies.

3. Results

3.1. RQ.1: Importance and the critical applications of DE

In 59 primary studies, researchers have identified the numerous uses of DE in various applications.

Figure 3 provides an insightful overview of these applications, ranked from the most to least common.

The six most common applications of DE include autonomous vehicles, robotics, 3D scene reconstruction,

Augmented Reality (AR), scene understanding, and Simultaneous Localisation and Mapping (SLAM).

These applications also encompass autonomous navigation, Virtual Reality (VR), and Unmanned Aerial

Vehicles (UAVs), among others.

In autonomous vehicles, DE enables accurate measurement of the distance of objects, allowing ve-

hicles to recognize and navigate around obstacles. This information is used to create a 3D map of the

environment, enabling the vehicle to make real-time decisions and navigate safely in diverse and challeng-

ing conditions. In robotics, DE enhances the versatility and efficiency of robotic systems across various

domains. Robots leverage DE for object manipulation, ensuring precise interactions in industrial and man-

ufacturing settings. In surveillance, depth perception enhances object tracking and anomaly detection.

Human-robot interaction benefits from DE, enabling robots to understand and respond to human ges-

tures and movements. Additionally, depth information aids in 3D mapping, crucial for mapping unknown
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Table 1: Details of the selected primary studies.
No. Source Article Title Reference Abbreviations

1

Google Scholar

Progressive Hard-Mining Network for Monocular Depth Estimation [31] PHN
2 Monocular depth estimation with hierarchical fusion of dilated CNNs and soft-weighted-sum inference [32] Deep CNN
3 T2Net: Synthetic-to-Realistic Translation for Solving Single-Image Depth Estimation Tasks [33] T2Net
4 AdaDepth: Unsupervised Content Congruent Adaptation for Depth Estimation [34] AdaDepth
5 Single View Stereo Matching [35] SVSM
6 Unsupervised Learning of Monocular Depth Estimation and Visual Odometry with Deep Feature Reconstruction [36] ConvNetD
7 3D Packing for Self-Supervised Monocular Depth Estimation [37] PackNet
8 UnOS: Unified Unsupervised Optical-Flow and Stereo-Depth Estimation by Watching Videos [38] UnOS
9 Learn Stereo, Infer Mono: Siamese Networks for Self-Supervised, Monocular, Depth Estimation [39] Deep Siamese
10 Single Image Depth Estimation Trained via Depth From Defocus Cues [40] DDC
11 Learning Monocular Depth Estimation Infusing Traditional Stereo Knowledge [41] monoResMatch
12 Recurrent Neural Network for (Un-)Supervised Learning of Monocular Video Visual Odometry and Depth [42] RNN for Depth
13 Spatial Correspondence With Generative Adversarial Network: Learning Depth From Monocular Videos [43] SC-GAN
14 Self-Supervised Monocular Trained Depth Estimation Using Self-Attention and Discrete Disparity Volume [44] SADDV-MDE
15 AdaBins: Depth Estimation Using Adaptive Bins [45] AdaBins
16 Mixed-Scale Unet Based on Dense Atrous Pyramid for Monocular Depth Estimation [46] MAPUnet
17 D-Net: A Generalised and Optimised Deep Network for Monocular Depth Estimation [47] D-Net
18 Revisiting Stereo Depth Estimation From a Sequence-to-Sequence Perspective with Transformers [48] STTR
19 MonoIndoor: Towards Good Practice of Self-Supervised Monocular Depth Estimation for Indoor Environments [49] MonoIndoor
20 Boosting Monocular Depth Estimation with Lightweight 3D Point Fusion [50] Point-Fusion
21 Self-supervised monocular depth estimation with direct methods [51] MDE-DM
22 Monocular Depth Estimation Using Information Exchange Network [52] IEN
23 Attention-based context aggregation network for monocular depth estimation [53] ACAN
24 Efficient unsupervised monocular depth estimation using attention guided generative adversarial network [54] AG-GAN
25 A lightweight network for monocular depth estimation with decoupled body and edge supervision [55] DBES-MDE
26 Self-supervised Monocular Depth Estimation for All Day Images using Domain Separation [56] DS-MDE
27 Revealing the Reciprocal Relations between Self-Supervised Stereo and Monocular Depth Estimation [57] StereoNet /SingleNet
28 Swin-Depth: Using Transformers and Multi-Scale Fusion for Monocular-Based Depth Estimation [58] Swin-Depth
29 Neural Window Fully-connected CRFs for Monocular Depth Estimation [59] FC-CRFs
30 H-Net: Unsupervised Attention-based Stereo Depth Estimation Leveraging Epipolar Geometry [60] H-Net
31 Unsupervised Monocular Depth Estimation Using Attention and Multi-Warp Reconstruction [61] AMWR
32 Deep Learning-Based Incorporation of Planar Constraints for Robust Stereo Depth Estimation in Autonomous Vehicle Applications [62] PCStereo
33 CORNet: Context-Based Ordinal Regression Network for Monocular Depth Estimation [63] CORNet
34 Self-supervised Monocular Depth Estimation Using Hybrid Transformer Encoder [64] THE

35

IEEE Xplore

LW-Net: A Lightweight Network for Monocular Depth Estimation [65] LW-Net
36 Leveraging Contextual Information for Monocular Depth Estimation [66] CI-MDE
37 Joint Attention Mechanisms for Monocular Depth Estimation With Multi-Scale Convolutions and Adaptive Weight Adjustment [67] JAM-MDE
38 Efficient and High-Quality Monocular Depth Estimation via Gated Multi-Scale Network [68] GMSN
39 Attention-Based Dense Decoding Network for Monocular Depth Estimation [69] DDN-MDE
40 Monocular Depth Estimation Based on Multi-Scale Graph Convolution Networks [70] Multiscale-GCN
41 Monocular Depth Estimation Based on Multi-Scale Depth Map Fusion [71] DFFN

42 Science Direct SABV-Depth: A biologically inspired deep learning network for monocular depth estimation [72] SABV-Depth

43

Scopus

Semi-Supervised Adversarial Monocular Depth Estimation [73] AMDE.
44 MiniNet: An extremely lightweight convolutional neural network for real-time unsupervised monocular depth estimation [74] MiniNet
45 PVStereo: Pyramid Voting Module for End-to-End Self-Supervised Stereo Matching [75] PVStereo
46 ADAADepth: Adapting Data Augmentation and Attention for Self-Supervised Monocular Depth Estimation [76] ADAADepth
47 Parallax attention stereo matching network based on the improved group-wise correlation stereo network [77] PA-Net
48 SVDistNet: Self-Supervised Near-Field Distance Estimation on Surround View Fisheye Cameras [78] SVDistNet
49 Detaching and Boosting: Dual Engine for Scale-Invariant Self-Supervised Monocular Depth Estimation [79] SI-MDE
50 Visual Attention-Based Self-Supervised Absolute Depth Estimation Using Geometric Priors in Autonomous Driving [80] VADepth
51 Depth Estimation Based on Monocular Camera Sensors in Autonomous Vehicles: A Self-supervised Learning Approach [3] DE-MCS
52 Depth estimation for advancing intelligent transport systems based on self-improving pyramid stereo network [81] SIPSNet

