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Abstract— Reliable analysis of intracellular dynamic pro-
cesses in time-lapse fluorescence microscopy images re-
quires complete and accurate tracking of all small particles
in all time frames of the image sequences. A fundamental
first step towards this goal is particle detection. Given
the small size of the particles, their detection is greatly
affected by image noise. Recent studies have shown that
applying image denoising as a preprocessing step indeed
improves particle detection and their subsequent track-
ing. Deep learning based particle detection methods have
shown superior results compared to traditional detection
methods. However, they do not explicitly aim to remove
noise from the images to facilitate detection. Thus we hy-
pothesize that their performance could be further improved.
In this paper, we propose a new deep neural network, called
DENODET (denoising-detection network), which performs
image denoising and particle detection simultaneously. We
show that integrative denoising and detection yields more
accurate detection results. Our method achieves supe-
rior results compared to state-of-the-art particle detection
methods on the particle tracking challenge dataset and our
own real fluorescence microscopy image data.

Keywords— Particle detection, deep learning, image en-
hancement, denoising, particle tracking, fluorescence mi-
croscopy.

I. INTRODUCTION

T IME-lapse fluorescence microscopy imaging is an es-
sential technique for studying intracellular dynamic pro-

cesses [1]–[3]. Current setups of microscopy hardware as
well as software make time-lapse image acquisition easier
than ever. Despite technological advances, the images still
suffer from low signal-to-noise ratio (SNR), due to inevitable
quantum phenomena in photon counting and the electronics
[1], [4]. In addition, the objects of interest are typically small
compared to the diffraction limit, their appearance is often very
similar, and in various biological scenarios they tend to cluster,
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making it more difficult to detect them and tell them apart
compared to larger objects such as nuclei of migrating cells.
These characteristics pose a significant challenge for particle
detection and tracking.

Traditionally, particle detection has been done manually, or
automatically. The process of manual detection can be time-
consuming, prone to errors, and subject to potential human
bias. Automatic detection methods have an advantage over
manual detection in that they are faster, more reproducible, and
potentially more accurate and less biased. Many different auto-
mated approaches have been developed to extract particle loca-
tions from microscopy images, such as Laplacian-of-Gaussian
filtering and thresholding [5], morphological processing [6],
wavelet-based processing [7], and others, which have been
extensively evaluated in various studies [8]–[11]. Recently,
deep learning methods have shown superior performance in
many bioimage analysis tasks [12]–[15], including image seg-
mentation, image classification, object detection, and tracking.
In particular, convolutional neural networks (CNNs) have been
successful in many applications, including particle detection.
Several deep learning based particle detection methods have
been proposed, such as SpotLearn [16], Detnet [17], and Deep
Consensus Network [18].

Image denoising is used as a preprocessing step for particle
detection and tracking in traditional methods [8], [11], [19]–
[21]. Many image denoising methods have been proposed,
varying from basic filtering to more sophisticated methods
[11]. A common practical approach to denoise images is to use
linear filters, such as the Gaussian. More sophisticated non-
linear methods include median filtering, total-variation based
methods, nonlocal filtering, and sparse filtering methods [21].
Current approaches to deep-learning based particle detection
do not explicitly exploit denoising. Instead, the raw images are
given to the network directly to identify the particle locations.
A recent study of image restoration for particle tracking has
shown that applying image denoising as a preprocessing step
before particle detection improves tracking results, but the
nicer-looking denoised images may contain deceiving artifacts,
especially with extremely noisy images [22].

In this paper, we propose a joint denoising and detection
method, which uses a single neural network to perform image
denoising and particle detection simultaneously. To the best of
our knowledge, this is the first work proposing an integrative,
end-to-end denoising-detection approach for particle analysis
in fluorescence microscopy. Our network is based on a U-
Net [23] architecture that is extended to a one-encoder-dual-
decoders structure exploiting multiple resolutions of the input
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image. A similar idea was recently used for photoacoustic
target localization [24], showing state-of-the-art performance
on both synthetic and real datasets. Our method is different in
several aspects. Since particles have small and less complex
appearances, instead of deep encoding by residual blocks, we
propose a shallow encoder to extract features from different
resolutions. As for the dual decoders, one is for denoising
images, and the other is for detecting the particles. We also use
skip connections between the encoder and the decoders and
explicitly allow knowledge exchange between the two parallel
decoders. Compared to a sequential, nonintegrative approach
of denoising followed by detection, our method has higher
performance and efficiency.

