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Abstract

Snapshot compressive imaging (SCI) is a promising tech-
nique for capturing high-speed video at low bandwidth
and low power, typically by compressing multiple frames
into a single measurement. However, similar to traditional
CMOS image sensor based imaging systems, SCI also faces
challenges in low-lighting photon-limited and low-signal-
to-noise-ratio image conditions. In this paper, we propose a
novel Compressive Denoising Autoencoder (CompDAE) us-
ing the STFormer architecture as the backbone, to explicitly
model noise characteristics and provide computer vision
functionalities such as edge detection and depth estimation
directly from compressed sensing measurements, while ac-
counting for realistic low-photon conditions. We evaluate
the effectiveness of CompDAE across various datasets and
demonstrated significant improvements in task performance
compared to conventional RGB-based methods. In the case
of ultra-low-lighting (APC ≤ 20) while conventional meth-
ods failed, the proposed algorithm can still maintain com-
petitive performance.

1. Introduction

Traditional video and image processing and computer vi-
sion tasks such as video classification [1], object detection
and tracking [2, 3], and depth estimation [4] are accom-
plished in the RGB space using spatial and temporal sam-
ples acquired by image sensors such as active pixel sensors.
Such a pipeline involves high pixel sample throughput, pro-
cessing by Image Signal Processing for de-noising [5, 6],
de-mosaicing and other enhancements [7], and introduces
high power consumption and latency.

In this paper, we propose a new paradigm for com-
puter vision by training an auto-encoder using raw sensor
information acquired using compressive sensing (CS) [8],
thereby significantly reduce data bandwidth, power and la-
tency.

CompDAE Original frames DexiNed-f

Noisy Measurement

≪

Figure 1. Comparison of our methodology and traditional frame-
based methods. (left) Our proposed CompDAE deals with video
task directly through low-SNR compressive measurements. (right)
Previous method operates on RGB image per frame, demanding
higher data bandwidth.

We also studied the performance of the proposed system
under ultra-low-lighting conditions, when various forms of
sensor noise and weak signal strength lead to very low
signal-to-noise ratios (SNR). Noise in these scenarios is typ-
ically modeled by a Poisson-Gaussian model [9], where the
Poisson noise across different frames follows a Poisson pro-
cess. Photon counts at the same pixel over different time
intervals are correlated, and Poisson noise at different times
is not entirely independent. As a result, signal aggregation
at corresponding pixel positions offers limited noise cancel-
lation. While denoising neural networks [10] are often de-
veloped for image denoising, they primarily enhance low-
quality images without addressing temporal dependency in
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Poisson noise.
On the other hand, computer vision based on compres-

sive imaging can be broadly classified into two categories:
The first category of systems perform computer vision

related processing after first reconstructing video frames,
which involves compressive sensing reconstruction that
is usually time-consuming and may lead to information
loss [11], both limiting their applicability in real-world ap-
plications.

The second category is reconstruction-free, including
works such as [12–14], for infrared imaging [11], au-
tonomous vehicles [15], and action classification [16]. A
common limitation of these methods is that they can only
perform visual tasks at the rate of compressed snapshot se-
quences, restricting them to image-level processing rather
than multi-frame video processing. While executing video
tasks directly in the compressive measurement domain
would be ideal, a significant bottleneck in this approach
lies in the representation of compressive measurements. In
practice, the performance of these tasks in the compres-
sive measurement domain has not met theoretical expec-
tations. Zhang et al. [14] attempted to address this limi-
tation by employing video-domain semantic computer vi-
sion (SCV) specifically for regions of interest (ROI), trading
off between reconstructing the entire video and the limited
performance of the compressive measurement domain. In
general, fundamentally improving performance will likely
require optimized measurement feature decoders or more
advanced neural network architectures with stronger repre-
sentational capabilities.

To address such challenges, this paper makes the follow-
ing key contributions:
1. We introduce a Poisson-Gaussian noise measurement

model tailored for compressive imaging under photon-
limited conditions, effectively addressing the noise com-
plexities encountered in low-light scenarios.