53

Springer Link

Digging Into Self-Supervised Monocular Depth Estimation [82] Monodepth2
54 Vision Transformers for Dense Prediction [83] VT
55 HITNet: Hierarchical Iterative Tile Refinement Network for Real-time Stereo Matching [84] HITNet
56 RAFT-Stereo: Multilevel Recurrent Field Transforms for Stereo Matching [85] RAFT-Stereo
57 Practical Stereo Matching via Cascaded Recurrent Network with Adaptive Correlation [86] CREStereo

58
Wiley

Semantically guided self-supervised monocular depth estimation [87] SG-MDE
59 Self-supervised monocular depth estimation via asymmetric convolution block [88] ACB

environments and creating detailed spatial representations for robots to navigate effectively in diverse

and dynamic surroundings. DE is also instrumental in advancing the fidelity and utility of 3D scene

reconstruction across diverse disciplines. Medical imaging benefits from precise DE for reconstructing

anatomical structures in three dimensions, aiding in diagnostics and surgical planning. Archaeology and

cultural heritage preservation leverage DE for creating detailed 3D models of artefacts and historical sites.

In AR, DE enhances realistic virtual object placement within the real world. Accurate depth information

ensures proper occlusion and alignment, creating immersive AR experiences. This technology is integral

for applications like virtual try-ons in e-commerce, interactive gaming, and architectural visualization,

enhancing user engagement and interaction in AR environments. DE is vital for scene understanding
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Figure 3: Depth estimation and its applications.

in computer vision. It enables precise object recognition, segmentation, and spatial awareness, ensuring

a comprehensive understanding of scenes for improved decision-making and interactions. In SLAM, DE

enables robots and autonomous systems to construct detailed 2D and 3D maps of their surroundings while

simultaneously tracking their position, facilitating navigation in unknown environments, and enhancing

overall system performance. Furthermore, DE has versatile applications that underscore its significance in

advancing technologies related to spatial perception and interaction. It is used for autonomous navigation,

obstacle detection, and path planning in vehicles. It enhances the immersive quality of VR by accurately

situating virtual objects in three-dimensional space. Semantic segmentation and scene recognition become

more detailed and context-aware with DE. It also contributes to accurate pose estimation and improves

the recognition of human actions in videos.

3.1.1. Primary studies and global research trend for DE

Figure 4 presents the breakdown of primary studies based on their year of publication and the journal

they were published. This SLR study focuses on research studies that were published within the last five

years, covering the years from 2018 to 2023. As expected, the number of publications has steadily increased

from 2018 to 2021, with the surge in popularity of deep learning-based methods being the primary driving

factor. The year 2021 had the highest number of related publications. These publications were featured

in a total of 24 different journals, with Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR) leading the
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way, followed by IEEE Access and the International Conference on Computer Vision (ICCV), with 15,

9, and 8 publications respectively, from 2018 to 2023. Figure 5 showcases the current global research

trend for DE using DL through a Sankey chart. The chart is segmented into three categories: countries

with the highest number of related primary studies, learning paradigms, and depth estimation types.

Based on the data, China has taken the lead in DL for DE research with 57.19% of the publications,

followed by the USA at 16.84%, Australia at 5.26%, Germany at 4.21%, South Korea at 2.81%, and

the UK at 2.81% among others. The deep learning methods involve a variety of ways for algorithms

to acquire knowledge, including supervised, self-supervised, semi-supervised, and unsupervised learning

paradigms. Primary studies have reported the use of all four paradigms. Supervised learning entails

training a model on a labelled dataset of input-output pairs. This enables the algorithm to learn how

to map inputs to corresponding desired outputs, facilitating accurate predictions on new data. Of the

primary studies, 41.75% focused on the use of supervised learning. Self-supervised learning involves the

model generating its labels from input data, promoting unsupervised learning through pretext tasks. For

example, the model may predict missing parts of an image, leading to improved feature representation.

Of the primary studies, 34.39% focused on the use of self-supervised learning. It is interesting to note that

these studies are more recent, suggesting a shift towards the self-supervised learning paradigm in recent

years. Unsupervised learning involves training models on unlabelled data to uncover inherent patterns,

structures, or representations. This approach enables tasks like clustering, dimensionality reduction, and

generative modelling without explicit guidance. Of the primary studies, 14.74% focused on unsupervised

learning. On the contrary, semi-supervised learning uses both labelled and unlabelled data during training.

This approach leverages both types of information to enhance model performance, making it particularly

useful when labelled data is scarce or difficult to obtain. Of the primary studies, 9.12% focused on the

use of semi-supervised learning.

As noted in the manuscript introduction, depth estimation can be divided into two primary types:

stereo and monocular. Nevertheless, recent research has explored the use of Multiview DE, which involves

a 360° perception of the scene geometry. Stereo DE uses two synchronised cameras to capture a scene from

different perspectives, calculating depth information by using the disparity between corresponding points.

This method provides highly accurate 3D perception. Conversely, MDE uses a single camera to estimate

depth from a 2D image. Multiview DE combines data from multiple cameras or viewpoints to enhance

depth perception by incorporating information from different angles, aiming to improve the accuracy of

depth estimates, particularly in complex scenes. Of the primary studies reviewed, 22.11% focused on
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Figure 4: The breakdown of primary studies.

stereo-based DE, 75.44% focused on MDE, and only 2.46% on Multiview DE. Although stereo-based DE

provides accurate depth estimation, it is sensitive to calibration errors, and feature matching becomes less

reliable in low-texture or textureless regions, affecting the overall robustness of depth calculations. The

study shows that current research trends are more focused on MDE, which often utilizes neural networks,

making it cost-effective and widely applicable. However, MDE has inherent limitations in accurately

perceiving 3D structures due to the inherent ambiguity of depth from a single 2D image. It struggles with

depth variations, occlusions, and scale ambiguities, impacting the precision of depth predictions.

3.2. RQ.2: Recent advancements and developments in monocular and stereo DE approaches

In recent times, attention mechanisms such as self-attention and channel attention have been incor-

porated into DL-based MDE and stereo DE to capture contextual information more effectively. These

mechanisms enable networks to focus on relevant features, which enhances the accuracy of DE [89].

