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Abstract— Robots operating at night using conventional vi-
sion cameras face significant challenges in reconstruction due
to noise-limited images. Previous work has demonstrated that
burst-imaging techniques can be used to partially overcome
this issue. In this paper, we develop a novel feature detector
that operates directly on image bursts that enhances vision-
based reconstruction under extremely low-light conditions. Our
approach finds keypoints with well-defined scale and apparent
motion within each burst by jointly searching in a multi-scale
and multi-motion space. Because we describe these features at
a stage where the images have higher signal-to-noise ratio, the
detected features are more accurate than the state-of-the-art on
conventional noisy images and burst-merged images and exhibit
high precision, recall, and matching performance. We show
improved feature performance and camera pose estimates and
demonstrate improved structure-from-motion performance us-
ing our feature detector in challenging light-constrained scenes.
Our feature finder provides a significant step towards robots
operating in low-light scenarios and applications including
night-time operations.

I. INTRODUCTION

Robots that use vision sensors for reconstruction face
significant challenges in low light environments, as tra-
ditional/existing state-of-the-art methods in simultaneous
localisation and mapping (SLAM) and structure-from-motion
(SfM) fail to perform correctly with the resulting noise-
limited images. Robots may address this issue by carrying
their own light source into the environment, but in many
applications this is not possible, for example when studying
the behaviour of nocturnal animals (which are light sensitive)
or due to weight/power limitations of smaller platforms.
There exists a need for image processing techniques that can
work effectively with images captured in low light.

Burst imaging is an established mobile photography tech-
nique of capturing a scene with high overlap between frames
over a small exposure time to produce a single image with
an improved signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) upon merging [1]–
[4]. Burst-merged images demonstrate higher SNR which
is favourable for vision-based reconstruction, without the
need for additional ambient light sources [1]. Adapting burst
imaging for robotics, burst-based SfM [5] established the
viability of using burst imaging for reconstruction under
extremely low light.

Prior works and on-going developments on burst imaging
are steered toward generating all the pixels of a temporally
merged image from a burst. Detecting features from such
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Fig. 1. Feature matching in low light: a commercial drone (top-left)
captures imagery that is too noisy for conventional 3D reconstruction in
low light (top-middle). This is because of the high rate of spurious feature
detection and low-quality feature matches offered by conventional features
like SIFT (top-right and bottom, red). The proposed BuFF feature yields
fewer higher-quality features resulting in many more correctly matched pairs
(yellow). In this work we show the BuFF feature enables 3D reconstruction
in previously prohibitive low light conditions.

images tends to produce errors due to pairwise misalignment
and quantization noise. In this paper, we proposed to address
these issues by finding features directly in the burst.

We describe an imaging pipeline that captures multiple
bursts along the trajectory of a robot, and find spatio-
temporal features within each burst by jointly searching in
scale-motion space. We describe these features based on their
histograms of edge orientations. This descriptor operates on
motion-filtered images, yielding an SNR improvement.

Our key contributions are:

• We introduce burst feature finder (BuFF), a 2D + time
feature detector and descriptor that finds features with
well defined scale and apparent motion within a burst
of frames,

• We propose the approximation of apparent feature mo-
tion as either 1D or 2D linear segments under typical
robotic platform dynamics, enabling critical refinements
relative to prior work on hand-held imagery, and

• We establish variations of BuFF matched to these ap-
parent motion types and demonstrate it significantly out-
performing 2D feature detectors applied to conventional
and burst imagery in low-SNR scenes.
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We validate our method using real burst imagery collected
by a robotic arm. Code and dataset are available at https:
//roboticimaging.org/Projects/BuFF/.

To evaluate, we compare our results against alternative
approaches of using conventional noisy images and burst-
merged images for reconstruction, both that uses scale invari-
ant feature transform (SIFT) [6] for feature extraction. We
show our proposed feature extractor finds more true features
and fewer spurious features in light-constrained scenes as
shown in Fig. 1. We evaluate the potential of our method
to improve 3D reconstruction using the widely available
COLMAP SfM software [7]. With this, we demonstrate
our method yielding more complete 3D models containing
more 3D points, more accurate camera pose estimates, and
higher performance in terms of feature metrics like match
score, match ratio and precision comparing to alternative
approaches. Importantly, we show COLMAP successfully
converging for scenes where it previously could not due to
insufficient SNR.