II. BACKGROUND

Deep-learning based detection methods in computer vision
are typically developed for natural images [25]–[29], in which
the objects of interest are far larger than particles in mi-
croscopy images. State-of-the-art object detection methods can
be categorized into two-stage detectors and one-stage detec-
tors. In two-stage methods, approximate object regions are
proposed first, which are subsequently used for classification
and bounding-box regression to generate object candidates.
One-stage methods, on the other hand, predict bounding
boxes without an initial region proposal step. They use less
computation time but may not be as good at recognizing
irregularly shaped objects or clusters of small objects. The
bounding boxes for describing the spatial location of objects
are commonly taken to be rectangles represented either by the
coordinates of their upper-left and lower-right corners or by
their center and width and height. Since in particle detection
applications the objects of interest are of similar shape and
size, it is sufficient to predict the objects centers only.

Newby [30] proposed a deep-learning based particle track-
ing method where particle detection is done by a network
comprised of three convolutional layers totaling 6k parameters.
The network also uses past and future observations to predict
particle locations, which is achieved by a recurrent neural net-
work (RNN) layer. SpotLearn [16] is a method based on the U-
Net [23] and was developed for spot detection of fluorescence
in-situ hybridization (FISH) signals. It uses only three layers in
both the encoder and decoder with a total of 402k parameters.
The U-Net-like structure is ideal for reconstruction tasks,
where the encoder extracts multiple levels of features, and
the skip connections between the encoder and decoder help
the decoder exploit the learned features in the encoder. Detnet
[17] was adapted from the Deconvolution Network architecture
[31], significantly reducing the number of parameters to 17k
compared to U-Net with 1.9M parameters, while still achieving
high performance. BeadNet [32] was adapted from U-Net to
count beads in low-resolution microscopy images. DeepSinse
[33] is also a simple, multilayer CNN architecture with 21k
parameters that detects single molecules. Oktay and Gurses
[34] employed a multiple-output CNN (MO-CNN) which
outputs the locations and segmentation boundaries of nano-
particles in transmission electron microscopy (TEM) images.
The Deep Consensus Network [18] is a one-stage anchor-
based detector adapted from RetinaNet [27] which utilizes a

Feature Pyramid Network [26] to extract features at multiple
scales. It employs ResNet50 [35] as the backbone network
with a squeeze-and-excite mechanism [36] for the residuals.
Although noise in the images can be a significant problem
for particle detection, existing deep-learning methods for par-
ticle detection do not explicitly perform image enhancement.
However, a recent comprehensive analysis of image restoration
for particle tracking showed that improved image quality does
lead to higher detection and tracking performance [22].

Many deep-learning based image denoising approaches have
been developed to enhance natural images and microscopy
images recently [37]–[39], and have been reviewed by several
authors [37], [40]. Methods such as CARE [41] use high-
quality images as “ground truth” (GT) together with noisy
images to generate data-specific denoising networks. Such
methods use supervised training, where the network learns
to minimize a distance metric comparing noisy images and
their GT targets. However, GT microscopy images are not
always available. Thus, synthetic datasets are often used for
training these supervised methods. Recently, self-supervised
methods have been proposed to train denoising networks
without GT images. Noise2Noise (N2N) [42] uses pairs of
noisy images as inputs to train a denoising network under the
assumption that the inputs capture the same content with the
only difference being the noise. However, the applicability of
this method is limited in practice, as it is difficult to capture
the exact same content twice for fast biological processes.
Noise2Void (N2V) [43] can be trained without the availability
of noisy image pairs. Instead, it uses noisy image patches of
which the center pixels are masked, and infers the value of
these center pixels from their surroundings. This blind-spot
network learns to remove only independent noise. However, in
practice, many microscopy images additionally contain noisy
background structures, causing N2V to produce poor results.
A generalized blind-spot network called Struct Noise2Void
(SN2V) [44] uses an extended linear mask to improve the
performance and remove locally correlated noise.

Several deep-learning methods exploit image denoising to
help higher-level computer vision tasks. A cascaded network
using a joint loss to learn image denoising together with
another task (joint training) [45] not only boosts the denoising
performance but also improves the accuracy of higher-level
tasks such as image classification and semantic segmentation.
The SDL [24] method for photoacoustic target localization
consists of a shared encoder and two parallel decoders, which
outperforms the state-of-the-art on both simulated and real
datasets. Liu et al. [46] cascaded denoising and detection for
cerebral microbleeds detection in magnetic resonance images
(MRIs), using an unsupervised method based on an adaptive
squeeze-and-shrink (ASAS) scheme for the denoising task and
a modified U-Net for the detection task, showing competitive
results. In the approach of Kefer et al. [22], the noisy image
is first processed by a denoising method to get the enhanced
image, and the latter is then used to obtain particle locations
and tracks. The authors showed that the performance of
particle tracking using denoised images improves compared
to using noisy inputs and that supervised denoising generally
outperforms the self-supervised approach. However, the results
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Fig. 1. Conventional particle detection approaches and our proposed approach. a) Separate denoising and detection networks trained separately.
The denoising network takes a noisy input image and outputs an enhanced image. The detection network takes the noisy input image and outputs
the particle positions. b) Cascaded approach where the input image is passed to a denoising network and then the enhanced output image is
passed to a detection network to extract particle positions. c) Our proposed joint framework for image denoising and particle detection. Our network
has an encoder-two-parallel-decoders structure. One of the decoders generates a denoised image while the other detects particles in the noisy
input image with skip connections between the encoder and the two parallel decoders.