Furthermore, unsupervised learning strategies are being leveraged in MDE, which eliminates the need

for explicit ground-truth depth data. By using unlabelled monocular video sequences, these approaches

enhance depth predictions through improved pose prediction and attention mechanisms [90]. Contempo-

rary MDE networks utilize hierarchical feature extraction, combining low-resolution features that capture

long-range context with fine-grained features describing local context. This approach has been reported

to enhance the representation of specific semantics and improve overall feature extraction [91]. Addi-

tionally, recent models focus on designing efficient frameworks to address computational challenges. This

includes leveraging lightweight encoder-decoder structures, introducing novel attention architectures, and

incorporating factorized convolutions to reduce the number of model parameters and enhance computa-
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Figure 5: Current global research trend for depth estimation.

tional efficiency [92]. Several novel approaches have been introduced to improve scalability across different

scenes and scales. This includes adaptive multi-scale convolutions, dynamic cross-attention modules, and

scale-sensitive features to handle variations in object size and scene complexity [93]. Monocular DE mod-

els incorporate multi-task learning strategies, simultaneously predicting additional semantic information.

This leads to more robust and interpretable depth maps, aiding in scene understanding [94].

On the contrary, recent advancements in stereo DE focus on end-to-end learning, where deep neural

networks are trained to predict depth maps directly from stereo image pairs. This approach eliminates

the need for handcrafted features and enhances the model’s ability to capture intricate depth details [95].

Stereo model refinement has been reported to refine disparity estimations using advanced cost volume

processing. Techniques such as pyramid voting modules and recurrent refinement units are reported to

contribute to more accurate and reliable disparity maps, especially in challenging scenarios [75]. Addi-

tionally, the integration of semantic information into stereo DE has become a prominent trend. Models

leverage semantic cues to enhance stereo correspondences and optimal transport algorithms are employed

to suppress attention in non-visible areas, improving disparity estimation [96]. Adaptive fusion techniques,

such as occlusion-aware distillation modules and occlusion-aware fusion modules, have been introduced to

fuse depth predictions from different sources. These methods improve the reliability of depth estimates,

especially in regions with occlusions or challenging lighting conditions [57]. Stereo DE models now explore

ordinal regression techniques, predicting depth maps in an ordinal manner [97]. Context-based encoders,
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boundary enhancement modules, and feature optimization modules contribute to the refinement of multi-

scale features for more accurate depth predictions [98]. The recent advancements in both MDE and

SDE showcase a paradigm shift towards more efficient, accurate, and context-aware approaches. These

developments not only improve the fundamental understanding of scenes in various applications but also

contribute to the broader goals of the application of deep learning-based methods in computer vision.

3.3. Datasets for DE, their type, quantity, and quality

The use of data is critical to the advancement of DL, as it lays the foundation for training and eval-

uating DL models. The accuracy and robustness of these models are directly impacted by the quantity,

quality and type of datasets used. With comprehensive and diverse datasets, deep learning models can

generalize effectively and perform well across various scenarios. In 59 primary studies, researchers em-

ployed 20 publicly available datasets to train, test, and evaluate deep learning models for DE. These

datasets, which were recorded under different environmental settings such as outdoor, indoor, and syn-

thetic, are available online. Table 2 provides details on the datasets used for DE, including their type,

quantity, and quality. Of the 20 datasets, five were recorded outdoors, seven were recorded indoors, two

were recorded in both indoor and outdoor environments, and six were recorded in synthetic environments.

The number of images or videos used to record these datasets varied, and no established guidelines were

found in primary studies on the amount of data needed to create tangible DL models. The Make3D

dataset had the least amount of data, with only 534 RGB images and corresponding depth maps, and

included both indoor and outdoor scenes. The Oxford RobotCar dataset had the most data, with 20

million RGB images with LIDAR scans and included solely outdoor scenes. Most of the datasets were

recorded for RGB images with either corresponding depth maps or LIDAR scans as ground truths. For

quality, the Lightfield dataset had the lowest image resolution of 512 x 512 pixels, while the DDAD dataset

had the highest resolution of 4032 x 6048 pixels.

The usage rate of public datasets in primary studies was analysed, and Figure 6 depicts the results.

Among the available datasets, the KITTI dataset emerged as the most used one with a usage rate of

45.30%. This dataset provides high-resolution images, lidar point clouds, and radar data, spanning various

urban and highway environments. The dataset’s diversity offers different testing scenarios, making it an

invaluable resource for evaluating algorithms. Moreover, it features ground truth annotations making

it an essential benchmark for autonomous driving technology research. NYU Depth V2 is the second

most used dataset with a usage rate of 20.51%. It comprises indoor scenes captured by Microsoft Kinect,

providing RGB images and corresponding depth maps. This dataset’s diversity in indoor environments
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Table 2: Details on the datasets used for depth estimation.
Datasets Environment Data Quantity Data Type Data Quality (h x w) Reference

CityScapes Outdoor 25,000 Images RGB images 1024 x 2048 px [99]

DDAD Outdoor 102,680 Images
RGB images,
LiDAR scans

1216 x 1936 px [37]

ETH3D Indoor & Outdoor 25 Scenes/ Videos
RGB images,
LiDAR scans

4032 x 6048 px [100]

EURoCMAV Indoor 11 Scenes/ Videos
RGB Images
3D scans

1365 x 2048 px [101]

Falling Things Synthetic 61,500 Images RGB-D images 540 x 960 px [102]
Flying things 3D Synthetic 25,000 Images RGB-D images 540 x 960 px [103]
HKUST-Drive Synthetic 11,568 Images RGB-D images 1080 x 1920 [75]
InStereo2K Indoor 2,050 Images RGB-D images 960 x 1280 px [104]

KITTI Outdoor 93,000 Images
RGB images,
LiDAR scans

370 x 1224 px [105]

Lightfield Synthetic 3,443 Images RGB-D images 512 x 512 px [106]
Make3D Indoor & Outdoor 534 Images RGB-D images 1704×2272 px [107]
MatterPort3D Indoor 194,400 Images RGB-D images 1024 x 1280 px [108]
Middlebury dataset V3 Indoor 33 datasets RGB-D images 1988 x 2964 px [109]

NuScenes Outdoor 40,157 Images
RGB images,
LiDAR scans

900 x 1600 px [110]

NYU Depth v2 Indoor 464 Scenes/ Videos RGB-D images 480 x 640 px [111]

Oxford RobotCar Outdoor 20 million Images
RGB images,
LiDAR scans

1024 x 1024 px [112]

Physically-Based
Rendering Dataset

Synthetic 568,793 Images RGB-D images 480 x 640 px [113]

RGBD Indoor 22 Scenes/ Videos RGB-D images 480 x 640 px [114]
Sintel Synthetic 1,064 Images RGB-D images 436 x 1024 px [115]
SUN RGB-D Indoor 10,335 Images RGB-D images 480 x 640 px [116]

covering residential and office spaces makes it crucial for depth estimation, 3D scene understanding, and

other computer vision applications. Cityscapes, with a usage rate of 6.84%, is the third most used dataset,

consisting of high-quality images captured across diverse urban landscapes. It provides rich annotations,

including semantic segmentation and instance-level annotations for various object classes, making it a

crucial resource for urban scene understanding. Make3D, with a usage rate of 10.26%, is the fourth most

used dataset. This dataset includes indoor and outdoor scenes with corresponding high-resolution images

and accurate depth annotations. Both ETH3D and Middlebury dataset V3 were reported by only 2.56%

of the primary studies among the other least used datasets.

