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Abstract

We address the challenge of predicting human visual atten-
tion during real-world navigation by measuring and mod-
eling egocentric pedestrian eye gaze in an outdoor cam-
pus setting. We introduce the EgoCampus dataset, which
spans 25 unique outdoor paths over 6 km across a university
campus with recordings from more than 80 distinct human
pedestrians, resulting in a diverse set of gaze-annotated
videos. The system used for collection, Meta’s Project Aria
glasses, integrates eye tracking, front-facing RGB cameras,
inertial sensors, and GPS to provide rich data from the hu-
man perspective. Unlike many prior egocentric datasets
that focus on indoor tasks or exclude eye gaze informa-
tion, our work emphasizes visual attention while subjects
walk in outdoor campus paths. Using this data, we de-
velop EgoCampusNet, a novel method to predict eye gaze
of navigating pedestrians as they move through outdoor en-
vironments. Our contributions provide both a new resource
for studying real-world attention and a resource for future
work in gaze prediction models for navigation. Dataset and
code are available upon request, and will be made publicly
available at a later date at https://github.com/
ComputerVisionRutgers/EgoCampus

1. Introduction

Understanding where humans look as they navigate the
world is fundamental for interpreting behavior and intent.
Gaze patterns reveal common fixations, saccades, and at-
tention shifts, offering insight into how people prioritize vi-
sual information in complex environments. Understanding
human gaze and visual attention is particularly relevant for
training embodied agents operating in shared human spaces,
where prediction models may support navigation, coopera-
tion, or anticipatory behavior. Much of the prior research in
eye gaze has focused on constrained tasks or environments,

"Denotes equal contribution

!
Egocentric, egomotion |
video with eye tracking |
_________________________________________ / Predicted
1 Output

Video
Backbone
Past
Frames
Image Encoder glitieo I_mage
Query Fusion

Frame

Figure 1. Overview of our proposed gaze prediction model,
ECN. The Project Aria glasses capture a stream of egocentric
video. From this video, we extract features with a pretrained back-
bone. From the query image (usually the last frame), we extract
features with a trained image encoder. Lastly, the video and image
features are fused and decoded in order to predict the final output,
representing where people are most likely to look during egocen-
tric motion.

such as gaze on static images, screen-based videos, struc-
tured indoor activities like cooking, cleaning, and carpen-
try. The recent large-scale egocentric dataset Ego4D [12] is
a pioneering dataset with large variation of subjects, tasks
and context. While Ego4D primarily consists of egocentric
videos of tasks, eye gaze was captured on a small subset and
the focus is not outdoor pedestrian locomotion.

Research on eye gaze in outdoor environments during
navigation is still in its early stages.

In this work, we introduce: (1) EgoCampus, a pedestrian
egocentric dataset capturing synchronized eye gaze, video,
and sensor data as participants navigate real-world out-
door routes on a university campus; and (2) EgoCampusNet
(ECN) (Fig. 1), a prediction model leveraging a pre-trained
video backbone and an eye gaze predictor head. EgoCam-
pus is tightly focused on eye gaze of pedestrians walking
outdoors in a campus setting, and it comprises multiple


https://github.com/ComputerVisionRutgers/EgoCampus
https://github.com/ComputerVisionRutgers/EgoCampus
https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.07668v1

Figure 2. Samples of video sequences from the EgoCampus dataset. EgoCampus contains 32 hours of video from the Project Aria
glasses, capturing egocentric video from 82 pedestrians traversing 25 distinct paths on a university campus. Each frame has an associated
eye gaze coordinate (shown above as the red “+”) and auxiliary sensor readings (IMU, GPS, Wi-Fi).

subjects traveling similar routes. This framework enables
both individual analysis and cross-subject comparisons of
gaze behavior across shared spatio-temporal contexts. All
data is collected using Meta’s Project Aria glasses [7], pro-
viding high-resolution RGB video, gaze coordinates, iner-
tial measurements, and GPS. This combination allows us to
model and analyze pedestrian eye gaze during locomotion
over a range of subjects. Our EgoCampus dataset spans 25
unique outdoor paths over 6 km across a university campus
with recordings from more than 80 distinct human pedestri-
ans (see Fig. 2). The entire dataset will be made publicly
available and provides a valuable resource for understand-
ing pedestrian spatial attention, with strong potential for
navigation applications such as developing spatio-temporal
environment-sampling methods that mimic human atten-
tion.
To summarize, our contributions are as follows:
* An egocentric video dataset (with eye gaze) collected dur-
ing pedestrian locomotion. (EgoCampus)
* A novel model for efficiently learning to predict gaze
from egocentric video. (EgoCampusNet)
* An evaluation of model performance using the EgoCam-
pus dataset and ECN including an ablation study over
video feature backbones.

