
Low-intensity illumination for lensless digital 
holographic microscopy with minimized 
sample interaction 

BARTOSZ MIRECKI,1,3 MIKOŁAJ ROGALSKI,1,3 PIOTR ARCAB,1,3 PIOTR 

ROGUJSKI,2 LUIZA STANASZEK,2 MICHAŁ JÓZWIK1 AND MACIEJ TRUSIAK1,* 

1Warsaw University of Technology, Institute of Micromechanics and Photonics, 8 Sw. A. Boboli St., 02-

525 Warsaw, Poland 
2NeuroRepair Department, Mossakowski Medical Research Institute, Polish Academy of Sciences, 5 

Adolfa Pawinskiego St., 02-106 Warsaw, Poland 
3Authors contributed equally to this work. 

*maciej.trusiak@pw.edu.pl 

Abstract: Exposure to laser light alters cell culture examination via optical microscopic 

imaging techniques, also based on label-free coherent digital holography. To mitigate this 

detrimental feature, researchers tend to use a broader spectrum and lower intensity of 

illumination, which can decrease the quality of holographic imaging due to lower resolution 

and higher noise. We study the lensless digital holographic microscopy (LDHM) ability to 

operate in the low photon budget (LPB) regime to enable imaging of unimpaired live cells with 

minimized sample interaction. Low-cost off-the-shelf components are used, promoting the 

usability of such a straightforward approach. We show that recording data in the LPB regime 

(down to 7 µW of illumination power) does not limit the contrast nor resolution of the hologram 

phase and amplitude reconstruction compared to the regular illumination. The LPB generates 

hardware camera shot noise, however, to be effectively minimized via numerical denoising. 

The ability to obtain high-quality, high-resolution optical complex field reconstruction was 

confirmed using the USAF 1951 amplitude sample, phase resolution test target, and finally, 

live glial restricted progenitor cells (as a challenging strongly absorbing and scattering 

biomedical sample). The proposed approach based on severely limiting the photon budget in 

lensless holographic microscopy method can open new avenues in high-throughout (optimal 

resolution, large field-of-view and high signal-to-noise-ratio single-hologram reconstruction) 

cell culture imaging with minimized sample interaction. 
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1. Introduction 
 

Digital holographic microscopy (DHM) [1] is a widely used technique that allows for 

recording and reconstructing (via digital holographic principle [2]) an optical field that has been 

modulated via scattering, refraction, absorption, and reflection, by a biomedical [3] or technical 

[1] micro-object. Complex data at the registration plane can be obtained via hologram 

demodulation using one of the following single-frame carrier-fringes techniques with inclined 

reference beam: Fourier Transform [4], spatial carrier phase shifting [5] or Hilbert Transform 

[6-7]; it also can be performed by a more accurate multi-frame technique, e.g., temporal phase 

shifting [1,2]. Reconstructed complex data carry information about amplitude (absorptive 

features) and phase (refractive features), which are the fundamental components for label-free 

quantitative imaging. In the last two decades quantitative phase imaging emerged as one of the 

top label-free live bio-specimen examination frameworks [8,9]. After reconstruction it is 

possible, using, e.g., the angular spectrum (AS) method [10-14], to numerically propagate the 

optical field to the focus plane, if the hologram was captured outside of it. The focus plane is 
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often determined automatically using so-called autofocusing approaches [15-20], 

contemporarily also performed within deep learning frameworks [21].  

Quantitative phase microscopes implementing DHM principles, as well as classical bright-

field microscopes, are bulky and consist of several optical elements (such as microscope 

objectives, mirrors, lenses, and gratings). In lensless digital holographic microscopy (LDHM) 

[22-25], a technology based on the seminal Gabor in-line holography concept [26], the system 

comprises of a light source, a CCD camera, and a sample placed between them, preferably near 

the CCD matrix [23-25]. This configuration determines the large field of view (FOV) primarily 

dependent on the size of the CCD matrix. In this case the resolution is mainly limited by the 

size of the pixel, which needs to be small enough to capture dense Gabor holographic fringes 

without any optical magnification [27]. The total number of pixels sampling the hologram is 

also crucial – the higher the number the larger the available information bandwidth which also 

affects resolution (both in terms of reconstructed details and captured object-scattered angles). 

