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We introduce a new method, rooted in estimation theory, to detect the individual atoms in
site-resolved images of microtrap arrays, such as optical lattices or optical tweezer arrays. Using
simulated images, we demonstrate a ten-fold reduction of the detection error rate compared to the
popular method based on Wiener deconvolution, under a wide range of experimental conditions.
The runtime is fully compatible with real-time applications, even for a very large arrays. Finally,
we propose a rigorous definition for the signal-to-noise ratio of an image, and show that it can be
used as a predictor for the detection error rate, which opens new prospect for the design of future
experiments.

I. INTRODUCTION

Over the past 15 years, site-resolved imaging of atoms
or molecules in arrays of optical microtraps, whether
optical lattices or optical tweezer arrays, has been es-
tablished as a sensitive probe of spatial correlations in
a quantum many-body system [1, 2]. In a typical ex-
perimental setting, a two-dimensional array loaded with
atoms, with an inter-site distance ranging from a few
hundred nm to a few µm, is imaged onto a digital cam-
era with a high-resolution objective. After calibration of
the coordinates of the sites in the image and the profile
of the point spread function (PSF) of the optical sys-
tem, the image is then processed to detect the presence
or absence of an atom in each site. The reconstruction
of the site occupancies is therefore a classical estimation-
detection problem [3, 4], where the signal to be estimated
consists in the brightness of each site.

When the inter-sites distant is larger than the optical
resolution, a simple binning approach is often sufficient
to estimate the site brightnesses [5–8]. Otherwise, one
has to resort to more elaborate estimation techniques.
The methods employed so far can be broadly catego-
rized as local non-linear least squares [9–12], local itera-
tive algorithms [13, 14], deconvolution methods [15–22],
local maximum likelihood estimation [23, 24] and super-
vised [25, 26] or unsupervised [27] neural networks. Re-
cently, the performance of several methods, among which
the popular Wiener and Richardson-Lucy deconvolution
methods, has been compared using labelled test images
simulating an optical tweezer array experiment [28]. A
non-linear least squares approach was shown to achieve
the best accuracy, but at the cost of a prohibitive com-
putation time.

∗ marc.cheneau@institutoptique.fr

In this article, we apply a generalized Wiener fil-
ter [3]—which uses the statistical properties of both the
signal and the noise to provide an optimal linear esti-
mate of the signal—to the reconstruction of the site oc-
cupancies. We focus on the more difficult problem posed
by optical lattices, where neighboring sites often have
a significant overlap, but the method equally applies to
any type of microtrap array. Using labelled test images,
we compare the performance of our method with that
of the Wiener deconvolution, and demonstrate a ten-fold
reduction of the detection error rate under a wide range
of experimental conditions. Importantly, we achieve this
result with low computation times, well below 100ms for
100 × 100 sites. We also keep the implementation sim-
ple by using the Python interpreted programming lan-
guage and standard scientific computing libraries, and
provide the reader with a tutorial example in the form of
a Jupyter notebook [29].

Last but not least, our approach provides a rigorous
definition of a signal-to-noise ratio for the reconstruction
problem, i.e. a synthetic indicator of the intrinsic ‘dif-
ficulty’ of the estimation-detection problem under given
experimental conditions. We show that this indicator
can be used as a predictor for the detection error rate.
This predictor should greatly improve the design of new
experimental apparatuses because it allows one to estab-
lish clear specifications for the imaging system, rather
than simply maximizing the optical resolution and the
number of photons emitted by the atoms, as was done
until now. One can then take advantage of the improved
accuracy of our method to either lower the requirements
on the imaging system, or reduce the inter-site distance
to increase the coupling between sites and access new
physics, for instance.
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FIG. 1. A randomly generated test image. The image
mimics an optical lattice configuration. The imaging param-
eters are listed in Table I. They were chosen on purpose to
make the reconstruction problem difficult, but still tractable.
The inset shows a zoom into the white square towards the
bottom left corner of the image, with the white and black
dots indicating, respectively, the occupied and empty sites.
Our reconstruction method detects the atoms in this image
with an error rate of 0.19%, compared to 1.35% with a de-
convolution estimator.

number of sites Ns 100× 100
occupancy probability p 0.6
lattice spacing a 4 pixel
PSF HWHM 3 pixel
brightness mean µ 1 000 count / site
brightness variance σ2 100 count / site
background k 50 count / pixel
readout noise variance r2 1 count / pixel

TABLE I. Imaging parameters for Fig. 1. The unit of
length is set by the pixel size. An Airy disk with the same half
width at half maximum (HWHM) as our Gaussian PSF would
have its radius (first zero) at approximately 2.4×3/4 ≃ 1.8 a.
With such a large radius, none of the usual resolution criteria
is met.