2. Related Work

Gaze Prediction. As a person moves through their envi-
ronment, their attention is often split between objects that
are visually salient and objects that provide task-relevant in-
formation [5, 48]. Gaze prediction requires task-specific de-
pendencies to be captured in order to accurately predict fix-
ations. Li et al. [28] sought to predict eye gaze in egocentric

video, modeling the temporal dynamics of gaze for object
segmentation and action recognition. They advanced this
research by combining head motion in gaze prediction in
egocentric settings. Seminal work [8] established that gaze
and actions are mutually informative in egocentric video in
the context of recognition. The scope was expanded beyond
“where people look” to “when they stop looking”, model-
ing human attention dynamics even when visual goals are
not present [51]. Park et al. [40] modeled saliency in social
settings, encoding the relative positions of people in a scene
to capture task-specific interaction. Work from Thakur et al.
[41] also predicted gaze in a social setting, but incorporated
IMU readings from the capture device. More modern work
[3, 27, 32] integrates transformers and diffusion models for
efficient goal-directed gaze prediction.

Saliency Prediction. Saliency maps offer a compact,
interpretable representation of where attention concen-
trates, making them well suited for modeling egocentric
video data. Early computational models, such as the
Itti-Koch multi-scale feature integration approach [16], es-
tablished the principle that visual contrasts drive atten-
tion. Graph-Based Visual Saliency (GBVS) [13] further
demonstrated how global graph normalization yields ro-
bust saliency. With deep learning, Convolutional Neural
Networks (CNNs) dramatically improved prediction qual-
ity: Huang et al. [15] introduced a dual-stream CNN cap-
turing coarse and fine features, and Jia et al. [17] pro-
posed EML-Net, an ensemble of pretrained backbones
fused through multi-layer decoding. Transformer architec-
tures now dominate the field by modeling long-range spa-
tial and temporal dependencies. SUM [14] unifies image
and video saliency with Mamba blocks, while recent works



[25, 27] leverage token-level attention across frames. Other
recent advances include models that use pretrained back-
bones to assist in predicting saliency [26, 30], models that
leverage saliency over time [1, 11], and new saliency chal-
lenges [33]. A key line of research directly compares pre-
dicted saliency with recorded gaze, showing saliency maps
correlate with human fixations in egocentric video [50].
However, most evaluations remain confined to static im-
ages or short clips. We compare saliency and measured eye
gaze by aggregating gaze across continuous outdoor traver-
sals (after aligning frames). In this manner, we introduce
a new setting for assessing how modern saliency models
align with true spatial attention during navigation, advanc-
ing beyond isolated frame-level benchmarks to cumulative,
environment-aware attention modeling in the wild.

Egocentric and Gaze Prediction Datasets. Egocentric
datasets study how individuals interact with the world by
recording first-person viewpoint video from an egocentric
camera. Studying eye movements to record gaze was a
complex task in the past, with in-lab apparatus required
[23]. Traditionally, eye gaze datasets were obtained with
human subjects in a lab looking at a screen observing either
static images or video. Examples of static-image studies
include MIT1003 [19], that uses eye-tracking to measure
free-viewing saliency on desktop displays; SALICON [18],
which uses mouse movement as a proxy for eye-tracking
to record saliency and scales via crowdsourced annotations;
and Coco-search18 [4], which has eye gaze from 10 people
searching for each of 18 target-object categories in 6000+
natural-scene images. In video-based studies, the subject
is fixed and watching pre-recorded actions [36, 44, 45].
In another paradigm called third-person gaze, the subjects
are people depicted in static pre-captured images, and their
static eye gaze direction in screen coordinates is estimated
[20, 39]. Prior paradigms with fixed scenes and static
subjects are quite different from our EgoCampus scenario,
where pedestrians walk and navigate in the real world.
Advances in eye-tracking algorithms [24] paved the way
for wearable headsets and glasses for mobile, in-the-wild
eye gaze datasets. Similarly, the ubiquity of head-mounted
cameras (e.g. GoPro) support egocentric datasets without
eye gaze. Many of the recent datasets emphasize task com-
pletion in structured indoor scenes, such as EPIC-Kitchens
[6], HD-EPIC [37], HoloAssist [46], and EGTEA Gaze+
[29], which provide gaze-annotated video for action recog-
nition, primarily in kitchen environments. These datasets
are not directly relevant to outdoor navigation. Recent work
on large-scale egocentric videos like Ego4D [12] have lim-
ited eye-gaze measurements, especially for outdoor naviga-
tion. The GEETUP [43] dataset is more closely related to
our work. This dataset depicts subjects navigating two paths
utilizing the Tobii PRO Glasses 2 wearable eye trackers.