The contrast of fringes, which in LDHM is mainly a function of spatial and temporal coherence 

of light source [27], is also crucial for the reconstruction resolution. The too low contrast of 

dense fringes prevents transferring detailed object features. Depth-of-focus, FOV and 

resolution are not limited by the microscope objective, as it is not required in LDHM 

(additionally free from objective induced aberrations). For these reasons LDHM gained 

significant attention in live-cell in vitro and tissue whole-slide bio-imaging [28-40], and 

technical object examination, i.e., micro/nano object tracking [41,42] (to name only some 

applications). 

When using laser light, the problem of phototoxicity naturally arises. It is far more 

dangerous in fluorescent imaging [43], especially in techniques based on nonlinear effects [44] 

or super-resolution [43]. Lens-based DHM techniques, using both commercially available 

devices and custom setups, enabled minimally invasive time-lapse live cell imaging for 

quantification of cell growth, motility, and morphology alterations, see for example [45-50] 

and references therein. Potential photodamage can be considered as a likelihood in label-free 

microscopy, however, as mainly highly coherent laser light is used and once tightly structured 

or focused (e.g., optical tweezers [51], multiphoton label-free microscopy [52]), shorten in 

pulse duration [53] or illuminated onto a sample in a combination of long exposure time (time-

lapse studies) and high intensity (required for high contrast of the hologram due to optical 

losses) laser VIS radiation can be appraised as sample-altering [54]. Especially in the case of 

high-energy short-wavelength illumination [55-58] for long-exposure time-lapse studies, as the 

UV light tends to damage the DNA of live cells [59]. Interestingly, other label-free microscopy 

techniques, e.g., Brillouin microscopy [60] or coherent anti-Stokes Raman microscopy [61] are 

also burdened by possible photodamage. To limit the potential sample interaction and damage 

low light intensity is used, referred to as low photon budget LPB imaging. It is also 

recommended to use broader spectra, however decreased temporal coherence can reduce the 

resolution of holographic imaging. Low temporal coherence also imposes stringent 

requirements in terms of available optical path difference (OPD) range and affects hologram 

recording in classical DHM (often requiring additional grating for OPD compensation [62-67]) 

and somewhat less critically, however still significantly, in LDHM setups (although no 

additional components are needed the imaging resolution is limited [69-70]). Therefore, it is 

potentially advantageous and desirable to use laser illumination with a short wavelength to 

realize high-throughput LDHM imaging (high lateral resolution and single-shot reconstruction 

for large FOV) without living cell impairment. A low photon budget is thus required to attain 

low-intensity illumination for lensless digital holographic microscopy with minimized live 

biological sample interaction. 

Imaging in LPB has been studied within the interference fringe pattern based DHM 

framework [71-73] both in terms of assessing the noise level and proposing ways to remove it, 

e.g., upon deep learning based hologram-hologram transformation [73] and angular matching 

method [72]. Novel techniques have also been proposed to enhance the signal-to-noise ratio in 



phase imaging performed in LPB via the transport of intensity method [74,75] and deep-

learning-aided phase retrieval schemes [76-78]. Low photons count related shot noise influence 

has been successfully studied in the DHM regime [79,80], however such an investigation is 

lacking for the LDHM which inspired this work. We plan to fill this gap and carefully examine 

the impact the LPB regime has on the LDHM phase/amplitude imaging capabilities. In LDHM 

the lack of optical elements positions it as an excellent tool for imaging biological specimens 

using very low intensity of light source illumination. Recording data in LPB regime (lowering 

the output power of the laser) with a given camera exposure time generates hardware shot noise, 

which can be identified by a Poisson noise [71-77]. The presence of these defects also affects 

the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) of the hologram reconstruction: both phase and amplitude terms 

of the reconstructed complex optical field in the object plane are somewhat degenerated. This 

hardware noise can be decreased in single-camera-shot only by the numerical image processing 

methods, e.g., Gaussian filter, median filter or BM3D filter [81], due to the LPB regime. 