2. We develop a novel Compressive Denoising Autoen-
coder (CompDAE) framework that learns robust repre-
sentations directly from compressed measurements, en-
abling the use of noisy raw measurements for video-level
downstream tasks.

3. We demonstrate the effectiveness of our approach
through pre-training on a simulated low-SNR dataset
with limited frames, achieving notable generalization in
edge detection and monocular depth estimation.

2. Related work
Snapshot Compressive Imaging is an advanced imag-
ing technique that captures a sequence of video frames in
a single shot using a two-dimensional detector, incorporat-
ing compressive sensing principles. In the reconstruction
stage, the video SCI reconstruction solves an ill-posed in-
verse problem. Traditional model-based reconstruction al-

gorithms combines the idea of iterative optimization but re-
quiring a variety of prior knowledge, such as total varia-
tion (TV) [17], non-local low rank [18] and so on. In re-
cent years, learning-based models, particularly Transform-
ers [19] have been introduced to SCI reconstruction by ex-
ploring long-term dependencies [20, 21].

Optimal sensing matrices or binary masks have also been
studied using learning-based approaches. The DeepBinary-
Mask model [22] proposes an end-to-end neural network
framework for video compressive sensing, where the sens-
ing matrix (coded mask) is optimized as weights alongside
the reconstruction process.

Denoising Autoencoders (DAEs) are a class of autoen-
coders that corrupt a signal for learning representations by
reconstructing the original, uncorrupted signal [23]. For ex-
ample, a naive DAE consists of an encoder f(·) and a de-
coder g(·), which work together to minimize a loss function
L(x, g(f(xnoisy))). By mapping the input xnoisy to a la-
tent representation z = f(xnoisy) and then decoding z to
reconstruct the clean input x, the autoencoder learns the un-
derlying structure of the data xnoisy , allowing it to extract
informative feature representations.

Denoising and masked autoencoding methods for com-
puter vision have seen continuous progress [24–27]. Recent
approaches leverage Transformer architectures [28] to unify
vision and language tasks. iGPT [25] used pixels as tokens,
while ViT [26] used patches as tokens, establishing robust
Transformer models for vision and exploring masked pre-
diction with patches. MAE [27] returns to the core of DAEs,
emphasizing the importance of decoding.

Our CompDAE is a form of denoising autoencoding, but
different from the classical DAE in a number of ways. The
objective of CompDAE is to minimize L(x, g(f(ynoisy)))
which not only reconstructs the original video sequence but
also removes noise from the input compressive measure-
ments ynoisy .

Self-supervised Learning has emerged as a transformative
paradigm in computer vision, allowing models to learn from
vast amounts of unlabeled data. This paradigm enables the
development of robust visual representations without the
need for extensive human-labeled datasets, which are of-
ten costly and time-consuming to create. This is achieved
by defining pretext tasks that leverage the inherent structure
of the data. For instance, a model might learn to predict
the missing parts of an image [24, 25, 27] or to reconstruct
an image from its colorized version [29]. By solving these
tasks, the model learns valuable representations that can be
applied to various downstream tasks such as image classifi-
cation [27].
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Figure 2. Architecture of the proposed Compressive Denoising Autoencoder (CompDAE) for photon-limited video snapshot compressive
imaging (SCI). (a) The CompDAE model is designed to reconstruct high-quality video frames from photon-limited, noisy measurements.
(b) The measurement encoder comprises an estimation module, a token generation block, and a stack of M -N STFormer blocks to
efficiently encode the photon-limited input data. (c) The reconstruction decoder is structured with N STFormer blocks and a final recon-
struction block.

3. Single Measurement SCI-based Computer
Vision in Low-Lighting Conditions

Our goal is to transfer knowledge from snapshot compres-
sive imaging (SCI) to downstream video tasks, particularly
in ultra-low-lighting photon-limited scenarios. In image
processing, DAEs are especially effective at learning latent
representations that remove noise from noisy inputs while
preserving important structural details. In this section, we
first introduce our low-light noisy measurement generation
pipeline, followed by the architecture of the proposed Com-
pressive Denoising Autoencoder (CompDAE) model.