The dataset provides RGB images, segmentation and depth
maps with 43 subjects on two non-overlapping paths. Our
dataset offers several advantages over GEETUP. GEETUP’s
clips are segmented due to instances such as subjects paus-
ing to talk or check phones, resulting in a median clip length
of 14.7 seconds. In contrast, EgoCampus contains con-
tinuous path trajectories averaging 108.2 seconds per clip.
EgoCampus also includes over twice as many subjects (82
pedestrians) and paths are traversed in both directions (for-
ward and reverse). Additionally, the use of Project Aria
glasses [7] enables the capture of rich auxiliary data, in ad-
dition to egocentric eye gaze and video, including IMUs,
barometer, magnetometer, GPS, and Wi-Fi/Bluetooth sig-
nals. After release of eye tracking glasses from Project Aria,
there have been recent expansions in egocentric datasets
in varied environments [22, 34, 35, 47]. Aria Navigation
Dataset (AND) [34] explores outdoor egomotion and devel-
ops a model for head pose, but the dataset seems to have
few subjects (an exact count is not provided in the paper).
As shown in Tab. | our EgoCampus dataset fills a gap
in the current work, providing consistent egocentric RGB
video and gaze recordings (augmented with IMU, GPS, Wi-
fi) across a large number of participants traversing identical
outdoor campus routes, enabling cross-subject comparison
in real-world navigation contexts.

3. Dataset
3.1. Dataset Collection

Hardware. Our data collection hardware is the Project Aria
glasses, a lightweight, non-intrusive device designed for
egocentric research [7]. We captured data from its sensor
suite, including a front-facing RGB camera (1408 x 1408
resolution at 30Hz) and two monochrome, global-shutter,
inward-facing cameras for eye tracking. Motion and lo-
calization data were simultaneously recorded from the in-
tegrated inertial measurement units (IMUs), magnetome-
ter, barometer, Wi-Fi and Bluetooth transceiver, and GPS.
This combination of high-resolution video, gaze tracking,
and motion sensors provides a rich, multimodal data stream
from the human perspective.

Recording protocol. The dataset was collected from 82
unique subjects navigating 25 predefined paths on Busch
Campus at Rutgers University. Paths ranged in length from
as short as 100 meters to as long as 200 meters with an
average length of 150 meters. Data collection followed
a structured protocol where each subject was instructed to
walk several of these paths individually. Before starting a
trajectory, participants were given a bird’s-eye view map
showing the start and end points, an example of which is
shown in Fig. 3. To ensure a robust capture of real-world
variability, recordings spanned different times of the day,
multiple seasons, and various weather conditions, yielding



Figure 3. Dataset Paths. A map showing a subset of the campus region, with colored paths indicating the participants’ walking trajectories.
During data collection, each participant follows a set of paths forwards and backwards. A sample of the captured egocentric video is shown.

a diverse set of environmental conditions.

Data Processing. To prepare the dataset, we performed a
multi-stage processing pipeline. First, the raw VRS files
were utilized to calculate the eye tracking metrics. Per an
internal review board (IRB) policy and agreements with
Meta, VRS files are then modified to blur passerby in
the video who did not consent to be in the dataset using
EgoBlur [38]. We extracted and temporally aligned the
raw VRS recordings with multimodal sensor streams. The
1408 x 1408 30Hz RGB video was downscaled and saved as
224 x 224 pixel JPEG frames. Both the raw and downscaled
video are included in our release of the dataset. Some of
the sensor readings, such as the IMU, occurred at a higher
frequency than the RGB camera. To create synchronized
ground truth, the 30Hz eye-tracking coordinates were saved
to a NumPy array with each entry corresponding to the near-
est timestamped RGB frame. The high-frequency (1000Hz)
IMU readings were aligned by averaging all sensor data
(accelerometer, gyroscope) that occurred closest in time to
each frame’s timestamp and storing the result in a parallel
NumPYy file. This processed format facilitates efficient data
loading by allowing researchers to directly index a frame
and its corresponding gaze and motion data. When using
data for training and inference, a set of frames constituting
a video clip is sampled at a fixed interval, in a sliding win-
dow fashion.