In this contribution we propose to conduct LDHM imaging in the LPB regime, to obtain 

high-quality, high-resolution optical field reconstruction minimizing light-sample interaction 

and decreasing the camera shot noise. The aim is to corroborate LDHM as a promising tool for 

LPB operation and to promote it for live cell time-lapse inspection. To process reconstructed 

holograms, i.e., their shot-noise-affected phase and amplitude components, we used a well-

established numerical Block-matching and 3D filtering (BM3D) algorithm, because of its 

ability to reduce noise and simultaneously keep the edges, fine features and dimensions of the 

objects. The BM3D is one of the expansions of the non-local means methodology [82]. There 

are two steps in BM3D: a hard-thresholding and a Wiener filter stage, both involving the 

following parts: grouping, collaborative filtering, and aggregation. The “strength” of the BM3D 

filtering depends mainly on the sigma parameter, which denotes the standard deviation of the 

Gaussian noise estimated to be present in the image. The ability to obtain high-quality, high-

resolution optical field reconstruction was confirmed using (1) USAF 1951 as amplitude 

sample, (2) especially manufactured phase resolution test, and (3) living biological cells. We 

selected glial restricted progenitors as challenging biomedical sample to investigate in the 

LDHM system in the LPB regime. They are to be studied in very long time-lapses (up to several 

weeks) to investigate their migration schemes upon various stimuli. The challenging nature of 

these cells comes from their strong absorption and scattering (mainly amplitude objects) and 

the need to use specialized dish with dedicated coatings for the cells to grow, which additionally 

increases the scattering and thus augments the noise in hologram reconstructions. Studying 

migration of rather large cells (20-30 µm) we are not strongly restricted by rather low resolution 

(around pixel size [27] – in our case 2.4 µm) offered by the LDHM (especially when comparing 

to the commercial DHM devices). Instead, we take advantage of the extremely large field of 

view provided by the LDHM. All results corroborate easy-to-obtain high-quality LDHM 

imaging in photon starved conditions. This unique feature of LDHM is highlighted for the first 

time to the best of our knowledge. 

The manuscript is constructed as follows. Section 2 describes the optical setup used and 

presents amplitude test target and phase test target LDHM imaging results with varying laser 

output power and various numerical denoising techniques used. Section 3 contains the 

quantitative analysis of the BM3D-driven amplitude and phase maps denoising in LPB LDHM. 

Section 4 shows experimental validation of the proposed low photon budget LDHM imager 

employed for live cells time-lapse investigation (in comparison with regular laser output 

power). Section 5 concludes the paper. Presented analysis, both qualitative and quantitative 

(estimating resolution using phase/amplitude targets and noise levels via calculating standard 

deviation) constitute a valuable experimental study of LDHM capabilities in LPB. Moreover, 

it provides important evidence corroborating the ability to perform accurate amplitude/phase 

LDHM imaging under LPB, which is very advantageous for live cell in-vitro biomedical 

imaging with minimized sample-interaction. We have also shown that Poisson shot noise is the 



main limiting factor and it can be efficiently minimized upon numerical filtration of 

reconstructed phase and amplitude maps. 

2. Limiting the laser output power in the LDHM 
 

The LDHM setup used within this study is presented in Fig. 1. Deployed lensless setup is a 

classical system to record in-line Gabor holograms, with a modification to reduce the intensity 

of the violet laser beam (CNI Lasers MDL-III-405-20mW, λ = 405 nm, FWHM = 23 pm). 

Rotating linear polarizer located between the laser light source and microscopic objective is 

used to reduce the intensity and control the low photon budget regime. Light is then coupled 

via microscope objective (x20/0.4) to the single-mode fiber. Due to its narrow core (fi 2.5 – 3.4 

µm) it provides high-quality spherical beam (which works similarly to the pinhole). The sample 

is localized near to the CMOS matrix (ALVIUM Camera 1800 U-2050m mono Bareboard, 

pixel size 2.4 x 2.4 µm, 5496x3672 pixels, FOV = 116 mm2) to obtain a high NA and scattered 

light collection capacity. Due to the camera’s protected glass this distance is equal to 

approximately 2 mm. The magnification of this setup is around M = 1, because of the significant 

distance (300 mm) between the point source and CMOS.  

The lensless digital holographic microscope allows to capture large FOV which is shown 

in Fig. 1(a). We depict an entire FOV in-line hologram of the USAF 1951 test target. Numerical 

propagation of recorded hologram to the object focus plane enables obtaining high-resolution 

image of the amplitude, Fig. 1(b), and phase, Fig. 1(c), samples. Yellow rectangles mark the 

areas of interest used to calculated noise (as the standard deviation of the object-free area [83]). 