3.1. Low-light Compressive Imaging Noise

For gray-scale video SCI, we use coded aperture compres-
sive temporal imaging (CACTI) [30] as an example. The
high-speed frames of a video sequence are modulated at a
higher speed than the capture rate of the camera and then
compressed to a single compressed measurement. The dy-
namic scene is spatially coded by a temporal variant mask,
such as different patterns on the digital micro-mirror device
(DMD). The number of coded frames for a single measure-
ment is determined by the number of variant codes of the
mask or different patterns on the DMD within the integra-
tion (exposure) time.

Specifically, consider that T video frames are modu-
lated by T different modulation patterns. Let {Xt}Tt=1 ∈

Rnx×ny denote a T -frame high-speed scene to be captured
in a single exposure time, where nx, ny represent the spatial
resolution of each frame and T is the compression ratio (Cr)
of the video SCI system. Then, the modulation process can
be modeled as multiplying {Xt}Tt=1 by pre-defined masks
{Mt}Tt=1 ∈ Rnx×ny ,

Yt = Xt ⊙Mt, (1)

where {Yt}Tt=1 ∈ Rnx×ny and ⊙ denote the modulated
frames and Hadamard (element-wise) product, respectively.
Modulated frames are then summed (integrating the light in
the imaging system) to a single measurement Y ∈ Rnx×ny .
Thus, the forward model of video SCI system can be formu-
lated as,

Y =

T∑
t=1

Xt ⊙Mt +N, (2)

where N ∈ Rnx×ny denotes the measurement noise. In the
context of photon-limited applications (such as low-light
imaging), the Poisson-Gaussian model is generally used for
raw-data digital imaging sensor data [9]. In general, the
noise term is composed of two mutually independent parts,
a Poisson signal dependent component ηp and a Gaussian
signal-independent component ηg .

Ynoisy =

T∑
t=1

(Xt ⊙Mt + ηp,t) + ηg. (3)



The distributions of these two components are character-
ized as follows, α(Xt ⊙ Mt + ηp,t) ∼ P(α(Xt ⊙ Mt)),
ηg ∼ N (0, σ), where α > 0 and σ > 0 are real scalar
parameters and P and N Denote the Poisson and normal
distributions.

3.2. From imaging towards vision

Our compressive denoising autoencoder (CompDAE) is a
simple DAE approach that reconstructs the original clean
spacetime data from its raw temporal compressive measure-
ment captured by SCI sensors. Like all DAE [23], our ap-
proach has an encoder that maps the noisy (raw) measure-
ment to a latent representation, and a decoder that recon-
structs the original spacetime signal from the latent repre-
sentation. Inspired by Masked Autoencoder (MAE) [27],
we adopt an asymmetric design that allows the encoder to
operate on the measurement and modulation masks of SCI
system and a lightweight decoder (N<M /2) that recon-
structs the full signal from the latent representation.

Repeat in both 
directions

Figure 4. Construction of binary mask pattern.

Random binary patterns Considering real physical con-
straints, the masks or DMD response of light is always non-
negative and bounded [30, 31]. Moreover, during the im-
plementation of the modulation, practical SCI systems of-
ten employ binary-valued masks. Theoretical analysis of
binary masks confirms that i.i.d. binary (Bernoulli) masks
is feasible for recovery [32]. The probability of non-zero
entries ρ is related with the achieved distortion which is a
hyperparameter of mask design. As shown in Figure 4, the
binary masks used in our CompDAE are generated by spa-
tially replicating a smaller binary sub-mask in both direc-
tions.
CompDAE encoder. Following STFormer [20], we use the
estimation module to pre-process measurement and masks
in the pre-processing stage, inspired by [33, 34]. Just as in
a STFormer, our encoder is composed of a token generation
block, and a series of STFormer blocks. TG block uses 3D
convolution for feature mapping, and then treats each point
of the feature map as a token. STFormer blocks explore
the spatial and temporal correlation between each token via

spatial-temporal self-attention mechanism.
CompDAE decoder. The CompDAE decoder functions as
a reconstruction module exclusively during the pre-training
phase [33]. The final convolutional layers enable efficient
and structured upsampling, generating high-resolution out-
puts in a smooth and coherent manner. These layers also al-
low the model to learn localized filters tailored to different
image characteristics, such as edge enhancement and noise
suppression. This adaptability equips the model to make the
precise adjustments required for accurate pixel-level recon-
struction.