Privacy and Ethics. All data collection procedures were
designed to be privacy-preserving and adhered to a strict
IRB protocol for human subjects research. In accordance
with Project Area research guidelines, we protected both
participant and pedestrian privacy by de-identifying all cap-
tured faces using the EgoBlur blurring algorithm [38].

3.2. Dataset Statistics

The final EgoCampus dataset is a large collection of ego-
centric navigation, totaling approximately 32 hours of mul-
timodal video data (= 3.5 million frames). The data was
sourced from 82 unique participants, a significant cohort
size that provides a diverse set of gaze and movement be-
haviors. These subjects traversed a set of 25 distinct, pre-
defined paths across a university campus. These paths were
specifically chosen to cover outdoor environments on a uni-
versity campus, with a rich variety of environmental con-
texts, lighting conditions, and interactions with static and
dynamic obstacles. A comparative analysis of the dataset
compared to recent egocentric and eye gaze datasets is pro-
vided in Tab. 1.

4. Methodology

Given an egocentric video of length T' and spatial dimen-
sions H,W. Our goal is to predict the most likely gaze
points for each frame {f; € R¥>*T*W|t < T} at time ¢.
The basis of our ECN approach (see Fig. 1) is the assump-
tion that information observed in the past (represented as
the video) will influence a person’s future gaze behavior.
While videos are very high dimensional, much of the infor-
mation present is redundant. This leads us to use pretrained
video encoder backbones, which greatly reduce the dimen-
sionality of our input while retaining the most useful infor-
mation. For video backbones, we primarily use X3D [9],
but a 3D ResNet [10] is evaluated in Sec. 5.3. An overview
of our method is presented in Fig. 4. Through light-weight
CNN blocks, we fuse the spatio-temporal features from the
video encoder backbones with learned features from a query
frame. After fusion, a CNN decoder predicts the final gaze
heatmap with the same spatial dimensions of the input, rep-
resenting the relative likelihood of someone looking at any



Gaze Pedestrian

Dataset Participants IMU GPS
hours only
Epic Kitchens [6] 38 0 X X v
AND [34] N/A* 4 v v v
EGTEA Gaze+ [29] 32 28 X X X
Ego4D [12] 80t 33 X v X
GEETUP [42] 43 38 v v X
EgoCampus (ours) 82 32 v v v

Table 1. A comparative analysis of EgoCampus against other
key egocentric datasets. A comparison of our dataset’s attributes
against prominent benchmarks in egocentric vision. The “Pedes-
trian Only” column specifically denotes datasets that focus on out-
door pedestrian egomotion, as opposed to indoor, task-oriented
scenarios (e.g., EGTEA Gaze+, Epic Kitchens). While other
datasets like AND and GEETUP also capture outdoor pedestrian
trajectories, EgoCampus uniquely integrates all features essential
for real-world navigation research: a large-scale participant pool,
extensive gaze data, and fully synchronized multimodal data, in-
cluding rich inertial (IMU) sensors.

* AND [34] does not report a number of participants.

1 As reported in [27].

part of the image.

We provide the video encoder backbone with the in-
put video and obtain spatio-temporal features S € RV */p
where N = T x % x W with video encoder patch size p
feature dimensionality fPD. For predicting the gaze of frame
ft, the t-th feature in the time axis of .S is fed into ResNeXt
blocks [49] to obtain S/ € RH/4xW/4x96 T4 obtain the
image features, f; is fed into ResNeXt blocks to obtain an
identically shaped feature map I. S’ and I are concatenated
along the channel dimension to obtain an encoded gaze map
G € RH/4xW/4x192  Thepn 3 learned CNN decoder net-
work upscales the low-res feature map. Finally, the output
is blurred, the center prior is added, and a normalization
step produces the predicted gaze heatmap.

Models were implemented and trained on a single
NVIDIA RTX 3090 GPU in the PyTorch framework. The
ADAM optimizer [21] was used with an MSE loss and a
learning rate of 0.002. Our final model trained for 10 epochs
in approximately 8 hours.