To calculate the in-focus optical field the object wave uz=0, registered at plane z = 0 is 

propagated to a defined distance z, found via an automatic focusing algorithm [16], which can 

be done using, e.g., angular spectrum method [10-13]: 
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In Eqs. (1)-(3) tilde denotes Fourier transform, i is an imaginary unit, (fx,fy) are spatial 

frequencies, λ stands for the light wavelength, n is the refractive index of the medium in which 

the propagation takes place.  

The purpose of the proposed experiment is an examination of captured lensless LPB 

hologram. To change the intensity of the beam a polarizer was rotated to different angle 

positions. Reducing the illumination power coming from the optical fiber and maintaining a 

constant exposure time of the recorded images cause a hardware-based shot-noise to appear. 

Figure 2(a) presents phase and amplitude noise (calculated as the standard deviation of the 

background object-free regions marked in Figs. 1(b) and 1(c)) plots estimated within 

reconstructed holograms recorded employing output laser power range: 7 µW - 50 µW. Micro 

Watt regime constitute a low photon budget; up to now sub milli Watts were used in the 

literature [73]. Noise makes it challenging to recognize and distinguish the details of the 

reconstructed holograms, both in amplitude Fig. 2(b) and phase Fig. 2(c). To counteract it, we 

can significantly extend the exposure time, which generally has two undesirable effects: (1) it 

limits the temporal resolution of the imaging device and (2) it increases the light-sample 

interaction needed to yield a single image. Other solution is to use appropriate filtering of the 

obtained hologram. Due to the quantitative metrological nature of the LDHM, the optimal 



choice would be to use a filter that does not distort the reconstructed amplitude and phase 

components and maintains the features of the examined objects. 

 

 

Fig. 1. Schematic layout of the LDHM setup. Exemplifying recorded and reconstructed images: (a) hologram of 

USAF amplitude test target, (b) amplitude term of the reconstructed hologram (a), (c) phase term of the reconstructed 
hologram of the phase test target. Regions of interest containing fine features have been enlarged for all images. 

Yellow rectangles encapsulate object-free areas utilized throughout the paper to estimate the amplitude and phase 

noise levels by calculating the standard deviation parameter. 

 

 
Fig. 2. (a) Plots of background standard deviation versus laser output power, for (orange) amplitude term of the 
USAF 1951 hologram reconstruction and (blue) phase term of the phase test target hologram reconstruction, (b) 

enlargements of the USAF 7th group with cross-sections for 7 µW (A) and 50 µW (B) illumination power, (c) 

enlargements of the phase target with cross-sections for 7 µW (C) and 50 µW (D) illumination power. 

 

The robustness of the LDHM technique to the LPB regime stems from the fact that in the 

in-line Gabor configuration the information from a single pixel in the object plane is encoded 

within a large area in the hologram plane containing of defocused Gabor fringes (overlapping 



area of defocused object-scattered field and not-scattered light). This robust spatial way of 

encoding the object information is additionally merged with angular spectrum method for 

numerical backpropagation, which uses the entire spectrum of the Gabor hologram. Fourier 

transforms of Gabor holograms recorded under regular illumination and low photon budget 

regime are very similar, with majority of the information encoded in the central part with 

overlapped autocorrelation and cross-correlation terms. In a off-axis DHM [73] there is a need 

to transform a fringe pattern into the complex valued field, where only a small part of the 

detector bandwidth is used (centered around the carrier spatial frequency lobe) and the LPB 

introduces strong fringe intensity noise which is transferred to the phase map [73]. Although 

Fourier transform phase demodulation method is a global one, the physics behind off-axis in-

plane hologram formation used in the DHM is a local pixel-to-pixel one, without the beneficial 

features of areal spatial information encoding in the defocused Gabor regime characteristic to 

the LDHM. 

3. Noise minimization without jeopardizing the amplitude and phase 
resolution in LPB LDHM 

As camera shot noise is deteriorating the quality of the LDHM reconstructions in the LPB 

we investigate the methods for its minimization. Figure 3(a) shows standard deviation plots 

calculated from the background (object-free) part of the reconstructed holograms marked in the 

Fig. 1. We employed three different amplitude and phase map filtering methods: BM3D, 

Gaussian filter, and median filter. The filter coefficients values have been selected to obtain 

similar background standard deviation values in hologram reconstructions: median – 3x3, 

gaussian – 5x5 with sigma 0.9, BM3D – sigma 0.003. This procedure allows for a global (single 

STD valued) quantitative comparison of the filtering methods. It suggests that Gaussian 

filtering provides the lowest noise level, however one needs to further evaluate this by assessing 

the details and important object features perseverance after denoising.  