To address the complexity of transfer learning in down-
stream tasks, the decoder stacks a series of STFormer
blocks before the convolutional block. We apply a partial
fine-tuning strategy [27] by fine-tuning only the decoder
while keeping the encoder fixed to generate spatiotemporal
representation of the compressive measurement. This strat-
egy allows independent design of the decoder architecture.
Our experiments utilize small decoders that are shallower
than the encoder. With this asymmetrical design, the en-
coded tokens are only processed by the lightweight decoder,
which significantly reduces fine-tuning time.
Reconstruction target Our CompDAE operates directly in
the raw measurement domain, requiring the model to effec-
tively extract meaningful representations from noisy mea-
surements. As the average photon count (APC) decreases,
the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) correspondingly declines,
resulting in increased noise within the raw measurements.
To systematically generate different APC levels for each
compressed frame, we normalize the pixel values by cal-
culating the mean of all grayscale pixels and then use these
normalized values as the target for pre-training reconstruc-
tion. The grayscale frames are then rescaled to a specified
APC, and Poisson-Gaussian noise is applied according to
Eq.(3). This process enables the generation of low-light
measurements with controlled SNR conditions. During pre-
training, CompDAE is trained with noisy input measure-
ments, encoding both the measurements and the repeated
masks to produce tokenized representations of the video
clip. Our loss function computes the mean squared error
(MSE) between the reconstructed and original frames in the
pixel space. The decoder is initially responsible for pixel
reconstruction during pre-training, while in the fine-tuning
phase, its role shifts to performing pixel-level classification
or regression for specific downstream tasks. The decoder
can be formalized as a regression mapping function g(:); in
other words, X̂target = g(z), where the latent spatiotem-
poral tokens are z and X̂target corresponds to the result of
the last convolutional layer. In the case of edge detection,
X̂target are probability maps of a series of frames, we di-
rectly apply the binary cross-entropy loss with logits. For
another task, we still compute the MSE loss only on pixels
whose depth values are available.



4. Experiment Results
To test the effectiveness of the proposed approach, we con-
ducted self-supervised pre-training using DAVIS2017 [35],
the original Train&Val datasets containing 90 videos, for
a total of 6242 frames at 480 × 894 spatial resolu-
tion. Then we performed supervised training to eval-
uate the representations with transfer learning for two
commonly-used computer vision tasks: (i) edge detec-
tion and (ii) monocular depth estimation. As few pub-
licly available datasets support video edge detection, we
generated high precision ground truth (GT) edge maps us-
ing state-of-the-art model DexiNed [36], whose outputs
are fused from multiple intermediate edge maps. To ver-
ify model edge-detection performance raw sensor measure-
ment, we tested the fine-tuned model using six bench-
mark gray-scale datasets (Kobe, Traffic, Runner,
Drop, Crash and Aerial with spatial resolution of
256 × 256). The same process was applied over the en-
tire DAVIS2017 and benchmark gray-scale datasets. We
employed depth completion to enhance the performance
of our model for depth estimation tasks using the KITTI
dataset [37]. This approach involves utilizing RGB images
to fill in missing depth values in the depth maps, particularly
where the depth information is sparse or absent. Then we
fine-tuned and testes our model on generated raw measure-
ment from road and lane scenes in KITTI dataset to predict
frame-wise depth estimation.

4.1. Implementation Details

We used PyTorch framework with a single NVIDIA A100
GPU (80GB) for training. Following the CACTI imaging
process in Sec 3.1, a series of photon-limited measurements
were generated. Unless otherwise specified, the default
CompDAE had 4 STFormer blocks, only the last 3D con-
volutional layers could be tuned (decoder depth N = 0), the
reconstruction target was original pixels, the data augmen-
tation was random resized cropping and random flipping,
low-light factor APC = 20. For all training settings, the
Gaussian noise standard deviation σ was 0.01. During test-
ing, however, the noise level was adapted to each APC set-
ting, with σ set to APC/100, simulating varying noise inten-
sities corresponding to photon-limited conditions. And the
pre-training length is 30 epochs in noisy measurement do-
main (plus 120 epochs in clean measurement domain.) Our
default compression setting was 8 frames each with 128 ×
128 pixels (i.e., Cr = 8). The 8 frames were sampled from
the original video with a temporal stride of 1 or 2 to pre-
serve redundancy within the selected clip, as the underlying
assumption of compressive sensing is the compressibility of
high-speed video frames due to the similarity between ad-
jacent frames. In the spatial domain, we performed random
resized cropping with a scale range of [0.8, 1.2], and ran-
dom flipping. We used the noisy measurement and masks