Table 3, 4, and 5 provide a comprehensive summary of primary studies based on training data for

DE. Specifically, this table includes information regarding the datasets utilised in training, the methods

of training supervision, the amount of training data, the image size, and the base models used for the

development of DE models.

It is noteworthy that most studies have employed multiple datasets for training, testing, and evalua-

tion. The dataset used for testing and evaluation was distinct from the one used for training, a practice
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Table 3: Summary of primary studies based on training data for depth estimation.
Methods Datasets Training Supervision Training Data Quantity Image Size Base Model

PHN
NYU Depth v2,
KITTI,
Make3D

Stereo
12,000 images,
4,000 images,
534 images

240 x 320,
N/A,
460 x 345

VGG-16,
ResNet-18,
ResNet-50

Deep CNN
NYU Depth v2,
KITTI,
Make3D

N/A
12,000 images,
22,600 images,
534 images

240 x 320,
188 x 620,
460 x 345

ResNet-50,
ResNet-101,
ResNet-152

T2Net
KITTI,
Make3D

N/A
22,600 images,
400 images

N/A
ResNet,
PatchGAN,
VGG

AdaDepth

NYU Depth v2,
KITTI,
Physically-Based
Rendering Dataset

Stereo
1449 images,
22,600 images,
100,000 images

228 x 304,
256 x 512,
N/A

ResNet-50

SVSM KITTI Stereo 22,600 images 640 x 192
VGG-16,
DispNetC [26],
DipFulNet [28]

ConvNetD KITTI Stereo 22,600 images 608 x 160 ResNet-50

PackNet

KITTI,
DDAD,
NuScenes,
CityScapes

Monocular

39,810 images,
17,050 images,
6019 images,
88,250 images

640 x 192
N/A,
N/A,
N/A,

N/A

UnOS KITTI Stereo 200 sequences 832 x 256 N/A

Deep Siamese KITTI Stereo 22,600 images N/A
DispNet[41],
ResNet,
VGG

DDC

Lightfield,
KITTI,
NYU Depth v2,
Make3D

Depth from de-focus cues

3,143 images,
22,600 images,
N/A,
400 images

460 x 345,
N/A,
N/A,
N/A

DeepLabV3+ [4, 5],
ResNet

monoResMatch
KITTI,
Cityscapes

Stereo
22,600 images,
N/A

N/A N/A

RNN for Depth KITTI Multi-view 45,200 10-frame sequences 128 × 416
RNN,
ConvLSTM,
VGG-16

SC-GAN

NYU Depth v2,
Make3D,
KITTI,
Cityscapes

N/A

249 scenes,
400 images,
22,000 images,
20,000 images

304 x 208,
320 x 240,
N/A,
N/A

PatchGAN

SADDV-MDE
KITTI,
Cityscapes

Monocular
22,600 images,
150,000 images

N/A
ResNet-50,
PatchGAN

AdaBins
KITTI,
Make3D

Monocular + Stereo 22,600 images N/A
U-net [53],
ResNet-18

MAPUnet
KITTI,
Make3D

Monocular 22,600 images N/A
U-net,
ResNet

D-Net
KITTI,
NYU Depth v2

Monocular
22,600 images,
24,231 images

352 x 704,
448 x 576

ResNet-50,
ResNet-101,
ResNeXt-101

STTR
KITTI,
NYU Depth v2

Monocular N/A
160 x 512,
228 x 314

ResNet-101,
DenseNet-161,
SENet-154

MonoIndoor
KITTI,
Make3D

Monocular
39,810 sequences,
400 images

N/A Monodepth2 (resnet-101) [14]

Point-Fusion KITTI Monocular + Stereo
200 stereo image
pairs,
35,454 images

256 x 512 N/A

16



Table 4: Summary of primary studies based on training data for depth estimation.
Methods Datasets Training Supervision Training Data Quantity Image Size Base Model

MDE-DM NYU Depth v2 N/A N/A 320 x 256

ResNet-50,
DenseNet-161,
SENet-154,
MobileNetV2

IEN
KITTI,
NYU Depth v2

Monocular
39810 images,
249 scenes

192 x 640,
228 x 304

ResNet-50,
SENet-154

ACAN
KITTI,
NYU Depth v2

Monocular
22600 images,
284 scenes, 50,688 RGB and depth pairs

512 x 256,
320 x 240

ResNet,
SENet,
ChebNet

AG-GAN
KITTI,
Make3D

N/A
39,810 images,
400 images

640 x 192
1704 x 852

ResNet-18,
DepthNet

DBES-MDE
NYU Depth v2,
KITTI,
SUN RGB-D

Monocular
50,000 images,
26,000 images,
5,050 images

320 x 240,
704 x 352

EfficientNet-B5

DS-MDE
NYU Depth v2,
KITTI

Monocular
24,231 image pairs,
22600 images,

N/A
ResNet-101,
Densenet-161

StereoNet /SingleNet
NYU Depth v2,
KITTI

Monocular
N/A,
22600 images

N/A Vision Transformer (ViT)

Swin-Depth
NYU Depth v2,
KITTI

Monocular
24,231 image pairs,
23,488 images

426 x 560,
352 x 704

EfficienNet-B7,
HRNet-64,
Swin Transformer

FC-CRFs
KITTI,
ETH3D, Middlebury dataset V3

Stereo N/A N/A U-Net

H-Net
KITTI,
Flying things 3D,
Middlebury dataset V3

Stereo N/A
1242 x 375,
1024 x 436,
N/A

Transformer

AMWR
EURoCMAV,
NYU Depth V2,
RGBD

Monocular
05 sequences,
20,000 images,
N/A

512 × 256,
320 x 265,
N/A

Monodepth2

PCStereo
NYU Depth V2,
KITTI

Multi-view
60,000 images,
80,000 images

N/A N/A

CORNet NYU Depth V2 Monocular N/A N/A N/A

THE KITTI, Monocular 39,810 128 x 416
U-Net,
ResNet-18

LW-Net
NYU Depth v2,
KITTI

Monocular
249 sequences
22,600 images

N/A ResNet-101

CI-MDE
NYU Depth v2,
KITTI

Monocular
12,000 images,
22000 images

256 x 352,
160 x 512

Dilated-ResNet [47],
ResNet-101,
ResNet-50

JAM-MDE
KITTI,
HKUST-Drive

Stereo 200 stereo image pairs N/A N/A

GMSN
KITTI,
Cityscapes

Moncular
22600 images,
22,973 images

512 x 256
CycleGAN,
ResNet-50

DDN-MDE
NYU Depth v2,
KITTI

Moncular
30,000 images,
39,810 images

N/A EfficientNet-B3

Multiscale-GCN
KITTTI,
ETH3D

Stereo N/A
320 x 1000,
384 x 1000

RAFT[35]