also revealed that the qualitatively improved denoised images
can produce false-positive particle detections with extremely
noisy inputs. A possible alternative, which we propose here,
would be to train a network to enhance the image and
simultaneously obtain the particle locations.

As far as we know, existing deep-learning based methods
for particle detection are generally trained using noisy images,
and do not exploit the noise characteristics to simultaneously
perform denoising and particle detections. In other words,
the two problems are treated separately (Fig. 1a). A cascade
of two networks (Fig. 1b) such as joint training [45] would
be heavily parameterized and cumbersome to train. Thus, in
contrast with both the sequential and the cascaded strategy,
we propose a novel neural network architecture for particle
detection which also simultaneously and explicitly denoises
images. Given the input noisy images, the network extracts
noise-robust features and outputs the high-SNR and visually
faithful denoised images and particle detection results at the
same time (Fig. 1c).

III. METHODS

Reflecting the joint tasks of denoising and detection, our
proposed neural network is called DENODET. In the following
sections we describe the architecture, the optimization, and the
training of the network.

A. Network Architecture
DENODET has a custom, U-shaped architecture consisting

of a shared encoder and two parallel decoders (Fig. 2a). The
encoder path extracts multilevel features while successively
downsampling the input image, and the two decoder paths
use these features to generate an enhanced image and predict
particle locations, respectively.

1) Shared Encoder: The encoder architecture uses residual
convolutional blocks [17]. In our network design, a residual
convolutional block (Fig. 2b) consists of three convolutional
layers, each using a 3× 3 kernel, instance normalization, and
rectified linear unit (ReLU) activation. The output of the first
ReLU is added to the output of the last normalization layer to
form a residual and the output is passed to a ReLU activation
function. A 2 × 2 max pooling with stride 2 is then applied
to downsample the input of the next block. Downsampling
enables progressively lower-resolution, higher-scale features to
be extracted by the convolution layers.

As the objects of interest in our data are small and have
circular shape, with less complicated characteristics than ob-
jects in natural or medical images, deep networks such as the
original U-Net can easily overfit. Thus, compared to U-Net, we
notably decreased the number of feature maps per convolution
layer. Specifically, we used 8, 16, and 32 feature maps for
the three blocks, respectively. In addition, we constructed a
shallow network of three levels, by employing max pooling
only two times instead of five times.

2) Denoising Decoder: The denoising decoder (DENO) uses
upsampling blocks that increase the size of the extracted low-
resolution features to estimate the clean image. An upsampling
block consists of a bilinear upsampling layer with a factor
of 2, a 3 × 3 convolutional layer, and a concatenation with
the corresponding feature map from the encoder. DENO has
two levels of upsampling blocks, each followed by a residual
convolutional block (Fig. 2b). Then, a 1×1 convolutional layer
is applied, which outputs the enhanced image. The number of
feature maps in the two levels is 16 and 8, respectively. Each
feature map is also passed to the detection decoder of the
same level through skip connections, which help refine the



4 DEEP JOINT DENOISING AND DETECTION FOR ENHANCED INTRACELLULAR PARTICLE ANALYSIS

Residual 
convolutional 

block

Max-
pooling

Residual 
convolutional 

block

Max-
pooling

Residual 
convolutional 

block

Upsampling
block

Residual 
convolutional 

block

Upsampling
block

Residual 
convolutional 

block

Upsampling
block

Residual 
convolutional 

block

Upsampling
block

Residual 
convolutional 

block

Input
image

(512, 512)

1x1 conv 

1x1conv

DSNT

highSNR
image

(512, 512)

Particle
positions
(1500, 2)

Denoising 
Decoder Path

Detection 
Decoder Path

Skip-
connections

a)

b)             c)