as inputs to train the CompDAE and use Adam [38] opti-
mizer to optimize the model. And the default initial learning
rate was set to 0.0001. To speed up training, we trained the
CompDAE on data with a spatial resolution of 128 × 128
(60 epochs) on pre-training and edge detection task fine-
tuning. In the depth estimation task, we resized KITTI data
with a spatial resolution of 256 × 256 (100 epochs with
AdamW [39] optimizer with a batch size of 4) for fine-
tuning.
Architecture. Our encoder and decoder are based on
standard STFormer architecture [20]. The so called TG
block consists of five 3D convolutional layers within spatial
downsampling. Thus, for a original 8 × 128 × 128 video
clip, this block generates 8 × 64 × 64 tokens. These tokens
are then passed through M STFormer blocks of encoder,
producing an output that maintains the same dimensions.
The decoder part mainly focus on regression in the pixel
space. We also study a variant whose decoder contains N
STFormer blocks before the reconstruction block. Num-
ber N denotes the decoder depth, depending on downstream
task difficulty.
Metrics. The performance of CompDAE was evaluated us-
ing different metrics, depending on the specific task: (i)
Edge Detection: We used the Optimal Dataset Scale (ODS)
and Optimal Image Scale (OIS) F1-scores to evaluate the
quality of edge detection outputs. (ii) Depth Estimation: We
evaluated depth estimation performance using metrics such
as Absolute Relative Error (AbsRel), Root Mean Square Er-
ror (RMSE), Logarithmic Error (log10), and precisions (δ1,
δ2, and δ3). These metrics measured the accuracy of pre-
dicted depth-maps compared to the ground truth.

4.2. Comparison with conventional algorithms

We demonstrate the limitations of conventional algorithms
for edge detection under ultra-low-light conditions.

As shown in Figure 5, pretrained SOTA DexiNed [36]
fails to produce clear edges at decreasing APC, where
edge structures become almost indistinguishable due to
noise. In contrast, our fine-tuned CompDAE consistently
retains clear edge information even at very low APC val-
ues, demonstrating strong robustness to noise.

We compare our method with previous techniques for
edge detection (RCF [40], BDCN [41], DexiNed) and depth
estimation (MiDaS v3.1 [4]). Unlike conventional algo-
rithms that operate on clean RGB frames, our approach pro-
cesses a single compressive measurement under low-SNR
conditions, marking a fundamental departure from tradi-
tional RGB-based methods. Despite the inherent disad-
vantage of such comparison, since our input was corrupted
by severe low-light limitations while conventional methods
rely on clean images, CompDAE consistently outperforms
these methods in frame-level performance.

As shown in Table 1 and Table 2, we quantitatively
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Ours DexiNed-f Ours DexiNed-f Ours DexiNed-f

Figure 5. Comparison of edge detection results under different
ultra-low-lighting conditions.

Method ODS OIS Params (M)

Canny 0.473 0.501 -
RCF 0.534 0.569 14.80
BDCN 0.569 0.618 16.30
Ours 0.672 0.685 23.82

Table 1. Evaluation on benchmark grayscale video simulation
datasets [42] with our fine-tuned CompDAE.