DFFN Oxford RobotCar N/A 2 video sequences 256 x 512 CycleGAN
SABV-Depth KITTI Stereo 22,600 images N/A U-Net

AMDE.
KITTI,
Make3D

Monocular N/A 640 x 192 ResNet-18

MiniNet
KITTI,
NYU Depth v2

Monocular
22,600 images
24,231 images

224 x 896,
448 x 448

Swin Transformer [8]

PVStereo
KITTI,
NYU Depth v2,
MatterPort3D

Monocular
23,488 images,
249 scenes,
7,829 images

N/A,
N/A,
1024 x 512

Swin Transformer [21]
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Figure 6: Usage rate of public datasets reported in the primary studies.

that enabled the assessment of the model’s ability to generalise to new and unseen data, as well as the

evaluation of the model’s performance across diverse scenarios and datasets.

The primary studies have utilized different training supervision methods, as revealed by the usage

rate of training supervision methods presented in Figure 7. In the context of DE, three types of training

supervision methods have been reported, namely monocular-based, stereo-based, and monocular + stereo-

based training supervision. Monocular-based training supervision involves using annotated depth maps or

other depth-related cues to obtain ground truth for depth from monocular images, whereas stereo-based

training supervision involves deriving ground truth depth from stereo image pairs. A hybrid approach,

known as monocular + stereo-based training supervision, involves training the model using a combination

of both monocular images and stereo-image pairs, which aims to leverage the advantages of both monocular

and stereo depth cues for improved performance. Some studies have also reported the use of multi-view

data for training supervision.

The most frequently used training supervision method was found to be monocular, accounting for

57.1% of the primary studies. Stereo-based training supervision was the second most popular, accounting

for 34.7%, followed by monocular + stereo and multi-view, each accounting for 4.08%.

Regarding the amount of training data, most of the primary studies used pre-defined train/test splits

as the training data, with no specific rule about how much data should be used to achieve effective and

accurate results. The most used training data split was the KITTI eigen split [117], which comprised

22,600 training images. Similarly, training image size varied among the primary studies, with no defined

criteria for selecting image size.

Additionally, 35 base models used to create the DE models were reported in the primary studies.
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Table 5: Summary of primary studies based on training data for depth estimation.
Methods Datasets Training Supervision Training Data Quantity Image Size Base Model

ADAADepth KITTI, Cityscapes Stereo 22,600 images N/A
Monodepth2,
U-Net,
Resnet-18

PA-Net KITTI, Cityscapes, Make3D Stereo
22,600 images,
22,973 images,
400 images

N/A ResNet-50

SVDistNet

Middlebury dataset V3,
ETH3D,
KITTI,
Sintel,
Falling Things, InStereo2K

Stereo

23 pairs of images,
N/A
22,600 images,
N/A,
N/A,
N/A

N/A N/A

SI-MDE KITTI Stereo 35,454 images N/A ResNet-50

VADepth KITTI Monocular 22,600 images
640 x 192,
or 416 x 128

PackNet,
DDVO,
PoseNet

DE-MCS KITTI Monocular 39,810 images 640 x 192
U-Net,
ResNet-18

SIPSNet KITTI Stereo 35,454 images N/A N/A

Monodepth2
KITTI,
NYU Depth v2

N/A
23,488 images,
249 scenes

416 x 128,
256 x 352

ResNet-101

VT KITTI Monocular 22,600 images N/A N/A

HITNet KITTI Monocular 39,810 images N/A

DepthNet,
PoseNet,
DIFFNet [35],
HRNet-18

RAFT-Stereo KITTI Monocular 39810 images 192 x 640 ResNet-18

CREStereo KITTI, Cityscapes Monocular
39,810 images,
69,731 images

192 x 640,
128 x 416

ResNet-18,
ResNet-50,
Transformer

SG-MDE
KITTI,
NYU Depth v2

Monocular
22,600 images,
249 scenes

N/A ShuffleNet

ACB KITTTI, Make3D Monocular
39,810 images,
400 images

192 x 640,
240 x 319

ResNet-18,
ResNet-50,
U-Net

The top five most-used base models were ResNet-50 (19.79%), ResNet-18 (10.42%), ResNet-101 (8.33%),

U-Net (8.33%), and VGG-16 (5.21%), as shown by the usage rate of the base models in Figure 8.

3.4. RQ.4: Evaluation methods and metrics

The primary studies used 29 evaluation metrics to assess the performance of the DE. Figure 9 shows the

usage rate of the evaluation metrics reported in the studies. The most consistent and prominent metrics

were Root Mean Squared Error (RMSE) (18.18%), Accuracy (17.13%), Absolute Relative Difference (Abs

Rel) (16.78%), Square Relative Difference (Sq Rel) (12.24%), RMSE log (9.09%), and log 10 (7.34%)

among others.

RMSE is a metric defined as the square root of the average of squared differences between predicted

(xi) and ground truth (x∗i ) depth values for all pixels. Accuracy was reported in three different thresholds

δ < 1.25, δ < 1.252, and δ < 1.253, indicating the percentage of pixels for which the absolute relative
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Figure 7: Usage rate of training supervision methods reported in the primary studies.