5. Experiments

We first review the evaluation metrics we use for gaze
prediction in Sec. 5.1. We also compare EgoCampus-
Net (ECN) to existing models from the domains of image
saliency, video saliency, and eye gaze prediction in Sec. 5.2.
We then present an ablation study on the video feature back-
bone utilized in the model in section Sec. 5.3 (Excluding
ablations, our method is evaluated with a video backbone
based on X3D [9]). Finally, we showcase qualitative results
and discuss the observed behaviors of the model in Sec. 5.4.
We present the results of our model trained on our data,

compared to the performance of existing pretrained mod-
els, which we do not train on our data. To demonstrate the
need for further research in this area, we show that existing
SOTA models do not generalize well enough to have strong
performance on our dataset without fine tuning.

For our experiments, we sample the EgoCampus dataset
16 frames at a time, uniformly sampled from a window of
64 frames (=~ 2.1 seconds). Models that utilize temporal
information are provided with the full video clip in order
to predict gaze in the last frame, while image-based models
are only provided with the last frame for prediction. The
test/train split follows an approximate 70/30 ratio, where a
randomly selected set of 16 paths are resevered for training,
and the remaining 9 paths are used for testing. Exact splits
will be provided in supplementary material.

5.1. Evaluation Metrics

It is important to distinguish between the broader task of eye
gaze prediction and the more specific task of saliency map
prediction, as both are relevant to our work. Saliency pre-
diction typically addresses “free-viewing” scenarios, where
the goal is to model fixation density across a scene, mak-
ing it well-suited for evaluation with distribution-based met-
rics like correlation coefficient (CC), Kullback-Leibler di-
vergence (KLD), and similarity (SIM). In contrast, eye gaze
prediction often involves task-specific contexts, such as the
navigation-driven behavior captured in EgoCampus, where
a person’s attention is directed by their goals rather than just
visual conspicuity.

To evaluate the accuracy of predicted saliency maps,
we employ two categories of metrics: location-based and
distribution-based measures [2]. Location-based metrics,
such as AUC-Judd (Area under the ROC curve) and NSS
(Normalized Scanpath Saliency), rely on binary fixation
maps as ground truth and emphasize how well the model
identifies specific salient points. In contrast, distribution-
based metrics, such as CC, SIM, and KLD, use continuous
grayscale saliency maps to assess the similarity between
predicted and ground truth distributions. For all metrics,
larger values indicate better alignment, except for KLD,
where smaller values reflect greater accuracy.

Area Under Curve (AUC-Judd): AUC-Judd measures
how well the predicted saliency map distinguishes between
fixated and non-fixated locations using a binary ground
truth fixation map. It computes the area under the Receiver
Operating Characteristic (ROC) curve. This curve is gener-
ated by plotting the True Positive Rate (TPR) (the hit rate, or
the percentage of fixations correctly identified as positive)
against the False Positive Rate (FPR) (the false alarm rate,
or the percentage of non-fixations incorrectly identified as
positive) while varying a threshold on the predicted saliency
values. Since AUC-Judd summarizes the entire curve, it is
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Figure 4. An overview of the proposed spatio-temporal fusion method. A pre-trained video feature extractor backbone is used to extract
spatio-temporal features that encode information about the input frames. The spatio-temporal features are encoded and upscaled with a
ResNet block. In parallel, the query frame is encoded with a seperate ResNet block. The image features and spatio-temporal features are
concatenated along the feature dimension before being decoded into the final output.

independent of thresholds and provides a robust ranking of
predicted saliency at fixated points. Higher values indicate
stronger model performance.

n—1
TPR, + TPR,
AU Cpuga = E ( +2 +1) x (FPR;11 — FPR;)
i=1

D

Correlation Coefficient (CC): CC captures the linear
correlation between the pixel values of the predicted
saliency map (P) and the ground truth distribution (). Un-
like metrics that use a binary ground truth, CC requires a
continuous ground truth map (@), which is typically created
by applying a Gaussian blur to the binary fixation points.
This creates a ground truth density map. The metric then
treats P and @) as two long vectors of pixel intensities.

cov(P, Q)
a(P) xo(Q)
As shown in the formula, the score is calculated by tak-
ing the covariance of P and @) (how their pixel values vary
together) and normalizing it by the product of their individ-
ual standard deviations (o), which measure the contrast or
“spread” of each map. This assesses whether the spatial pat-
terns co-vary. A high positive value (near 1) implies strong
similarity, meaning that bright, high-saliency regions in the
prediction P align with high-density regions in the ground
truth ). A score near 0 indicates no linear relationship.