Method AbsRel RMSE log10 δ1 δ2 δ3

MiDaS [4] 0.638 28.569 1.061 0.499 0.560 0.632
Ours (N = 0) 0.208 5.777 0.283 0.745 0.876 0.941
Ours (N = 1) 0.178 5.823 0.302 0.666 0.867 0.948

Table 2. Fine-tuning and evaluating on KITTI [37] with our pre-
trained CompDAE.

compare the performance of CompDAE under an APC =
20 low-light condition against conventional algorithms that
use original clean images. In Table 1, CompDAE achieves
superior ODS and OIS scores, outperforming edge detec-
tion baselines like Canny, RCF, and BDCN despite the
challenging low-light input. Similarly, in Table 2, Com-
pDAE demonstrates competitive depth estimation perfor-
mance on the benchmark KITTI dataset, showing substan-
tial improvement over MiDaS. CompDAE effectively main-
tains high performance under low-light conditions, bridging
the gap with traditional algorithms trained on clean images.

CompDAE was capable of generating multi-frame re-
sults for various video tasks in an end-to-end manner. Due
to space constraints, we presented visual comparisons only
for selected frames from benchmark datasets. In Figure 6,
our edge detection results are compared with the DexiNed
model and the Canny operator. Remarkably, our results ex-

Clean frame
Linear Scaled / Raw

MeasurementDexiNed-f OursBDCN-f RCF-ms

Figure 6. Comparison of edge detection results on several bench-
mark grayscale video simulation datasets (CompDAE (N = 0)
with APC = 20 low-lighting condition; DexiNed, BDCN and RCF
with original grayscale frames).

hibit competitive edge detection accuracy under low-SNR
conditions and, notably, produce thinner edges compared to
DexiNed.

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

Figure 7. Comparison of depth estimation results. (a) RGB images
of original scenes. (b) Groud truth. (c) CompDAE (N = 1) with
APC = 20 low-lighting condition. (d) MiDaS with clean RGB.

For the monocular depth estimation task, we randomly
selected prediction results from two urban street scenes in
KITTI dataset, as shown in Figure 7. The red boxed area
indicates the region covered by Lidar scans in the dataset.
Our CompDAE displays depth estimation results within this
region. Despite the challenges posed by noisy input data,
CompDAE is able to provide a reasonably accurate depth
estimation. Compared to algorithms operating in the RGB
domain, our method does exhibit certain limitations, such
as lower resolution, highlighting the challenges of repre-
senting stereo information in grayscale compressive mea-
surements.



4.3. Main Properties

We ablate our CompDAE using default settings in Sec 4.1.
Several intriguing properties are observed.

Depth ODS OIS

0 0.672 0.685
1 0.681 0.694
2 0.695 0.709
3 0.686 0.698

Table 3. Impact of Decoder Depth. Depth refers to the number of
fine-tuned STFormer blocks used in the decoder module.

Decoder design As mentioned in Figure 2, Decoder depth
N represents the number of STFormer blocks used in the
reconstruction decoder. To optimize the model, we em-
ploy a partial fine-tuning protocol in which the last sev-
eral blocks are fine-tuned while the others remain frozen
[27, 29]. Given our asymmetric design (i.e.,N<M /2 with
M = 4), the decoder remains efficient and flexible. Table
3 shows that increasing depth from 0 to 1 improves ODS
and OIS scores, striking a balance between performance
and computational efficiency within the asymmetric frame-
work. To examine the effect of further depth, we also tested
deeper configurations. A depth of 2 achieves the highest
scores (ODS = 0.695, OIS = 0.709), but a depth of 3 shows
a slight decline, indicating that additional blocks may add
computational cost without practical benefit. Overall, while
deeper decoders (e.g., N = 2) can yield marginal gains, the
asymmetric configurations (N = 0 or N = 1) offer an effec-
tive trade-off between efficiency and quality, making it the
optimal choice for applications.

APC 5 10 20

ODS OIS ODS OIS ODS OIS

5 0.644 0.652 0.663 0.670 0.647 0.653
10 - - 0.650 0.659 0.653 0.663
20 - - - - 0.672 0.685

Table 4. Impact of Average Photon Counts (APC) under Different
Noise Conditions.

Measurement Noise Table 4 explores the impact of dif-
ferent APC training settings on CompDAE, where APC
represents the average photon counts per frame in photon-
limited conditions. Higher APC values simulate scenarios
with more photons, implying better lighting and reduced
shot noise. Notably, CompDAE demonstrates robust perfor-
mance across varying testing conditions without requiring
model adjustments for changes in noise or photon counts.
Models trained with higher APC (e.g., APC = 20) exhibit
consistently better adaptability. This stability suggests that
CompDAE inherently learns robust features that generalize

well, regardless of specific photon or noise levels during
testing.