Figure 8: Usage rate of the base models reported in the primary studies.
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Figure 9: Usage rate of the evaluation metrics reported in the primary studies.

error falls within a specified threshold. Abs Rel computes the average absolute relative difference between

predicted and ground truth depth values for all pixels. Sq Rel measures the average squared relative

difference between predicted and ground truth depth values for all pixels. These evaluation metrics are

given below:

• RMSE =
√

1
n

∑n
i=1(xi − x∗i )

2

• Accuracy with threshold (δ) = % of xi s.t.

max

(
xi
x∗i

,
x∗i
xi

)
δ < 1.25, δ < 1.252, δ < 1.253

• Abs Rel = 1/n
∑

i

∣∣∣xi−x∗
i

xi

∣∣∣
• Sq Rel = 1/n

∑
i
||xi−x∗

i ||
2

xi

• RMSE (log) =
√

1
n

∑
i (log(xi)− log(x∗i ))

2

To provide a comprehensive analysis, the primary studies showcased their findings across various

datasets including KITTI, NYU Depth V2, and Make3D. As such, this SLR study offers a detailed

comparison of diverse DE methods across these datasets, as outlined in Tables 6, 7, and 8, utilising the

performance metrics mentioned earlier. It is worth noting that the performance metrics that bear the

symbol ↓ indicate that lower values are optimal, while those with the symbol ↑ suggest that higher values

are preferable.
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Table 6: Comparison of results of primary studies for the KITTI dataset.
Reference Methods RMSE ↓ RMSE log ↓ RMSE Sc-inv ↓ Abs Rel ↓ Sq Rel ↓ log10 ↓ δ < 1.25 ↑ δ < 1.252 ↑ δ < 1.253 ↑
[31] PHN 4.082 0.164 - 0.136 - - 0.864 0.966 0.989
[32] Deep CNN 3.624 0.157 0.167 0.101 0.586 0.044 0.879 0.969 0.991
[33] T2Net 4.717 0.245 - 0.169 1.23 - 0.769 0.912 0.965
[34] AdaDepth 6.251 0.284 - 0.203 1.734 - 0.687 0.899 0.958
[35] SVSM 3.266 0.167 - 0.09 0.499 - 0.902 0.968 0.986
[36] ConvNetD 4.204 0.216 - 0.128 0.815 - 0.835 0.941 0.975
[37] PackNet 3.485 0.121 - 0.078 0.42 - 0.931 0.986 0.996
[38] UnOS 3.404 0.121 - 0.049 0.515 - 0.965 0.984 0.992
[39] Deep Siamese 3.79 0.195 - 0.1069 0.6531 - 0.867 0.954 0.979
[40] DDC 4.186 0.168 - 0.11 0.666 - 0.88 0.966 0.988
[41] monoResMatch 4.714 0.199 - 0.096 0.673 - 0.864 0.954 0.979
[42] RNN for Depth 1.698 0.11 - 0.077 0.205 - 0.941 0.99 0.998
[73] AMDE. 4.405 0.181 - 0.107 - - - - -
[82] Monodepth2 4.63 0.193 - 0.106 0.806 - 0.876 0.958 0.98
[65] LW-Net 4.483 0.192 - 0.115 0.853 - 0.874 0.959 0.981
[66] CI-MDE 1.893 0.088 - 0.058 0.163 - 0.964 0.995 0.999
[67] JAM-MDE 2.912 0.121 - 0.07 0.382 - 0.942 0.986 0.992
[44] SADDV-MDE 4.699 0.185 - 0.106 0.861 - 0.889 0.962 0.982
[69] DDN-MDE 4.327 0.171 - 0.096 0.655 - 0.893 0.963 0.983
[70] Multiscale-GCN 4.256 0.177 - 0.097 - - 0.918 0.97 0.985
[74] MiniNet 4.067 0.205 - 0.135 0.839 - 0.838 0.947 0.978
[45] AdaBins 2.36 0.088 - 0.058 0.19 - 0.964 0.995 0.999
[46] MAPUnet 1.91 0.085 - 0.057 0.165 - 0.964 0.995 0.999
[83] VT 2.573 0.092 - 0.062 - - 0.959 0.995 0.999
[47] D-Net 2.432 0.089 0.057 0.199 0.965 0.995 0.999
[51] MDE-DM 4.726 0.167 - 0.109 0.842 - 0.897 0.972 0.989
[52] IEN 3.4393 0.1718 - 0.1068 - - 0.9004 0.976 0.9892
[53] ACAN 3.509 0.118 - 0.075 - - 0.93 0.985 0.996
[54] AG-GAN 4.329 0.192 - 0.1196 0.889 - 0.865 0.943 0.989
[55] DBES-MDE 3.325 0.116 - 0.074 - - 0.933 0.989 0.997
[57] StereoNet /SingleNet 4.392 0.185 - 0.094 0.681 - 0.892 0.962 0.981
[76] ADAADepth 4.436 0.181 - 0.108 0.745 - 0.889 0.966 0.984
[58] Swin-Depth 2.643 0.097 - 0.0654 0.232 - 0.957 0.994 0.999
[59] FC-CRFs 2.129 0.079 - 0.052 0.155 - 0.974 0.997 0.999
[60] H-Net 4.025 0.166 - 0.076 0.607 - 0.918 0.966 0.982
[61] AMWR 3.931 0.201 - 0.115 0.712 - 0.857 0.951 0.978
[87] SG-MDE 4.44 0.182 - 0.106 0.705 - 0.885 0.962 0.983
[88] ACB 4.976 0.203 - 0.126 0.969 - 0.858 0.953 0.978
[63] CORNet 2.603 0.1 - 0.06 0.265 - 0.959 0.994 0.998
[78] SVDistNet 3.206 0.097 - 0.059 0.392 - 0.935 0.989 0.995
[79] SI-MDE 4.087 0.167 - 0.09 0.597 - 0.912 0.97 0.985
[80] VADepth 4.624 0.19 - 0.109 0.785 - 0.875 0.96 0.982
[64] THE 4.317 0.174 - 0.095 0.696 - 0.902 0.965 0.983
[72] SABV-Depth 3.458 0.158 - 0.107 0.817 - 0.892 0.959 0.991
[3] DE-MCS 4.645 0.187 - 0.113 0.763 - 0.874 0.96 0.983

Based on the findings, the most successful methods for DE on KITTI dataset were FC-CRFs, MA-

PUnet, AdaBins, CI-MDE, and D-Net. Similarly, on the NYU Depth V2 dataset, the best methods

were Point-Fusion, FC-CRFs, D-Net, Swin-Depth, and VT. Finally, on the Make3D dataset, the best

approaches were PHN, AMDE, Deep CNN, ADAADepth, and DE-MCS.