II. METHODOLOGY

To quantitatively evaluate and compare the perfor-
mance of different reconstruction algorithms, we gener-
ate random test images using an idealized model [30].
We define a square lattice with Ns sites in an image with
Np pixels, and denote a the lattice spacing in the image
plane (measured in pixels). The top left site is centered
on a pixel unless a global offset is applied to the site po-
sitions. The occupancy of each site is drawn randomly
from a Bernoulli distribution with the occupancy prob-
ability p. The brightness of the empty sites is taken to
be zero, while that of the occupied site follows a normal
distribution with its mean and variance denoted, respec-

tively, by µ and σ2. Once the brightnesses have been
chosen, we build a noiseless image by summing the PSF
of each site multiplied by the corresponding brightness,
and adding a uniform background k (the camera readout
offset is taken to be zero for simplicity). Finally, we ob-
tain the test image by treating each pixel of the noiseless
image as the mean value of a Poisson distribution—which
accounts for the shot noise—, and then adding a normally
distributed noise with zero mean and variance r2—which
accounts for the readout noise of a CMOS camera. In the
following we designate the model parameters introduced
above as the imaging parameters, since all but the occu-
pancy probability characterize the imaging system or the
imaging process.
The relationship between the site brightnesses and the

pixel values in the test image can be summarized in the
following matrix equation:

y ∼ P(Mx+ k) +N (0, r2) . (1)

Here, and in the following, small bold letters denote col-
umn vectors, capital bold letters matrices, and (small
or capital) normal letters scalars. The vector y repre-
sents the pixel values, x the brightnesses, k = k1 the
background, and r2 = r21 the readout noise. M is
the measurement matrix, with (M)ij the integral over

the ith pixel of the PSF centered on the jth site. P(u)
and N (u,v) denote, respectively, the multivariate Pois-
son distribution with mean u, and for the multivariate
normal distribution with mean u and diagonal covari-
ance matrix diag(v). 1 and 0 denote the column vectors
of ones and zeros.

We have chosen a Gaussian PSF, characterized by
its half width at half maximum (HWHM), and normal-
ized such that its area integral is equal to unity (i.e.∑

i(M)ij = 1). The PSF is truncated when the dis-
tance to the center is larger than 3 times the HWHM.
The reader accustomed to modelling the PSF by an Airy
disk can convert the Gaussian HWHM to the radius of
the Airy disk by multiplying the former with a factor 2.4
(assuming that both functions have the same HWHM).

We show in Fig. 1 one example of a test image, mim-
icking an optical lattice configuration, which we will use
throughout the article to illustrate our method. The cor-
responding imaging parameters, given in Table I, were
chosen such that the reconstruction is barely possible
using conventional techniques. In particular, the PSF
HWHM is too large (with respect to a) for any of the
usual resolution criteria to be met.

Denoting x̂ the estimated brightnesses (i.e. the output
of an estimation algorithm), we quantify the estimation
accuracy through the sum of squared residuals:

SSR ≜ ∥x̂− x∥22 . (2)

A site is labelled as occupied if its estimated brightness
lies above a global detection threshold. We quantify the
detection accuracy through the detection error rate:

DER ≜
FP + FN

Ns
, (3)
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where FP and FN stand for the number of false posi-
tives and false negatives, and the terms ‘positives’ and
‘negatives’ refer to sites labelled as occupied or empty,
respectively. Since we know the ground truth behind the
test images, we simply choose the detection threshold
which minimizes the DER.

III. OPTIMAL LINEAR ESTIMATOR

We now turn to the description of our approach to
solve the estimation problem. It starts with the choice
of a model for the relationship between the measurement
(y) and the signal (x):

y = Mx+ k + n . (4)

Here, y, x, k andM have the same meaning as in Eq. (1).
The vector n accounts for the shot noise (originating
from both the atomic and background signals) and for
the camera readout noise. This model is relevant in most
experimental contexts, and exact for our test images, be-
cause it is always possible to split a random vector with a
Poisson statistics in its mean value (here, Mx+ k) and
uncorrelated fluctuations with zero mean value (here, n).
In the following we will always subtract the background
from the image, and replace y + k with y for simplicity.