+

3x
3 

co
nv

 +
 In

st
an

ce
 N

or
m

 +
 R

eL
U

3x
3 

co
nv

 +
 In

st
an

ce
 N

or
m

 +
 R

eL
U

3x
3 

co
nv

 +
 In

st
an

ce
 N

or
m

Re
LU

Bi
lin

ea
r u

ps
am

pl
in

g

3x
3 

co
nv

Co
nc

at

Fig. 2. Architecture of the proposed network. a) Overview of our one-encoder-dual-decoder network design for performing joint image denoising
and particle detection. The solid blue lines indicate the denoising decoder path, the solid green lines indicate the detection decoder path, and the
dashed red lines indicate skip connections from the encoder to the two decoders, and from the denoising decoder to the detection decoder in each
level. b) Architecture of the residual convolutional block. c) Architecture of the upsampling block.

final output. This way, a typical encoder-decoder denoising
method is developed.

3) Detection Decoder: To also perform particle detection,
the network has a parallel decoder which outputs the numerical
coordinates of the predicted particle positions. This detection
decoder (DET) upsamples the low-dimensional feature maps
from the residual convolutional blocks (Fig. 2a,b), similar to
the denoising decoder, except that at each level the output
of the denoising layer is also concatenated (Fig. 2a,c). This
way, the concatenation layer in DET incorporates information
not only from the encoder, but also from the corresponding
denoised feature maps. Similar to DENO, the number of
feature maps in the two levels is 16 and 8, respectively.
The output of the last residual block is passed to a 1 × 1
convolutional layer which outputs a heatmap representing the
likelihood of a particle being present at any position. The nu-
merical coordinates of particle positions are extracted from the
heatmap using the differentiable spatial to numerical transform
(DSNT) [47]. A DSNT layer adds no trainable parameters and
is more suitable for extracting point coordinates than heatmap

matching and regression with a fully connected layer [47].

B. Network Optimization

The one-encoder-dual-decoder network is jointly optimized
via backpropagation [48] according to a loss function defined
over the output and the reference data. Since there are two
parallel paths in DENODET, one from the encoder to DENO
which outputs a clean input image, and another from the en-
coder to DET which outputs a heatmap and particle positions,
our network has a separate loss function for each task, which
are combined in a joint loss.

1) Denoising Loss: For the denoising decoder, we consider
the problem as a pixel-wise classification for which we define
the loss term on the output of the denoising decoder as:

LDENO = 1− 2pimgrimg + ϵ

pimg + rimg + ϵ
+ δBCE(pimg, rimg, β), (1)

where the second term is a soft formulation of the standard
Sørensen-Dice coefficient between the reference denoised im-
age rimg and network prediction pimg, with a small constant
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scalar ϵ = 10−6 added to the numerator and denominator to
avoid division by zero and to obtain a unit coefficient in the
extreme case that both images are entirely zero [49]. This loss
performs implicit class balancing compared to the standard
cross-entropy loss function and down-weights easy samples
compared to that loss. However, training with a Dice loss is
not stable especially with small particle objects. Therefore, we
use a balanced cross-entropy (BCE) [50] loss as a regularizer
to help stabilizing the training process, with weight δ.

2) Detection Loss: Our primary task is to predict particle
positions as accurately as possible. The loss term defined on
the output and reference of the detection decoder is:

LDET = ||ploc − rloc||2 + λJSD(phm, rhm
σ ), (2)

where || · ||2 denotes the Euclidean loss, which directly
optimizes the distance between the network predicted positions
ploc and actual target positions rloc, both of which are in nor-
malized Cartesian coordinates. A Jenson-Shannon divergence
(JSD) [47] is added with weight λ to act as a distribution
regularization on the heatmap between the predicted phm and
a spherical Gaussian distribution rhm

σ . The Gaussian standard
deviation σ of the target is set to one pixel as recommended
for DSNT [47].

3) Joint Loss: In our design, the total loss to be minimized
combines the two separate losses as follows:

L = LDET + γLDENO, (3)

where γ is a weight determining the amount of regularization
of the detection loss by the denoising loss. This way, the
two tasks benefit each other and force the optimization of the
encoder parameters to jointly generate a high-SNR image and
detect the particles. The denoising decoder helps the encoder
to extract more noise-robust features, which in turn enable
the detection decoder to output more accurate predictions
compared to networks trained directly on the noisy input
images. In the experiments, the weights in LDENO, LDET, and
L were empirically set to, respectively, δ = λ = 1 (giving
equal unit importance to the regularization terms in the two
loss components) and γ = 0.5 (making the detection loss more
prominent than the denoising loss).