Figure 3(b) shows that Gaussian and median filters are ineffective because of the introduced 

significant blur. For median filtering resolution drops from 2.46 µm to 3.91 µm half-pitch. The 

BM3D is characterized by a good transition of the object features and allowed obtaining 

background noise minimization with resolution maintained as 2.46 µm half-pitch. Figure 4 

presents cross-sections through the smallest resolvable element from USAF amplitude test 

target to allow for evaluation of the resolution in various filtering schemes. One can clearly 

observe that the BM3D filter preserved the resolution of the original un-filtered amplitude 

reconstruction. The BM3D is a collaborative filtering process which expands the non-local 

means methodology [82]. There are two steps in BM3D: a hard-thresholding and a Wiener filter 

stage, both involving the following parts: grouping, collaborative filtering, and aggregation. 

The “significance” of the BM3D filtering depends mainly on the sigma parameter, which 

denotes the standard deviation of Gaussian noise estimated to be present in the image (to be 

denoised). 

To visualize and analyze the use of the BM3D filter in low photon budget LDHM, 

reconstructions were calculated for different illumination conditions and varying filter sigma 

coefficient. Sigma describes the estimated standard deviation of Gaussian noise present in the 

image data [81]. Our tests were performed for the USAF 1951 amplitude target, Fig. 5, and the 

phase test target, Fig. 6. We based our amplitude resolution analysis on the element 5 from 

group 7 of the USAF test with 2.46 µm half-pitch matching the camera pixel size of 2.4 µm. 

Phase test target has slightly larger Q elements of 3.5 µm half-pitch. It is important to notice 

that the resolution in x and y directions differs due to the rectangular camera matrix. Along the 

longer side we could capture more Gabor fringes, thus increasing the resolution. 



 

Fig. 3. (a) Plots of the background standard deviation versus the laser output power, for original and filtered USAF 

1951 holograms amplitude reconstructions, (b) A-D enlargements of the 7th group with cross-sections for original, 
BM3D, Gauss and median filtered cases, respectively. 

 

 

Fig. 4. Cross-sections through the 5th element from the 7th group of the USAF 1951 amplitude test target 

reconstructed with various filtering schemes. 

 

Plots presented in Figs 5 and 6 show that after the BM3D filtering there is no need to 

increase the illumination power. Moreover, further increase of BM3D sigma value does not 

negatively affect the resolution. It generally means that we can obtain a better outcome with a 

filtered reconstructed image from a low photon budget hologram than unfiltered holograms 

acquired with higher power up to 50 µW (please compare, e.g., Fig. 5(b): D and C). 

Additionally, the resolution of the imaged objects is preserved, which can be observed 

analyzing cross-sections showed in Figs. 7 and 8. The presented discussion has similar 

outcomes for amplitude and phase LDHM imaging; however, phase noise is generally of lower 

standard deviations. It is also crucial to note, that holograms recorded using laser output power 



equal to 7 µW have a very limited dynamic range, as only 5 different gray levels are seen in 

histograms. 

 
Fig. 5. (a) Plots of the background standard deviation versus the laser output power for original and filtered USAF 

1951 hologram amplitude reconstructions, (b) A-F enlargements of the 7th group with cross-sections for original and 

filtered reconstructions marked within the plots presented in Fig. 5(a), (c) G-I enlargements of non-reconstructed 
holograms with cross-sections and histograms which correspond to the A-C reconstructions, respectively. Histogram 

x-axis denotes the gray level value and y-axis denotes the number of pixels. 

 

 
Fig. 6. (a) Plots of the background standard deviation versus the laser output power for original and filtered 

customized phase test target hologram phase reconstructions, (b) A-F enlargements of the Q element with cross-

sections for original and filtered reconstructions marked within the plots presented in Fig. 6(a), (c) G-I enlargements 
of non-reconstructed holograms with cross-sections and histograms which correspond to the A-C reconstructions, 

respectively. Histogram x-axis denotes the gray level value and y-axis denotes the number of pixels. 