II. RELATED WORK

Feature-based 3D reconstruction from images relies on es-
tablishing accurate and reliable pixel-level correspondences
between points across multiple images. In robotics, we
commonly use SIFT for 2D feature extraction to perform
feature-based 3D reconstruction [7]. SIFT builds a difference
of Gaussians (DoG) pyramid by convolving a single image
with a range of scales of DoG filters. It detects distinctive
keypoints by finding the extrema in the local neighbourhood
of DoG pyramid and computes a local descriptor from
the normalized region around each detected keypoint based
on their histogram of gradients. To find correspondences
across other images, the similarity between descriptors is
measured. Other 2D feature extractors like speeded up robust
features (SURF) [8] and ORB [9] also have shown promising
results in reconstruction applications including object recog-
nition [10] and SLAM [11]. The performance of all of these
feature detectors reduce in low light.

Another approach to finding features in low light is via
machine learning methods [12]. These methods require large
training dataset and training time. Other studies on low-
light reconstruction, use complementary sensors [13], [14]
and expensive cameras [15] to reconstruct light-constrained
scenes while we demonstrate our method using a conven-
tional camera.

Burst imaging is a computation method that captures
multiple images with small motion between frames, aligns
each frame to a common image within a burst and temporally
merges all the aligned images to get a higher SNR image [1].
Limitations of this approach have been recently addressed
using learning-based methods to an extent [16], [17]. In [5],
the authors adapt burst photography methods for use in
improving 3D reconstruction accuracy in low-light scenes.

We propose to take this a step further, by finding features
directly on a burst via joint spatio-temporal search instead of
finding 2D features on a temporally-merged image. Drawing
inspiration from light field features (LiFF) [18] and SIFT [6],

Fig. 2. (left): In 3D scenes under general 6-DOF platform motion,
features in a burst exhibit apparent motion that is well approximated by
line segments, even under platform rotation; (right): In the special case of a
platform moving orthogonal to the principal axis of the camera, the apparent
motion follows parallel line segments. We exploit these observations to
search either 2D or 1D spaces of linear apparent motion to detect BuFF
features.

in this paper, we develop a feature detector that finds extrema
not only in scale-space, but also in the space of apparent
motion across an image stack. This allows us to find robust
spatio-temporal features in lower SNR images for light-
constrained reconstruction, by leveraging the motion infor-
mation between frames in a burst during feature detection.

III. BURST FEATURE FINDER

A. Apparent Motion within a Burst

Capturing burst images using a camera mounted on a
moving robotic platform exhibits fundamentally different
motion profiles compared to hand-held burst photography.
While handshake on handheld cameras contains significant
high-frequency components, robotic platform dynamics are
usually dominated by higher inertia and thus smoother in-
stantaneous motion. This results in smooth and, for suffi-
ciently fast bursts, locally linear apparent motion.

We identify two main variations in the local motion within
a burst as shown in Fig. 2. Features in a burst captured by
a moving robot generally exhibit 2D linear apparent motion,
especially when the robot is moving towards or away from
the scene. On the other hand, when a robot is moving
orthogonal to the principal axis of the camera, features within
a burst exhibit 1D linear apparent motion. We build two
variations of the feature finder, BuFF 2D for extracting
features in a burst and BuFF 1D as a computational saving
design to selectively operate on motion-constrained bursts.
Further practical reasons for the design is described in III-E.

B. Motion Stack

BuFF finds spatio-temporal features in a burst as in Fig. 3.
We pass all the images in a burst N through a shift-sum
motion filter HM . We enable 2D shift in the motion filter, by
allowing two slope settings, Mu corresponding to horizontal
apparent motion and Mv corresponding to vertical apparent
motion of pixels.

We shift all the pixels within a burst by a given slope value
that corresponds to the apparent motion of pixels and sum
the motion-shifted images to compute a higher SNR image.

https://roboticimaging.org/Projects/BuFF/
https://roboticimaging.org/Projects/BuFF/


We repeat this for a range of slope values M, as the apparent
motion of the scene in foreground is generally higher than the
background and have varying values depending on the scene.
We build a motion stack with images, each representing a
slope value. This is similar to a design of focal stack [19],
and allows depth selectivity.