C. Network Training
We trained our model for 100 epochs with a batch size of

4 using the Adam [51] optimizer with an initial learning rate
of 10−4. A learning rate scheduler with a factor of 0.1 and a
patience factor of 10 epochs was used to gradually decrease
the learning rate during training. Since the loss function has
multiple regularization terms that may prevent the training of
the network from converging, we initially trained the detection
model with noisy images by setting γ = 0, and after about 20
epochs, when it converged to a suboptimal point, we further
trained the network end-to-end with the denoising model
included.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

The proposed network was evaluated on both synthetic
and real images and compared to various state-of-the-art

methods. We first describe the datasets, comparison methods,
and performance metrics, and then present the results of the
experiments on the synthetic and real data.

A. Image Datasets
To evaluate the network objectively, without requiring ex-

cessive manual annotation, we first performed an experiment
with synthetic data. To this end we used the particle tracking
challenge (PTC) [52] dataset. More specifically, we used 2D
time series (2D+t) representing moving vesicles, receptors, and
microtubule plus-ends, as in the PTC. However, the original
PTC dataset provides only the noisy images and ground-truth
trajectories of the particles, totaling 36 2D+t image sequences
(3 particle scenarios, times 4 SNR levels of 1, 2, 4, and
7, times 3 density levels), each having 100 time frames of
512×512 pixels. Since our method requires the true noiseless
images, we downloaded the Icy plugin called ISBI Challenge
Tracking Benchmark Generator, which was used to generate
the original PTC dataset, and modified its code to output more
images for training including their noiseless versions. For each
of the 2D+t scenarios we generated 10 SNR levels, ranging
from SNR = 1 to SNR = 10 in steps of 1, and 5 density
levels, with 50, 250, 500, 750, and 1000 particles per image.
The resulting synthetic dataset consisted of 150 2D+t image
sequences (3 particle scenarios, times 10 SNR levels, times 5
density levels), each having 500 frames of 512 × 512 pixels,
making our dataset more than 20 times bigger than the PTC
2D+t dataset. For each particle scenario, we trained our model
with the new synthetic data, but used the original PTC data
for that scenario for testing.

Since synthetic image data cannot model all spatiotemporal
characteristics, imperfections, and variations of time-lapse flu-
orescence microscopy imaging, we also evaluated performance
on real experimental data. Full details on these data are given
in our previous work [53]. In short, we used HeLa cells
expressing fluorescently tagged vesicle markers Rab5, Rab6,
Rab11, and the microtubule plus-end marker EB3 [54], [55],
and imaged them using a total internal reflection fluorescence
(TIRF) microscope (Nikon, Japan) with a 100× NA 1.49 oil
objective lens at 15.4 pixels/µm (65 nm/pixel) with exposure
time 100 ms at 10 frames/s or with exposure time 500 ms
at 2 frames/s. As it is extremely laborious to annotate the
positions of all moving particles in these images, we randomly
extracted one image frame from each sequence and asked an
expert biologist to manually annotate it. In total, we obtained
12 fully annotated images, three for each of the four different
markers. We used the model trained on the synthetic data to
test the performance on these real images. For the Rab5, Rab6,
and Rab11 images, the model trained on the synthetic vesicle
data was used, and for the EB3 images, the model trained on
the synthetic microtubule plus-end data was used.

B. Comparison Methods
We compared our method to various other methods for

particle detection. As a representative example of traditional
non-learning methods, we used the SOS detector [8], [56],
which was one of the top performers in the PTC and also



6 DEEP JOINT DENOISING AND DETECTION FOR ENHANCED INTRACELLULAR PARTICLE ANALYSIS

TABLE I
PERFORMANCE OF THE COMPARED METHODS IN TERMS OF THE F1-SCORE (MEAN±STANDARD DEVIATION) FOR THE SYNTHETIC DATASET.

HIGHER MEAN VALUES AND LOWER STANDARD DEVIATIONS IMPLY BETTER PERFORMANCE. BOLD INDICATES BEST PERFORMANCE PER SCENARIO

AND SNR LEVEL. RESULTS OF DETNET AND DCN ARE COPIED FROM THEIR EVALUATIONS ON THE SAME DATA IN [17] AND [18] RESPECTIVELY.