Ideally, the problem of estimating x given y should be
treated in the maximum likelihood sense with an accurate
statistical model for the brightness and the noise [31].
Given the bimodal character of the brightness probabil-
ity distribution (empty sites have zero brightness and oc-
cupied sites have a mean brightness µ > 0), the result-
ing estimation algorithm would be non-linear, therefore
time-consuming, and prone to fall into local minima.

To minimize the computation time and ensure the
global convergence of the algorithm, we want to limit
ourselves to linear estimators. The optimal linear esti-
mator, also called generalized Wiener filter, is the matrix
which minimizes the sum of squared errors between the
estimated and true brightnesses:

Hopt ≜ argmin
H

[SSE(H)] , (5)

with

SSE(H) ≜
〈
∥x̂(H)− x∥22

〉
, (6)

and

x̂(H)− ⟨x⟩ = H(y −M⟨x⟩) . (7)

In Eq. (6), x is treated as a set of random variables, and
⟨·⟩ denotes the expectation value over the probability dis-
tribution of x and n. The optimal estimator therefore
provides the best estimates on average over all possible
experimental outcomes, but not necessarily for all indi-
vidual outcomes (we will come back to this point later).
The reason for removing the expectation value of x on

both sides of Eq. (7) is to obtain a sparse representation
of the estimator, which greatly reduces the computation
when dealing with large number of sites.
We show in Appendix A that the solution to Eq. (5)

can be written in the form

Hopt = (M⊺Σ−1
n M +Σ−1

x )
−1

M⊺Σ−1
n , (8)

where Σx ≜ ⟨(x− ⟨x⟩)(x− ⟨x⟩)⊺⟩ is the covariance ma-

trix of the brightness and Σn ≜ ⟨nn⊺⟩ is the covariance
matrix of the noise. In the following we will assume that
both Σx and Σn are diagonal, which means that we ne-
glect inter-site and inter-pixel correlations. It is worth
mentioning that the Wiener filter (8) can also be inter-
preted as the maximum a posteriori (MAP) estimator for
a Gaussian prior [31][32], or as the solution of a weighted
and regularized least-square problem [33].
In principle, solving the inverse problem of Eq. (7)

using Eq. (8) calls for the inversion of the ma-

trix A ≜ M⊺Σ−1
n M +Σ−1

x . From a computational
point of view, it is however much more efficient to
solve the equivalent linear system A(x̂− ⟨x⟩) = b, with

b ≜ M⊺Σ−1
n (y −M⟨x⟩). Since A is positive-definite

by construction, and sparse because only nearby sites
have overlapping PSFs, we naturally choose a sparse
conjugate-gradient solver [34] for this task.

IV. TWO-STEP ESTIMATION

The expression (8) of the optimal linear estimator ex-
plicitly involves the covariance matrices Σx and Σn,
which are usually not available experimentally. One
therefore needs some strategy to infer their value from
the measured image itself. We propose to do this in
two steps. First, we assume that all sites have the same
brightness distribution, and that all pixels have the same
noise distribution. We then determine ⟨x⟩ from the to-
tal number of counts in the image, and treat the ratio
Σn/Σx as a free parameter, which we choose to maxi-
mize the Fisher linear discriminant (i.e. the contrast) of
the bimodal distribution of estimated brightnesses.
In the second step, we consider that each site has

its own occupancy probability, reflecting the prior infor-
mation contained in the image: the sites which appear
brighter in the image are probably occupied, while those
which appear darker are probably empty. We introduce
the occupancy probability vector p, and determine p, µ
and σ by maximizing their likelihood given the estimate
obtained in the first step. Finally, we compute ⟨x⟩, Σx

and Σn by applying Eqs. (11) to (13) to each site i, with
p replaced by (p)i. The reader can refer to Appendix B
for more details and justifications.
Applying this two-step procedure to the test image

displayed in Fig. 1, for instance, we obtain a DER of
1.30% after the first step and 0.38% after the second
step, compared to 1.91% with a deconvolution estimator
(see below). In the following, we name globally optimal
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the approach taken in the first step, and locally optimal
the approach taken in the second step.