C. Multi-Scale Multi-Motion Search Space

We extend the search space of SIFT to a higher dimen-
sional search by jointly searching for extrema across multiple
scales and multiple slopes.

We convolve each image computed by the multi-motion
stack with DoG filters HS over multiple scales S. We find
extrema in a joint 5D search space D5D as in,

D5D(φ ,σ ,λu,v) = HM(u,v,λu,v)∗HS(u,v,σ) (1)

where u and v are pixel positions in horizontal and vertical
direction of the computed image from the motion stack
respectively and φ = [u, v]. We apply the shift-sum motion
HM filter over Mu slopes in horizontal direction and Mv
slopes in vertical direction for all the images in the burst
N to build a 3D motion stack of Mu x Mv images. We find
keypoints of distinct location φ , scale σ and apparent motion
λ . This rejects spurious features from the noisy images.

BuFF searches through location, scale, and a 2D apparent
motion space to build a 5D search space. In the special case
of 1D apparent motion, this reduces to a 4D search space.

While BuFF has similar parameters to SIFT including
octaves, levels, contrast threshold and edge threshold, the
key variable in BuFF is the range of slopes. As BuFF finds
features in a burst, number of images in a burst is also
a variable. Adding more images improves the performance
asymptotically.

D. Descriptor

Similar to SIFT and LiFF, we compute a histogram of
edge orientations for each features, a 128-element vector.
In addition to the sensitivity and selectivity of the detec-
tion, describing features at a stage where the images have
higher SNR compared to the input images in the burst
allow robust reconstruction of light-constrained environment.
Because we use the images computed from the motion
stack to build the search space, we also have inherent depth
information, that pave way for other applications including
segmentation and depth selection.

E. Complexity

Choosing the appropriate order of events to design the
search-scale space yields computational savings. BuFF 1D
is carried in the order of building a multi-motion stack of
images from burst images, and then convolving the shifted
images with DoG filters. Because the convolution operation
is more computational expensive than shifting and summing
pixels, the order of building multi-motion stack prior to
multi-scale stack is efficient for BuFF 1D.

As BuFF 2D have larger search space comparing to BuFF
1D, designing multi-motion stack prior to the convolution

Fig. 3. The proposed feature detection architecture: The N-frame input
burst is converted to an Mu ×Mv motion stack by shifting and summing
frames across a range of putative apparent motions (“slopes”). This is
reduced to an M-frame stack for 1D apparent motion. Each frame of the
motion stack passes through a DoG scale-space filter, and features are
detected as extrema in the resulting joint scale-slope search space. Each
feature is described using a SIFT-style histogram of gradients applied to
its corresponding motion-stack image, rather than the input frames. The
resulting features have distinct location, scale and apparent motion, and
exhibit high precision, recall, and matching performance.

is not desirable. Instead, convolving burst images with DoG
filters and building multi-motion stack using images from
multi-scale stack is appropriate for computation.

IV. RESULTS

In the following, we first evaluate the performance of
our feature detector and descriptor in noisy imagery using
captured burst of a target scene. We initially use a target
scene with varying scales to analyse the nature of feature
detection. Then, we quantitatively evaluate the feature per-
formance of BuFF in an SfM pipeline across various scenes,
by comparing against SIFT on conventional noisy images and
SIFT on burst-merged images by considering reconstruction
performance and pose estimation.

A. Feature Performance in Noise

We print a test target of 90 disks at varying scales with
known feature locations to demonstrate feature performance
(see Fig. 4, left). The color contrast ratio between the disks
and the background is 1.2.

We capture bursts of images using a Basler 1600-60um
monocular machine vision camera with an f/11 lens. We
capture 12-bit monocrhome images of size 1600x1200.
The exposure value (EV) is selected to match an f/2 camera
with 0.16ms exposure time and 81.18 lux of illumination, or
equivalently a 5ms exposure with 1.18 lux of illumination.
We also capture the test target scene over 100ms exposure
time, yielding a high SNR image which we use as a gold
standard.