3.5. RQ.5: Challenges and limitations in monocular and stereo DE

The challenges and limitations of monocular and stereo depth estimation (DE) techniques were thor-

oughly examined through the analysis of data from 59 primary studies. These challenges are crucial as

they significantly affect the development and application of DE methods across various computer vision

tasks. Below, we discuss the key challenges identified in these studies, their underlying causes, and the
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Table 7: Comparison of results of primary studies for the NYU Depth V2 dataset.
Reference Methods RMSE ↓ RMSE log ↓ RMSE Sc-inv ↓ Abs Rel ↓ Sq Rel ↓ log10 ↓ δ < 1.25 ↑ δ < 1.252 ↑ δ < 1.253 ↑
[31] PHN 0.501 - - 0.144 - 0.184 0.835 0.962 0.992
[32] Deep CNN 0.54 0.187 0.132 0.134 0.095 0.056 0.832 0.965 0.989
[33] T2Net 0.915 0.305 - 0.257 0.281 - 0.54 0.832 0.948
[34] AdaDepth 0.603 - - 0.136 - 0.057 0.805 0.948 0.982
[40] DDC 0.575 0.068 - 0.162 - - 0.772 0.942 0.984
[73] AMDE. 0.704 - - 0.183 - 0.077 0.713 0.931 0.984
[66] CI-MDE 0.388 - - 0.111 - 0.047 0.878 0.981 0.995
[67] JAM-MDE 0.523 - - 0.113 - 0.049 0.872 0.975 0.993
[68] GMSN 0.523 - - 0.115 - 0.05 0.866 0.975 0.993
[69] DDN-MDE 0.519 - - 0.115 - 0.049 0.871 0.975 0.993
[70] Multiscale-GCN 0.554 - - 0.118 - 0.053 0.861 0.973 0.992
[45] AdaBins 0.364 - - 0.103 - 0.044 0.903 0.984 0.997
[46] MAPUnet 0.393 0.04 - 0.109 - - 0.888 0.979 0.997
[83] VT 0.357 - - 0.11 - 0.045 0.904 0.988 0.998
[47] D-Net 0.354 - - 0.095 - 0.041 0.919 0.988 0.997
[49] MonoIndoor 0.526 - - 0.134 - - 0.823 0.958 0.989
[50] Point-Fusion 0.126 - - 0.022 - - 0.994 0.999 1
[71] DFFN 0.525 - - 0.115 - 0.05 0.864 0.975 0.993
[52] IEN 0.4983 - - 0.1366 - 0.0583 0.8258 0.967 0.9949
[53] ACAN 0.483 0.161 - 0.135 - - 0.831 0.966 0.993
[55] DBES-MDE 0.421 - - 0.119 - 0.051 0.861 0.975 0.995
[58] Swin-Depth 0.354 - - 0.1 - 0.042 0.909 0.986 0.997
[59] FC-CRFs 0.334 0.119 - 0.095 - 0.045 0.922 0.992 0.998
[63] CORNet 0.47 0.05 - 0.109 - - 0.859 0.973 0.995
[72] SABV-Depth 0.421 - - 0.101 - - 0.894 0.977 0.989

limitations they impose on DE systems.

One of the significant issues reported in DE is the lack of an effective mechanism to preserve cross-

border details in depth maps. These details, especially at object edges, are essential for maintaining

high-resolution and sharp depth predictions. Without accurately preserving them, depth maps often

exhibit blurred or inaccurate boundaries, which degrades performance in applications such as robotics

and autonomous navigation [31]. Ensuring the preservation of cross-border details is critical for improving

the overall accuracy of DE models.

Monocular depth estimation (MDE) is frequently described as an inherently ill-posed problem, mean-

ing multiple possible 3D configurations can exist for the same 2D image. Unlike stereo methods, which

rely on disparity cues from multiple views, MDE must infer depth from a single image without explicit

depth cues. This results in significant depth ambiguity, where the model infers relationships between

objects based on limited information, leading to accumulated errors and a wide semantic gap [32]. This

ill-posed nature of monocular DE remains a persistent challenge requiring innovative solutions.

In deep learning-based DE methods, a major challenge arises from data imbalance caused by the

perspective effect. Objects closer to the camera occupy more space in an image, resulting in an overrepre-

sentation of small depth values (nearby objects) and fewer samples of large depth values (distant objects).

This imbalance skews the learning process, causing models to perform well on nearby objects but poorly

on distant ones. Additionally, rapid depth changes at object boundaries complicate the prediction pro-
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Table 8: Comparison of results of primary studies for the Make3D dataset.

Reference Methods RMSE ↓ Abs Rel ↓ Sq Rel ↓ log10 ↓
[31] PHN 4.32 0.179 - 0.066
[32] Deep CNN 4.7 0.199 - 0.069
[33] T2Net - 0.508 6.589 0.574
[34] AdaDepth 11.567 0.647 12.341 -
[39] Deep Siamese 8.789 0.406 4.766 0.183
[40] DDC 7.671 0.246 - 0.11
[73] AMDE. 6.054 0.153 - 0.066
[82] Monodepth2 7.417 0.322 3.589 0.163
[65] LW-Net 7.39 0.377 3.842 0.169
[44] SADDV-MDE 7.013 0.297 2.902 0.158
[74] MiniNet 8.534 0.398 5.167 0.192
[76] ADAADepth 6.869 0.289 2.552 0.155
[61] AMWR 7.745 0.352 4.115 0.176
[3] DE-MCS 6.239 0.294 2.163 -

cess, as models struggle to accurately capture these variations compared to other dense prediction tasks

like segmentation [33].

Acquiring ground truth data for training supervised DE models presents another significant challenge.

Collecting paired RGB images and depth maps requires specialized depth-sensing equipment such as

LiDAR or Kinect, which are both costly and complex to deploy. Even when obtained, ground truth

datasets often contain noisy artifacts, particularly in reflective or dark environments, which can degrade

DE model performance [34]. To address this data scarcity, synthetic datasets are frequently used, but

they suffer from poor generalization. Synthetic images, while visually appealing, lack the textures, noise,

and complexities of real-world environments, causing models trained on synthetic data to perform poorly

when applied to real-world scenarios [33]. Additionally, Depth sensors like radar, LiDAR, sonar, structured

light, and stereo cameras are widely used for data collection in industrial applications. However, these

sensors have inherent limitations, including noise, sparse outputs, low resolution, and matching errors in

stereo setups [47] [34]. These limitations introduce variability in depth data, reducing model accuracy

and generalization in real-world settings.

Supervised DE models also rely heavily on high-level semantic information to link visual cues to depth.

This often requires learning relationships between object recognition and DE, which is particularly difficult
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in unconstrained environments like outdoor scenes, where lighting, object sizes, and scene layouts vary

widely. Learning such semantic information is computationally expensive and requires large, diverse

datasets, making it challenging even with advanced loss functions designed to capture depth relationships

[35].

Another critical challenge in DE is scale ambiguity, where objects at different distances may appear

similarly sized in 2D images. To overcome this, DE models must capture long-range context informa-

tion—the ability to infer relationships between distant parts of an image. Small, localized patches of an

image often lack sufficient depth cues, so broader scene context must be incorporated for accurate depth

predictions. Techniques like atrous spatial pyramid pooling and serialized layers extend the receptive field

to capture multiscale objects. However, issues like discretized dilation, used to improve receptive fields

while maintaining resolution, can lead to grid artifacts—undesired patterns or distortions in depth maps

[53].