SNR SOS Detnet CARE+Detnet N2V+Detnet SN2V+Detnet DCN cDENODET DENODET
Vesicles

1 0.261±0.084 0.423±0.127 0.464±0.110 0.440±0.036 0.438±0.057 0.523±0.132 0.441±0.063 0.444±0.139
2 0.743±0.051 0.939±0.022 0.932±0.102 0.941±0.031 0.943±0.018 0.950±0.023 0.944±0.034 0.952±0.018
4 0.970±0.025 0.977±0.016 0.981±0.026 0.977±0.043 0.975±0.017 0.993±0.005 0.982±0.106 0.994±0.006
7 0.966±0.014 0.976±0.016 0.980±0.016 0.978±0.080 0.979±0.043 0.992±0.006 0.981±0.025 0.989±0.041

Receptors
1 0.173±0.076 0.255±0.124 0.265±0.240 0.233±0.090 0.229±0.103 0.296±0.105 0.437±0.188 0.440±0.119
2 0.619±0.116 0.802±0.076 0.811±0.061 0.838±0.113 0.840±0.091 0.822±0.063 0.857±0.078 0.862±0.084
4 0.973±0.030 0.978±0.017 0.980±0.007 0.971±0.030 0.978±0.074 0.993±0.006 0.979±0.021 0.995±0.009
7 0.984±0.012 0.974±0.019 0.981±0.012 0.977±0.054 0.979±0.030 0.993±0.006 0.979±0.025 0.993±0.002

Microtubules
1 0.441±0.116 0.481±0.107 0.524±0.170 0.522±0.072 0.530±0.090 0.549±0.126 0.529±0.172 0.550±0.080
2 0.527±0.253 0.819±0.035 0.834±0.015 0.820±0.051 0.829±0.074 0.829±0.019 0.842±0.070 0.845±0.024
4 0.751±0.227 0.964±0.020 0.966±0.067 0.960±0.098 0.961±0.062 0.972±0.018 0.973±0.020 0.977±0.014
7 0.585±0.334 0.977±0.017 0.979±0.023 0.974±0.400 0.970±0.208 0.980±0.014 0.979±0.033 0.980±0.013

TABLE II
PERFORMANCE OF THE COMPARED METHODS IN TERMS OF THE RMSE (MEAN±STANDARD DEVIATION) FOR THE SYNTHETIC DATASET. LOWER

MEAN VALUES AND LOWER STANDARD DEVIATIONS IMPLY BETTER PERFORMANCE. BOLD INDICATES BEST PERFORMANCE PER SCENARIO AND

SNR LEVEL. RESULTS OF DETNET AND DCN ARE COPIED FROM THEIR EVALUATIONS ON THE SAME DATA IN [17] AND [18] RESPECTIVELY.

SNR SOS Detnet CARE+Detnet N2V+Detnet SN2V+Detnet DCN cDENODET DENODET
Vesicles

1 1.962±0.174 1.857±0.193 1.757±0.138 1.732±0.124 1.794±0.020 1.887±0.121 1.680±0.082 1.620±0.092
2 0.882±0.108 0.766±0.080 0.780±0.038 0.721±0.092 0.700±0.049 0.816±0.098 0.693±0.070 0.678±0.101
4 0.393±0.077 0.459±0.073 0.449±0.032 0.460±0.083 0.496±0.022 0.552±0.043 0.421±0.039 0.419±0.026
7 0.279±0.194 0.427±0.090 0.400±0.011 0.420±0.037 0.417±0.194 0.353±0.016 0.403±0.028 0.410±0.045

Receptors
1 1.891±0.273 1.789±0.445 1.590±0.118 1.800±0.128 1.820±0.132 1.396±0.149 1.597±0.221 1.587±0.291
2 0.793±0.132 0.693±0.078 0.723±0.788 0.620±0.082 0.618±0.065 0.788±0.113 0.605±0.063 0.598±0.079
4 0.320±0.042 0.415±0.069 0.405±0.164 0.477±0.136 0.416±0.230 0.425±0.016 0.412±0.068 0.407±0.073
7 0.215±0.054 0.440±0.082 0.430±0.086 0.413±0.076 0.408±0.085 0.492±0.021 0.405±0.069 0.402±0.035

Microtubules
1 2.542±0.149 2.419±0.195 2.400±0.150 2.395±0.140 2.351±0.217 2.185±0.137 2.380±0.150 2.330±0.123
2 2.178±0.182 1.310±0.150 1.173±0.045 1.200±0.106 1.181±0.282 1.354±0.148 1.140±0.158 1.132±0.091
4 2.038±0.174 0.500±0.087 0.498±0.092 0.610±0.200 0.598±0.110 0.679±0.085 0.475±0.070 0.469±0.040
7 2.081±0.221 0.411±0.094 0.400±0.077 0.414±0.095 0.420±0.265 0.526±0.037 0.397±0.090 0.395±0.088