We examine the true positive rate and the false positive
count of the captured imagery of the target scene for a
sweeping peak threshold as shown in Fig. 5. We compare
our methods against the receiver operating characteristic



True Positive Rate: 0.9778
False Positive Count: 563

True Positive Rate: 0.9778
False Positive Count: 346

Test Target Gold Standard Conventional Noisy Burst with Merge BuFF 2D (Ours) BuFF 1D (Ours)
True Positive Rate: 0.5667
False Positive Count: 3632

True Positive Rate: 0.7222
False Positive Count: 2458

(SIFT under bright 
illumination)

Fig. 4. Validation with a printed test target: (left to right) Test target with disks of varying scales to demonstrate feature performance. SIFT finds features
well under bright illumination, but suffers from many false positives and reduced true positives in low light. Employing conventional burst imaging prior
to applying SIFT improves performance, but BuFF 2D and 1D show much greater performance due to the joint scale-motion search – see also Fig. 5.

Fig. 5. ROC curves for (orange) SIFT on conventional imagery, (blue)
SIFT on merged burst imagery, (violet) BuFF with 2D linear local apparent
motion, and (green) BuFF with 1D linear local apparent motion. BuFF 1D
admits fewer spurious features because of the smaller search space, and both
variants of BuFF exhibit higher true positive rates because of the signal boost
associated with joint scale-motion search. We use the ROC curves to select
comparable peak thresholds for each method, such that 10% of detected
features are false positives.

curve (ROC) of alternative approaches: the conventional
noisy image and burst-merged image. We select the peak
threshold at which, each methods perform preferably at its
best for the input noise level of the imagery, i.e. selecting a
peak threshold value at the highest true positive range with
an additional 10% of total false positive features. Extracted
features using alternative approaches and our methods on the
associated imagery at the selected peak threshold are shown
in Fig. 4.

Conventional methods find fewer true positive features
and more spurious features for the captured imagery. Burst-
merged images find more true positive features and fewer
spurious features comparing to conventional methods. Our
methods outperform both conventional noisy and burst-
merged image finding higher overall true positive features.
As the search space is larger for BuFF 2D comparing
to BuFF 1D, between our methods, BuFF 1D finds fewer
spurious features comparing to BuFF 2D.

We additionally compare the variation in feature perfor-
mance of our methods for different number of images in
a burst as shown in Fig. 6. As we increase the number of
images in a burst, the SNR of the images used in constructing
the multi-scale multi-motion search space increases. This

Number of images
2 10

Number of images
2 10

Fig. 6. Impact of number of frames in a burst: employing more images
improves both spurious feature count and true positive rate. These perfor-
mance curves vary with camera, scene, and platform motion characteristics.
For this scenario, performance saturates at around 10 images per burst.

gives an advantage for both the detector and the descriptor
to find higher true features and fewer spurious features.
After six images, there is minimal difference in extracted
true features and spurious features for the noise level of the
captured imagery.

B. Reconstruction Accuracy

We demonstrate our method for the reconstruction experi-
ments by mounting the same camera under the same lighting
conditions as discussed in Sec. IV-A on a UR5e robotic arm
as shown in Fig. 7. We capture 20 burst sequences with
10 images in each burst for five trajectories. We capture
these sequences while the robot is moving towards and
away from the scene, resulting in burst sequences having
approximately 2D apparent motion between frames. We also

(b)

(c)(a)

Fig. 7. Examples of captured imagery: (a) View of a well-lit scene and arm-
mounted camera; (b) a gold standard image captured over 100ms exposure
time; and (c) a single noisy image captured over 5ms at the same camera
pose. The full dataset contains 10 trajectories, each with 20 bursts of 10
images.