While stereo methods are often preferred for their ability to estimate depth through disparity be-

tween two images, monocular DE is appealing due to its simplicity and lack of hardware dependencies.

Monocular DE leverages prior knowledge, such as monocular cues (texture gradients, occlusion, motion

parallax), allowing for efficient 2D-to-3D problem-solving, and demonstrates potential in real-world sce-

narios. MDE eliminates the need for stereo rigs but still faces persistent challenges, including its ill-posed

nature and difficulties in handling depth variations in complex environments [34]. Conversely, recent

stereo-matching methods have improved disparity estimation in active stereo systems while maintaining

accuracy. However, integrating such techniques into neural network-based stereo-matching systems for

passive stereo-depth sensing remains an open question [84]. The choice between monocular and stereo

methods often depends on the trade-offs between cost, accuracy, and deployment feasibility.

Monocular DE was found to be useful in medical imaging, particularly in procedures like endoscopy,

where a single image is used to estimate depth. However, even in this domain, monocular DE encounters

challenges like image artifacts during depth synthesis, reducing the accuracy and reliability of depth maps

for medical diagnoses. These issues must be addressed to make DE systems viable in sensitive medical

applications, such as anatomical reconstruction [3].

Although good results have been achieved with DE, challenges such as the inability to estimate the

depth of certain objects, like windows, and the presence of artifacts persist [46]. Furthermore, the high

sparsity of data highlights the need for further refinement and optimization in DE methods. Convolutional

backbones are essential for extracting features in DE, but downsampling—the process of reducing image
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or feature map resolution in the deeper stages of the model—presents challenges for dense prediction

tasks like depth estimation. Downsampling can result in a loss of fine details that are critical for accurate

depth predictions. Therefore, careful consideration of architecture design is crucial to maintaining feature

resolution throughout the network to improve depth prediction accuracy [83].

DE from videos presents unique challenges, as current models often fail to fully leverage temporal

information—the movement of objects over time. This results in inaccuracies in motion estimation and

camera pose changes [42]. Self-supervised video-based DE methods offer a promising alternative, but they

require sophisticated network architectures and carry significant computational demands [44].

Furthermore, DE models were reported to often struggle to capture fine details and accurately estimate

the depth of thin structures in images. This issue is particularly pronounced in higher-resolution images,

where small details like wires or branches can be missed or misinterpreted. Real-world stereo image

pairs further complicate this, as variations in camera characteristics and imperfect rectification introduce

disparities and inaccuracies in depth predictions [86].

Generative Adversarial Networks (GANs) have been used to generate realistic depth maps from input

images. In GANs, the discriminator refines predictions by distinguishing between real and generated

depth maps, thereby improving accuracy. However, training GANs is challenging due to the complexity

of balancing the generator and discriminator networks. Additionally, GANs often struggle to recover fine

details and thin structures, limiting their application in high-accuracy DE tasks [43] [54].

Another challenge in both traditional and deep learning-based DEmethods is non-Lambertian surfaces,

such as shiny or metallic objects, which reflect light in unpredictable ways. These surfaces disrupt DE

because standard reflection models fail. While some deep learning approaches have incorporated reflection-

handling techniques, this remains an ongoing issue requiring further research [36]. Future research into

deep learning solutions for non-Lambertian surfaces represents a promising direction.

Stereo depth estimation was also reported to face challenges in regions with non-textured or repetitive

patterns, where it is difficult to find corresponding points between two images. This problem compli-

cates DE in environments like walls or repetitive surfaces (e.g., roads), where stereo-matching algorithms

typically fail. Addressing these disparities is essential for improving accuracy in real-world scenes [86].

Finally, the generalization of DE models remains a significant challenge. Existing benchmarks are often

too small or limited in scope to adequately test how well models generalize to real-world environments.

Larger, more varied datasets are needed to evaluate model performance across different environments and

lighting conditions. Cross-domain generalization—the ability of a model trained on one type of data to
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perform well on another—remains particularly difficult and requires further research and experimentation

[48].

While this review focused on answering the five selected research questions, there are several additional

technical aspects of DE that warrant further consideration. One important development in self-supervised

DE, as demonstrated by Monodepth2, is the integration of a pose estimation network between consecutive

frames [82]. This allows the model to estimate relative camera motion, which enhances depth prediction

by utilizing temporal information from video sequences. Such advances represent a significant step forward

in self-supervised learning for DE.

Modern DE approaches often face challenges with discontinuous objects (e.g., object edges) and un-

certainty in predictions. Techniques like edge-aware loss functions address these discontinuities, while

methods like uncertainty estimation and confidence maps help quantify and manage uncertainty in depth

predictions [89]. Additionally, implicit representations, such as Neural Radiance Fields (NeRFs), have

gained attention for their ability to represent continuous volumetric scenes, offering new possibilities for

DE. NeRFs are particularly exciting for their ability to capture fine-grained scene details, marking a

significant advancement in the field.

The challenges and limitations of monocular and stereo DE methods require a holistic approach that

considers aspects of data acquisition, training, model architecture, and application scenarios. Advance-

ments in learning-based methods, the consideration of temporal information, efficient network architec-

tures, and careful handling of real-world complexities are all necessary for overcoming these challenges.

More research to fix these challenges is essential to unlocking the full potential of monocular and stereo

DE in diverse applications.

4. Conclusion

The SLR study examines the application of DL techniques for DE. Accurate DE is of paramount

importance for a wide range of applications, such as augmented reality and autonomous navigation, and

this area has witnessed significant advancements with the aid of DL techniques.

The findings of this review underscore the immense potential of DL in DE tasks, surpassing traditional

methods in both accuracy and efficiency. However, despite recent progress in learning-based methods,

several challenges persist, such as data imbalance, rapid changes in depth values, and the need for long-

range context. Obtaining paired training data remains a high-effort, high-cost endeavour, while ground

truth acquisition is prone to noise and inaccuracies, limiting the effectiveness of supervised learning

27



approaches.

Furthermore, the reliance on high-level semantic information poses challenges in establishing accurate

depth relationships. Addressing these challenges is critical for practical navigation in real scenarios, where

modelling scene dynamics and occlusion explicitly is essential. Although monocular DE offers several

advantages over stereo setups, such as not requiring specialized equipment, the ill-posed nature of the

problem persists, hindering accurate depth inference. Exploring alternate approaches, such as leveraging

temporal information in monocular or stereo videos, may provide new avenues for improvement.

Finally, it should be noted that this review study only considers works published between 2018 and

November 2023, selected from significant research databases using the criteria outlined in this study, while

articles from other databases were not included in this review.
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