performed well in the later single-molecule localization mi-
croscopy (SMLM) challenge [57], [58]. It employs wavelet
denoising to identify potential spot locations (local maxima)
followed by Gaussian PSF fitting in the original (noisy) image
to confirm spot existence (based on user-defined intensity
thresholds) and obtain the coordinates (the center location of
the Gaussian fit). For comparison with other deep-learning
based particle detection methods, we included Detnet [17]
and the Deep Consensus Network (DCN) [18]. Unfortunately,
no code or trained models of these networks are publicly
available, but their original evaluations in the cited papers
were based on the same PTC 2D+t test dataset we are using
here as well, allowing us to compare the performance of
our methods directly with the published Detnet and DCN
results. As neither of these methods use denoising, we also
implemented one of them, Detnet, ourselves according to its
paper, to be able to test its performance when applied to
denoised images. To this end, we trained three state-of-the-art
deep-learning denoising methods, namely CARE [41], N2V
[43], and SN2V(3*1) [44]. Finally, to evaluate the benefits

of our parallel approach (Fig. 1c) over a cascaded approach
(Fig. 1b), we also trained a cascaded implementation of our
own DENODET, denoted cDENODET, where our denoising
network is followed by our detection network. We used the
joint training strategy [45] to train the cascaded network.
Thus, altogether, we compared eight methods, namely SOS,
Detnet, CARE+Detnet, N2V+Detnet, SN2V+Detnet, DCN,
cDENODET, and the proposed DENODET.

C. Performance Metrics

Globally optimal matching of detected particle positions
with reference positions (ground-truth positions in the case
of synthetic data and annotated gold-standard positions in the
case of real data) was performed using the Hungarian algo-
rithm [59]. The algorithm finds the closest pairs of predicted
and reference particles within a distance of 5 pixels [17],
[18], [30]. This distance is sufficiently small to yield a good
matching and is well above the matching error threshold of 1
pixel [30]. Predicted particles matched to reference particles
within the matching threshold were taken to be true positives
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Fig. 3. Example detection results of DENODET on synthetic images of vesicles, receptors, and microtubule plus-ends, at SNR levels 1, 2, 3, 4,
and 5. The red circles indicate the predicted positions and the green circles indicate the reference positions.

(TP), while predicted particles not matched to any reference
particle were labeled as false positives (FP), and reference
particles not matched to a predicted particle were considered
as false negatives (FN). To quantify detection performance, we
computed for each image sequence the F1-score:

F1 =
2|TP|

2|TP|+ |FP|+ |FN|
. (4)

We also studied the localization performance in terms of
the root mean square error (RMSE) between the matched
predicted and reference positions:

RMSE =

√√√√ 1

M

M∑
i=1

(ploc − rloc)2, (5)

where M is the number of matched particles.

D. Results on Synthetic Data
We randomly split our synthetic dataset into 70% for train-

ing and 30% for validation, with stratification to ensure the
same split ratio per scenario, SNR, and density level. Testing
was done on the original PTC 2D+t dataset. From the results
of this experiment, we see that DENODET outperformed
the comparison methods in most cases, in terms of both
F1 (Table I) and RMSE (Table II). Despite the fact that it
performs denoising as part of its operation, the traditional
SOS method generally showed inferior performance compared
to the other tested methods, especially in terms of F1. Also,

its performance was lower on the microtubule data than the
vesicle and receptor data, which was to be expected, as the
Gaussian model used by the method is less suitable for the
more elongated microtubule plus-end shapes. This suggests
that deep-learning based methods, whether or not they use de-
noising, are better at learning the right shape model for particle
detection than state-of-the-art non-learning based methods.

Our Detnet implementation without denoising showed only
slightly decreased performance compared to its original eval-
uation [17], which we assume is due to differences in un-
published details of the method, such as the choice of hyper-
parameter values, hyperparameter optimization methods, and
used software libraries. Application of Detnet to the images
denoised by CARE, N2V, and SN2V resulted in improved
performance in many cases, though not always. Especially
the supervised CARE method seemed to be more beneficial
than the unsupervised N2V and SN2V methods. In practice,
however, the latter two may be the only viable option when
noiseless images are not available for training. DCN generally
yielded better results than Detnet, with or without denoising,
in terms of detection performance (F1) but not necessarily
in localization performance (RMSE), which is in line with
observations by the original developers [18]. The comparison
of cDENODET and DENODET, on the other hand, clearly
showed the benefits of denoising for our network in terms
of both detection and localization. Even in extremely noisy
images with SNR as low as 1 or 2, DENODET still does a
fair job in pinpointing all particles (Fig. 3). However, with all
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Fig. 4. Example results of applying detection methods SOS, Detnet, and DENODET to real fluorescence microscopy image data showing different
markers Rab5, Rab6, Rab11, and EB3. Reference particle positions manually annotated by an expert biologist are shown in the first row for
comparison. Red arrows point at prominent false positive and false negative detections compared to the expert manual annotations.