 
 



 
Fig. 7. Cross-sections for reference, original and filtered amplitude features (the 5th element from the 7th group of the 

USAF 1951 amplitude test target) obtained upon reconstruction of holograms recorded with varying illumination 
power. 

 
Fig. 8. Cross-sections for reference, original and filtered phase features (element from the Q-group of the 

customized phase test target) obtained upon reconstruction of holograms recorded with varying illumination power. 

 

4. Experimental results for live cell imaging 

We selected glial restricted progenitors (GRPs) as challenging biomedical sample to investigate 

in LDHM system. GRPs are the primary cells that exhibit the potential to differentiate into 

astrocytes and oligodendrocytes. Both types of cells closely cooperate with neurons to ensure 

their proper functioning. Due to their crucial role in the physiology and pathology of the central 

nervous system, a stem cell research area is recently focused on the biology of GRPs especially 

their key features, like proliferation, migration and differentiation. Therefore, the development 

of new methods of cell visualization allowing for the observation of their in vitro behavior is 

of key importance. GRPs were isolated from mouse brain fetuses (E13, embryonic day 13th) 

as described elsewhere [84]. Cells were cultured in a standard culture conditions at 37 °C, 21% 



O2, 5% CO2 until 80% confluence and passaged into the 35 mm glass-bottom dish with a 20 

mm micro-well (Cellvis) and visualized using our LDHM system.  

The cells we have used are interesting in terms of application in stem cell therapy. 

Therefore, the data concerning their migratory capacity are of great value. Even though 

interesting from the application point of view, cells are not easy to culture. The GRPs we work 

on have high requirements when it comes to culturing surface. Not only they need to be cultured 

on the special PE-treated flask/dishes, but also the dish surface needs to be coated with poly-L-

lysine and laminin. Thus, in order to perform experiments with the use of the LDHM we have 

to take into consideration high scattering of the sample substrate. Moreover, the cells strongly 

absorb and scatter the light themselves, which increases the troublesome nature of performed 

experiments. Additionally, the cells are to be studied in a very long time-lapses (up to several 

weeks) to investigate their migration schemes upon various stimuli, thus limiting the energy 

via LPB LDHM is crucial to not alter the experiments [54]. Studying migration of rather large 

cells (20-30 µm) we are not strongly restricted by rather low resolution (around pixel size – in 

our case it is 2.4 µm) offered by the LDHM (especially when comparing to the commercial 

DHM devices). Instead, we took advantage of the extremely large field of view provided by the 

LDHM and significantly increase the space-time-bandwidth product of cell migration sensing. 

Due to very challenging nature of the sample resulting in noisy reconstructions we 

modified the numerical reconstruction path. Previously we used simple angular spectrum 

method as static phase and amplitude test samples were of high quality. In the experimental 

live cell imaging, we subtract from each hologram the mean frame (from the sequence of 

grabbed holograms) to remove noise coming from static artifacts and imperfections. After that 

we reconstruct the background-removed holograms with iterative Gerchberg-Saxton [85] 

method employing non-negativity constraints [86,87]. 

Reconstruction has been performed initially for the regular illumination, i.e., laser output 

power high enough to record holograms with a full dynamic range of the camera. Then we 

minimized the laser output power to 7 µW and recorded further migration of the living cell 

colony. Figures 9(a) and 9(b) present exemplifying holograms from time-lapse studies 

performed within standard illumination and LPB regime. Red squares visible in Figs. 9(a) and 

9(b) mark the regions of interest evaluated in detail in Figs. 9(c)-9(e), in terms of amplitude 

reconstruction capabilities for standard illumination and LPB with additional BM3D-based 

numerical denoising. Phase maps are not presented here as they do not contain valuable 

information because the sample is strongly absorbing and scattering and primarily acts like an 

amplitude object. Enlarged areas depicted in Figs. 9(f)-9(g) show the BM3D filtering effect – 

slight reduction of background noise without unwanted blur. Visualization 1 contains dynamic 

sequences of holograms and amplitude reconstructions computed for the time-lapse study of 

live GRPs bio-imaging via the LDHM technique in high (HPB) and low photon budget 

scenarios with additional BM3D filtering. The presented results corroborate the LDHM method 

for the LPB regime large FOV examination of the cell migration (please see the Visualization 

1 depicting readily observable cell movement and interactions). Conducted BM3D-based 

denoising showed promise in minimization of the background noise. 