CC = 2)

Kullback-Leibler Divergence (KLD): KLD measures
the dissimilarity between the predicted and ground truth
saliency distributions. To create these distributions, both
maps are first converted into probability mass functions
(PMFs) where all pixel values sum to 1. The ground truth

distribution (()) is created by normalizing the binary fixa-
tion map by dividing by the total number of fixations. The
predicted distribution (P) is created by normalizing the con-
tinuous saliency map by dividing by the sum of all its pixel
values. KLD then penalizes deviations from the actual hu-
man gaze distribution, offering a fine-grained view of pre-
diction errors. € is a small constant added for numerical
stability, preventing division by zero where a ground truth
fixation Q(¢) exists but the prediction P(¢) is zero. Lower
KLD values (closer to 0) reflect more accurate predictions.

KLD(P | Q)= Qs (50 ).

Similarity (SIM): SIM quantifies the degree of structural
overlap between the predicted and ground truth saliency dis-
tributions. To compute this, both the predicted saliency map
(P) and the ground truth fixation map (@) are first normal-
ized into probability mass functions (PMFs), where the sum
of all pixel values in each map equals 1. () is the binary map
divided by the count of fixations, and P is the heatmap di-
vided by the sum of all its values.

SIM = Z min(P(i), Qi) “4)

The formula then sums the minimum probability value
between P and @ at every pixel location i. Conceptually,
this calculation measures the intersection area of the two
probability distributions. A score of 1 would mean a per-
fect match in the shape, location, and density of the two
distributions. A score of 0 would mean no overlap. This
metric rewards predictions that match the overall structure
of the ground truth, as it is regardless of absolute intensity,
which is removed by the initial normalization step.



Normalized Scanpath Saliency (NSS): NSS evaluates
the correspondence between predicted saliency and human
fixations. First, it normalizes the entire prediction map.
Then, it computes the mean of the saliency values found
only at the fixation locations. The entire predicted saliency
map (S) is transformed into a standard score (z-score) map,
S, by subtracting the map’s mean (x) and dividing by its
standard deviation (o). This gives the normalized map Sa
zero mean and unit variance.

NSS = - > S(a) (5)

As the equation shows, the final score is the average
of the normalized S values found at the N ground truth
fixation locations (x;). The resulting score is directly in-
terpretable: an NSS of 1.5 means the predicted saliency
at fixation points was, on average, 1.5 standard deviations
above the map’s mean. A score of 0 indicates performance
no better than chance. This metric is highly sensitive to
false positives (which raise the map’s mean, p, thus lower-
ing the score) and strongly rewards spatially precise, high-
amplitude predictions at the correct fixation points.

Model AUC-J 1 CC 1 KLD | SIM 1 NSS 1 # Parameters

Center Prior 0925 0.423 1.347 0.403 1.511 -

GBYVS [13] 0912 0.483 1.812 0.577 1.988  78.9M
GazeLLE [29] 0.976 0.823 2.063 0.712 1.831 321M
ECN (Ours) 0.987 0.806 0.459 0.665 4.029 12.8M

Table 2. Comparison with existing eye gaze prediction methods,
evaluated on the EgoCampus dataset, with the best results bolded.

Model AUC-J 1 CC 1 KLD | SIM 1 NSS 7 # Parameters

Center Prior  0.925 0.423 1.347 0.403 1.511 -

CV_MM [33] 0963 0.512 0.392 0.508 2.836 420.5M
VistaHL [33] 0.938 0.678 2.128 0.383 2.017 187.7"M
ECN (Ours) 0.987 0.806 0.459 0.665 4.029 12.8M

Table 3. Comparison with existing video saliency prediction
methods, evaluated on the EgoCampus dataset, with the best re-
sults bolded.