TABLE I
AVERAGE PERFORMANCE OF 3D RECONSTRUCTION FOR LIGHT-CONSTRAINED SCENES WITH 1D AND 2D APPARENT MOTION

Apparent
Motion Method Convergence

Rate
Images
Pass %

Keypoints/
Image

Putative
Matches/

Image

Inliers
Matches/

Image

Match
Ratio

Match
Score Precision 3D Points/

Image

1D

Gold Standard 1.0 100 2881 1.175x104 1.170x104 4.161 4.141 0.995 5159
Conventional Noisy 0.0 0 5574 68.37 64.11 0.012 0.012 0.873 -
Burst with Merge 0.8 59 2216 361.8 332.3 0.185 0.170 0.934 457.2
BuFF 1D 1.0 98 1386 384.1 374.6 0.280 0.273 0.976 521.2
BuFF 2D 1.0 92 1636 345.5 338.4 0.230 0.225 0.980 490.4

2D

Gold Standard 1.0 100 3270 1.303x104 1.296x104 3.893 3.873 0.994 6110
Conventional Noisy 0.0 0 5680 18.41 14.25 0.003 0.003 0.860 -
Burst with Merge 0.8 77 2746 485.7 457.0 0.177 0.167 0.954 617.8
BuFF 2D 1.0 98 2144 565.6 551.4 0.263 0.257 0.978 732.0

capture bursts having 1D apparent motion between frames
in a similar fashion, by capturing multiple burst sequences
for five trajectories while the robot is moving orthogonal to
the principal axis of the camera.

The scene is designed similar to a forest environment
with objects with different textures, shapes and sizes under
controlled lighting as shown in Fig. 7. We capture our dataset
over 5ms and 100ms exposure times as noisy and gold
standard images respectively to correspond closely to the
noise levels of the captured test target scene. We also capture
bias frames at the same exposure and gain to remove fixed-
pattern noise. The apparent motion within each burst varies
with a maximum value of 30 pixels.

We compute features from the variants of BuFF and
the VLFeat1 implementation of SIFT using selected peak
threshold as explained in Fig. 5, edge threshold 10, and DoG
scales covering 6 octaves over 4 levels per octave. This is
similar to the settings used on gold standard test target scene
to generate all the true features with no spurious features.
For the variants of BuFF, we computed motion stack over 7
slopes in horizontal and vertical directions accordingly. For
the descriptor, we apply L1 root normalization across all
methods, similar to [18] to yield improved matches.

Following the feature comparison approach in [20], we
evaluate reconstruction performance of motion constrained
trajectories captured as multiple bursts with 1D apparent
motion as shown in Tab. I in terms of convergence rate:
number of reconstructed scenes refined by bundle adjustment
given all scenes, images pass: number of images used for
reconstruction given the input images, number of keypoints
per image, putative feature matches per image, inliers per
image, match ratio: the number of detected features classified
as putative matches, match score: the number of detected
features yielding inlier matches, precision: the proportion
of putative matches, and the average 3D points in the
reconstructed models per image. In Tab. I, we highlight the
best results in green, and they correspond to the two variants
of our methods. We compare BuFF 2D for trajectories with
1D motion, and while it uses 92% of all images to reconstruct
light-constrained scenes with competitive putative matches,
inlier matches and 3D points per image, 1D subset aligned
in the direction of the apparent motion demonstrate more

1https://www.vlfeat.org/overview/sift.html

Fig. 8. Localisation performance: Conventional imagery yields very poor
camera pose estimates (orange) and even fails to converge without relaxing
inlier rate settings. Employing burst-merged images reconstructed 90% of
input images but still showed poor pose estimation (blue). The proposed
BuFF variants successfully employed the most images and yielded the
most accurate pose estimates, with the 2D variant (violet) showing slightly
lower accuracy than BuFF 1D (green), due to increased spurious features
associated with the larger 2D search space. See Table II for quantitative
results.

matches and 3D points overall. This is because of less
spurious feature detection in limited search space comparing
to BuFF 2D.

Evaluating trajectories with bursts having 2D apparent
motion between frames, our method outperforms alternative
approaches across all metrics, by reconstructing 98% of all
the input scenes. Conventional single noisy images failed
to identify a good initial image pair and failed to converge
during bundle adjustment. Our method reconstructs hundreds
more matches and 3D points per image compared with burst-
merged reconstruction. It also shows higher match ratio,
match score and precision for the extracted features.