Cr 4 8 16

ODS OIS ODS OIS ODS OIS

4 0.669 0.682 0.587 0.593 0.459 0.497
8 - - 0.672 0.685 0.513 0.538
16 - - - - 0.612 0.617

Table 5. Impact of Compression Ratio (Cr).

Compression ratio. Table 5 demonstrates the effect of
compression ratio (Cr). Here, Cr corresponds to the number
of masks utilized in the compressive imaging process, with
lower values indicating less compression (higher spatial-
temporal fidelity) and higher values indicating greater com-
pression. Our results reveal that a Cr of 8 achieves the best
overall performance when used consistently in both train-
ing and testing. This moderate compression ratio strikes an
optimal balance, capturing sufficient scene dynamics with-
out excessive information loss, thereby enhancing recon-
struction accuracy. In contrast, Cr = 16, which involves a
higher level of compression, shows the lowest scores, in-
dicating that high compression sacrifices accuracy due to
reduced spatial-temporal information. Additionally, train-
ing and testing with consistent Cr values, particularly at Cr
= 4 or Cr = 8, enhances model performance, while mis-
matched compression ratios across training and testing lead
to notable performance drops. These findings underscore
the importance of aligning Cr settings during both phases
for effective generalization.

ρ ODS OIS

0.3 0.673 0.680
0.4 0.638 0.652
0.5 0.672 0.685

Table 6. Impact of Mask Pattern Density ρ.

Non-zero density. Table 6 presents the model performance
with varying mask pattern densities, denoted by ρ, which is
the probability of non-zero entities in the binary mask pat-
tern. Higher values of ρ allow more light to pass through
each mask, potentially enhancing photon counts but reduc-
ing spatial sparsity in the mask. The current results suggest
that mask density, within the 0.3 to 0.5 range, has mini-
mal impact on the capability of model to reconstruct high-
quality results. Theoretically, ρ affects both the amount
of light transmitted through each mask and reconstruction
quality. Lower ρ reduce photon counts in each measure-
ment, potentially lowering the SNR. However, previous
studies [22] indicate that a spatially smoother sensing ma-
trix can improve reconstruction, independent of the specific



value of ρ. Our results align with this observation, as the
performance does not show a clear trend with varying ρ.

5. Discussions

Our proposed CompDAE demonstrates the capability to ef-
fectively reconstruct multi-frame sequences directly from
compressive measurements in low-SNR, photon-limited
conditions. Furthermore, the integration of convolutional
network and spatiotemporal Transformer enables robust de-
noising and feature extraction under challenging photon-
limited conditions. Besides, one of the significant advan-
tages of using compressive measurements in CompDAE is
its inherent privacy-preserving nature compared to tradi-
tional RGB-based methods. By operating directly in the
compressive measurement domain, our approach avoids re-
constructing high-fidelity RGB frames, which often contain
sensitive visual information. This property makes Comp-
DAE particularly valuable for applications where privacy is
a priority, such as surveillance in public or sensitive areas.

While CompDAE shows promising results, there are cer-
tain limitations that need to be addressed. Primarily, the
model operates on grayscale compressive measurements,
which limits the color information available for downstream
tasks. Grayscale data may be insufficient for applications
where color cues are essential for accurate analysis, such as
object recognition or fine-grained segmentation tasks. This
grayscale limitation also restricts broader applicability of
the model in scenarios that demand color detail. Moreover,
the fixed binary mask patterns, while practical, could limit
adaptability for specific tasks that might benefit from bayer
modulation or more complex sensing patterns.

To address these limitations, future research could ex-
plore: (i) integrating Bayer color filters to enable color-
sensitive compressive imaging [20, 42, 43], allowing richer
visual information while preserving data efficiency; (ii) de-
veloping specialized hardware for adaptive masks and real-
time sensing to improve flexibility across different scenes
and lighting conditions.
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