5.2. Quantitative Evaluation

ECN, when trained on our data, outperforms the pretrained
models consistently in almost every instance (Tabs. 2, 3
and 4). Note that the methods used for comparison are not
trained on our dataset, whereas our model is. The strongest
comparisons come from CV_MM and VistaHL, which have
%39 and x 17 the number of parameters, respectively. De-
spite the large size of these models, they do not generalize

Model

AUC-J 1 CC 1 KLD | SIM 1 NSS 1 # Parameters

Center Prior 0.925 0.423 1.347 0.403 1.511 -
DeepGazellE [30] 0.962 0.286 1.431 0.128 2.027 104M

EML-NET [17] 0.939 0.438 0.773 0.169 2.192  47.2M
SUM [14] 0.923 0.381 2.312 0.329 1.207 57.5M
TempSAL [1] 0.904 0.468 2.812 0.356 1.513  28.6M
ECN (Ours) 0.987 0.806 0.459 0.665 4.029 12.8M

Table 4. Comparison with existing image saliency prediction
methods, evaluated on the EgoCampus dataset, with the best re-
sults bolded.

well enough to out perform our smaller model in this do-
main. It is worth noting that the center prior baseline has
competitive results, in relation to the other comparisons.
Alongside qualitative results, this indicates that the center
bias is strongly present in the egocentric locomotion setting.

5.3. Ablation Study

We perform an ablation study on our method by evaluat-
ing model performance with different video feature extrac-
tor backbones. We also evaluate the method in the absence
of video-image feature fusion altogether, evaluating the im-
pact on temporal information on prediction accuracy. The
results of this ablation are shown in Tab. 5.

Video backbone AUC-J 1 CC 1 KLD | SIM 1 NSS 1 # Parameters

No video features 0.981 0.744 0.605 0.599 3.578 6.1M
Slow_R50 [10] 0.986 0.799 0.458 0.663 3.895  42.5M
X3D [9] 0.987 0.806 0.459 0.665 4.029 12.8M

Table 5. Performance of EgoCampusNet (ECN) model with vary-
ing video feature extractor backbones. Ablation of video fea-
tures results in notably worse performance, but different back-
bones attain only marginally different performance. # Parameters
denotes the number of parameters in ECN when using the speci-
fied backbone.

The inclusion of video backbones in our method is val-
idated by increased performance. This result indicates that
some degree of video understanding is beneficial for the
gaze prediction task. However, despite a large difference
in parameter counts, varying between X3D and 3D ResNet
(Slow_R50) has little impact on performance. We find X3D
to be preferable for training and inference speed.

5.4. Qualitative Results

Qualitative results of different methods on our dataset is
shown in Fig. 5. EML-Net [17] and DeepGazellE [30] tend
to overestimate the likely gaze area. TempSAL [1] often
highlights areas in the sky, despite its lack of visual salience.
ECN learns a strong contribution from the center bias, of-
ten predicting the center of the image, which tends to be the
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Figure 5. Qualitative comparison of predicted gaze heat maps on sample frames. For each scene (row), we show the query frame with
the gaze point, the output from our proposed model, and outputs from six comparison methods. Our model consistently produces a more
focal heatmap that is more accurately centered on the true gaze point. Note that the white 4 icon denotes true gaze point in all images.

direction of the subject’s movement during recording. ECN
also captures the nuance of task-specific points of interest—
namely doors and sidewalks. When the subject walks past
other pedestrians, other models often predict that other peo-
ples’ faces is the most likely place to look, but in the setting
of egocentric locomotion, this is often not the case.

6. Conclusion

In this work, we introduce EgoCampus, a novel multimodal
egocentric dataset designed to facilitate the study of hu-
man attention during real-world navigation. By capturing
synchronized video, eye gaze, and inertial data from nu-
merous participants traversing shared outdoor routes, Ego-
Campus provides a unique resource for building and eval-
uating the next generation of visual attention models. We
present EgoCampusNet, which fuses spatio-temporal fea-
tures from a video encoder backbone with image features
learned from the individual query frame. Our experiments
demonstrate that this approach sets a strong benchmark for
our dataset but, more importantly, exhibits task-dependent
adaptations that result in higher performance in egocentric
pedestrian video. The findings from this research have sig-

nificant implications for embodied Al and human-robot in-
teraction. The EgoCampus dataset opens avenues for inves-
tigating more complex social navigation scenarios, such as
group navigation and obstacle avoidance, pushing the fron-
tier of environment-aware attention modeling.

The EgoCampus dataset will be made publicly available
and has a companion dataset YOPO-Campus [31], where
the same campus paths (6 km) were traversed by a tele-
operated Clearpath Jackal robot. While YOPO-Campus
shows the paths from a robot view, EgoCampus shows the
paths from a pedestrian view and capture eye gaze. To-
gether, both datasets provide an important data resource for
future studies of navigation in human-robot systems.
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