DEEP JOINT DENOISING AND DETECTION FOR ENHANCED INTRACELLULAR PARTICLE ANALYSIS 9

TABLE III
PERFORMANCE OF THE COMPARED METHODS IN TERMS OF PSNR ON

THE SYNTHETIC DATASET. HIGHER PSNR VALUES IMPLY BETTER

PERFORMANCE. BOLD INDICATES BEST PERFORMANCE PER METRIC.

Method PSNR
CARE 10.274±2.492
N2V 9.565±1.724
SN2V 9.853±1.574
DENODET 9.897±1.993

TABLE IV
PERFORMANCE OF THE COMPARED METHODS IN TERMS OF F1 AND

RMSE (MEAN±STANDARD DEVIATION) ON THE REAL MICROSCOPY

DATASET. HIGHER F1 VALUES AND LOWER RMSE VALUES IMPLY

BETTER PERFORMANCE. BOLD INDICATES BEST PERFORMANCE PER

METRIC.

Method F1 RMSE
SOS 0.456±0.227 2.072±0.313
Detnet 0.580±0.366 2.108±0.407
CARE+Detnet 0.619±0.620 1.921±0.517
N2V+Detnet 0.623±0.201 1.864±0.240
SN2V+Detnet 0.633±0.192 1.891±0.291
cDENONET 0.631±0.052 1.910±0.282
DENODET 0.650±0.252 1.810±0.146

methods, the performance for SNR = 1 is substantially lower
than for the higher SNR values. This is in agreement with the
PTC findings and can be explained from the fact that, even
for expert humans, it is very difficult to discern particles in
these images, in contrast with images of SNR ≥ 2.

Additionally, we evaluated the denoising capability of DEN-
ODET in comparison with CARE, N2V, and SN2V on the
synthetic dataset we generated in-house with the modified PTC
image generator (Table III). Peek signal-to-noise ratio (PSNR)
[43] was used to quantify performance. The results suggest
that DENODET performs denoising comparable to or better
than existing state-of-the-art denoising methods.

E. Results on Real Data
From the results of the experiment on the real image dataset

(Table IV) we see that DENODET performed comparable to or
better than the comparison methods. Here, we compared with
SOS, our own implementation of Detnet and cDENODET,
as DCN was not available. Denoising with N2V, SN2V, or
CARE improved the performance of Detnet. The experiment
on real data confirms the observation from the experiment
on synthetic data that joint denoising and detection as used
in our DENODET method can improve the results (see also
Fig. 4). DENODET generally performs comparably or better
regardless of particle type and density. However, all compared
methods start to break down at very low SNR levels (see the
Rab5 results in Fig. 4).

V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Deep-learning based methods for particle detection in mi-
croscopy images have been used before with promising results,
but these methods did not explicitly remove noise from the

images, while intuitively one would expect this to improve
the detection and localization results. In this paper, we have
proposed a new method, DENODET, to test this hypothesis.
Our method performs joint denoising (DENO) and detection
(DET) by passing information from a single encoder to a
dual decoder, one for image denoising and one for particle
detection, and also between the two decoders. Unlike other
particle detection methods, it uses a fully differentiable and
inherent spatial generalization layer, DSNT, to extract particle
locations. The denoising path uses the Dice loss with the BCE
loss, while the detection path uses the Euclidean loss with
JSD, and the joint loss combines the losses of the two paths.
We performed a quantitative evaluation of our network on
both synthetic and real 2D+t fluorescence microscopy image
datasets of various particle types, SNR levels, and densities.
For the experiments on synthetic data we modified the image
generator of the PTC to obtain a larger training set including
noise-free versions of the images and ground-truth particle
locations. For the experiments on real data we obtained expert
manual annotations for a small subset of images used in pre-
viously published studies to serve as gold-standard reference
particle locations. Comparisons were made with state-of-the-
art non-learning and deep-learning based methods. From the
results we conclude that our proposed method yields superior
results, confirming our hypothesis that joint denoising and
detection is beneficial for particle analysis. We plan to extend
our method to be able to also handle 3D+t images, which
would require adapting the current 2D CNN, max-pooling, and
upsampling layers to 3D layers, and finding ways to make
this work without requiring expensive computing hardware.
Our proposed approach could potentially also be extended to
perform joint denoising and other high-level computer vision
tasks, such as cell detection and segmentation, which we aim
to explore as well.
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