To experimentally validate the proposed technique in quantitative phase imaging we 

performed measurements of fixed biological sample of neuronal cells from rodent brain. Mixed 

neuronal hippocampal cell cultures were obtained from P0 Wistar rats. Cultures were plated on 

coverslips in a 12-well plate in Neurobasal supplemented with B-27 (Invitrogen) and kept in 

controlled conditions (37C, 4% CO2) as described previously [88]. Next, cells were fixed using 

4% paraformaldehyde/4% sucrose for 10 mins at RT and washed with PBS. For imaging 

coverslips were placed on glass slides and mounted with Fluoromount. We captured lensless 

holograms using regular illumination and in low photon budget scenario. Figure 10 presents 

obtained phase reconstruction results: Fig. 10(a) shows full field of view reconstructed under 

regular illumination, Fig. 10(b) depicts enlarged area encapsulated within the red rectangle 



marked in Fig. 10(a), Fig. 10(c) illustrates the same area reconstructed in LPB regime 

(additional noise is observable), Fig. 10(d) displays the BM3D filtered LPB reconstruction 

(noise is successfully reduced). To quantify the difference in illumination scenarios, we 

presented histograms of regular and LPB holograms in Fig. 10(e) and Fig. 10(f), respectively. 

It is worth showcasing that despite a much smaller number of gray levels, see Fig. 10(f), the 

LPB regime reconstruction exhibits a similar quality of imaged cells as regular illumination 

scenario, differing only in greater Poisson noise. After employing the BM3D filtering, the 

results showed in Fig. 10(b) and Fig. 10(d) are visually very similar.  

 

Fig. 9. Experimental evaluation via live GRPs imaging: exemplifying holograms recorded using 

(a) LPB regime and (b) regular illumination; low light conditions resulted in a very obscure LPB 
hologram Fig. 9(a), even in visualization range truncated from 0-255 to 0-40 gray levels. (c) 

enlarged area marked within red rectangle in Fig. 9(a) without and (d) with additional BM3D 

filtering; (e) enlarged red rectangle area marked in Fig. 9(b). (f)-(h) additionally zoomed-in 
regions marked by red rectangles in corresponding Figs. 9(c)-9(e). Visualization 1 contains 

dynamic sequences of amplitude reconstructions for low (LPB) and high (HPB) photon budget 

regimes (corresponding to Figs. 9(c)-9(e)).  

 

5. Conclusions 

We presented a study on the lensless digital holographic microscopy. We investigated its ability 

to operate in the low photon budget regime to enable imaging of unimpaired live cells with 

minimized sample interaction. Low-cost off-the-shelf components were used, which promotes 

the usability of such a straightforward approach. We corroborated that recording data in the 

LPB regime (down to 7 µW of illumination power) does not limit the contrast nor resolution of 

the hologram phase/amplitude reconstruction in comparison with the regular illumination 

(defined as providing full dynamic range usage of the recorded holograms in an 8-bit CMOS 

camera). As LPB generates hardware camera shot noise, we evaluated the BM3D as a 

competent algorithm to effectively minimize it. The ability to obtain large FOV, high-quality, 

high-resolution optical complex field reconstruction was confirmed using static calibrated 

samples: USAF 1951 amplitude test target and phase resolution test target. Live dynamic glial 

restricted progenitor cells constituted a challenging biomedical sample. The proposed approach 



based on severely limiting the photon budget in the lensless digital holographic microscopy 

method can open new avenues in high-throughout (optimal resolution, large field-of-view and 

high signal-to-noise-ratio single-hologram reconstruction) cell culture imaging with minimized 

sample interaction. 

 

Fig. 10. Experimental imaging of neural cells. Phase reconstruction results: (a) full field of view reconstructed under 

regular illumination, (b) enlarged area encapsulated within the red rectangle marked in Fig. 10(a), (c) the same area 

reconstructed in LPB regime (additional noise is readily observable), (d) the BM3D filtered LPB reconstruction (noise 

presence is successfully reduced). To quantify the difference in illumination scenarios histograms of (e) regular and (f) 

LPB holograms are presented. 
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