C. Pose Estimation

We compute average absolute trajectory error and relative
pose error for translation and rotation from the poses esti-
mated by COLMAP as shown in Tab. II. The color scheme
matches that used in Tab. I. The results show the two BuFF
variants outperforming burst with merge in all metrics with
BuFF 2D showing a slight advantage over BuFF 1D for
rotation estimates. Because conventional noisy method fails



TABLE II
MEAN TRANSLATION ERROR AND MEAN ROTATIONAL ERROR IN CAMERA POSES FOR SCENES WITH 1D AND 2D APPARENT MOTION

Apparent
motion Method Absolute trajectory error Relative pose error

trans.(cm) rot.(deg) trans.(cm) rot.(deg)

1D
Burst with Merge 2.84 2.07 4.97 0.73
BuFF 1D 1.23 1.24 2.00 0.05
BuFF 2D 1.27 0.62 2.01 0.02

2D Burst with Merge 1.80 1.11 3.60 0.04
BuFF 2D 1.44 0.58 2.55 0.03

to converge throughout, there are no camera pose estimates
for that method. However, for qualitative comparison as
shown in Fig. 8, we relax the reconstruction settings for a
scene by reducing the inliers matches required to select an
initial pair.

We align and scale the camera poses to the gold stan-
dard poses as there is an arbitrary scale factor involved
in monocular SfM. The arbitrary scale used in describing
the poses are determined by the distance between the first
pair of registered images. While relaxing inlier rate settings
encourage conventional method to converge, the camera pose
estimates are inaccurate as shown in Fig. 8. Estimating
camera pose estimates using burst-merged images show
poor estimates and does not reconstruct all camera poses.
Both variants of our method compute accurate camera pose
estimates comparing to the competing methods.

D. Speed

For a dataset of 200 images in 20 bursts, our MATLAB
implementation for detecting and describing burst features
and reconstruction using imported features of BuFF 1D took
18.42 minutes and BuFF 2D took 108.5 minutes on an Intel
i7-9700 at 4.70 GHz as in Tab. III. This reported time for
BuFF 2D is by following the design of building motion
stack prior to convolution stage with scale stack. We expect
this could be accelerated substantially. By contrast, oper-
ating SIFT MATLAB implementation on 20 conventional
noisy images took 15.04 minutes, and operating on burst-
merged images with align and merge took 13.86 minutes.

TABLE III
TIME TAKEN FOR RECONSTRUCTION INCLUDING FEATURE EXTRACTION

Method Time taken
(min)

Conventional Noisy 15.04
Burst with Merge 13.86
BuFF 2D (Ours) 108.5
BuFF 1D (Ours) 18.42

E. Failure cases

Examples of failed cases with larger apparent motion
between frames and extremely low contrast are shown in
Fig. 9. Capturing faster bursts eliminates the aliasing effect.
The approach is also affected by the amount of signal in the
original image and we believe capturing a burst with more
images will benefit feature detection.

(a) (b)

Fig. 9. Failure cases: (a, left) A single input frame and (right) an image
from the motion stack with large putative apparent motion showing false
structure due to aliasing. Employing faster bursts and reducing putative
apparent motion eliminates this kind of aliasing. (b, left) A low-contrast
textured scene in bright illumination, and (right) the same under low light
showing insufficient signal for feature detection. Ultimately there needs to
be enough signal for BuFF to find features.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We introduced a novel burst feature finder to recon-
struct low light scenes. We captured multiple-bursts se-
quences along typical motion trajectories and detected spatio-
temporal features in a multi-scale multi-motion search space.
We employed a descriptor that provided additional advantage
with higher SNR boost comparing to conventional methods.

We demonstrated improved performance comparing to
conventional imaging and burst-merged reconstruction in
terms of true features, spurious features, convergence rate,
match score, match ratio, precision and 3D points per images.
We show that finding features directly in a burst estimates ac-
curate camera poses comparing to finding features on burst-
merged images or conventional images for low light scenes.
We expect that this work can improve 3D reconstruction in
low-light, allowing robots to perform better in challenging
rescue missions and low light delivery.

This work reformulates the trajectory of a robot as
multiple-bursts, and find burst features in low light to im-
prove 3D reconstruction. For future work, we anticipate
learning-based approaches for motion stack design, deep
burst feature extraction and object tracking of visually chal-
lenging features like snow. We also expect complementary
sensors to aid in improving reconstruction in low light.
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