V. SIGNAL-TO-NOISE RATIO

A valuable by-product of our approach is the possi-
bility to rigorously define a signal-to-noise ratio for the
estimation problem, namely

SNR ≜ 10 log10

(
Nsµ

2

SSE(Hopt)

)
. (9)

When the imaging parameters are known, the SNR can
be explicitly computed using the following identity, de-
rived in Appendix A:

SSE(Hopt) = trace[(I −HoptM)Σx] , (10)

where I is the identity matrix.
As an illustration, let us consider a test image like

the one displayed in Fig. 1. Since all sites have the same
brightness distribution and all pixels have the same noise
distribution, we can write ⟨x⟩ = ⟨x⟩1, Σx = ΣxI and
Σn = ΣnI, with

⟨x⟩ = pµ , (11)

Σx = p(1− p)µ2 + pσ2 , (12)

Σn =
pµ

Np
(1⊺M1) + k + r2 . (13)

With the imaging parameters from Table I, we obtain a
SNR of 14.8 dB [35]. As shown in Section VI, the strength
of our definition of the SNR is that it synthesizes all sys-
tem parameters into a single number, which determines
the detection error rate. For instance, we obtain almost
the same SNR (14.9 dB) if we simultaneously scale up the
PSF HWHM from 3a/4 to a, and multiply both µ and
σ by a factor 10, while keeping all other parameters con-
stant. Running our reconstruction method over 50 test
images for both sets of imaging parameters, we reach
identical detection error rates of 0.2± 0.1% with our lo-
cally optimal estimator, compared to about 1.4 ± 0.1%
with a standard deconvolution method (the uncertainty
is the standard deviation).

It would be handy of course to have a simpler expres-
sion than Eq. (9) to evaluate the SNR, with the individ-
ual imaging parameters appearing explicitly. Unfortu-
nately, we can only obtain such expression in the trivial
limit where there is no overlap between the PSFs, i.e.
M⊺M = I. In this case, Eq. (9) reduces to SNR ∼
10 log10[µ

2(Σ−1
x +Σ−1

n )], which means that the signal
power is given by the squared brightness mean, and the
noise power by (half) the harmonic mean of the bright-
ness and noise variances. We warn the reader, however,
that this simple expression must be used very cautiously,
as it completely ignores the crucial role played by the
PSF overlap. With the parameters of Table I, for in-
stance, it predicts a SNR of about 40 dB, which is 25 dB
larger than the correct SNR.
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FIG. 2. Accuracy vs. SNR. Test images generated with
random imaging parameters (given in Table II) are analyzed
successively with an estimator based on the Wiener decon-
volution filter (blue dots), and with the globally and locally
optimal linear estimators (yellow and red dots, respectively).
The images are sorted according to their signal-to-noise ratio
(SNR, see Eq. (9)). The top panel shows the normalized sum
of squared residuals (SSR, see Eq. (2)). The bottom panel
shows the detection error rate (DER, see Eq. (3)). A floor
value of 10−5 was set for the DER so that each point is visi-
ble.

number of sites Ns 300× 300
occupancy probability p [0.2, 0.8]
lattice spacing a [1.5, 5] pixel
PSF HWHM [0.5, 1]× a pixel
brightness mean µ [100, 10 000] count / site
brightness variance σ2 (µ/10)2 count / site
background k [10, 1 000] count / pixel

TABLE II. Imaging parameters for Fig. 2. The intervals
give the boundaries of the uniform distributions from which
the parameters are drawn. The PSF HWHM is defined as a
random fraction of the lattice period. The brightness variance
is fixed at 10% of the brightness mean. The parameters which
do not appear in this table have the same value as in Table I.
The brightness variance was set to zero so that the measured
detection error rate reflects only the estimator accuracy. We
increased the number of sites compared to Table I in order to
more measure the DER with a higher precision.

VI. BENCHMARKING

We now compare the performance of the optimal es-
timator, both in its global and local versions, against a
linear estimator based on the popular Wiener deconvo-
lution filter. The implementation of the deconvolution
estimator is presented in detail in Appendix C.
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FIG. 3. Runtime. The runtime corresponds to the compu-
tation of an estimate for an image generated with the imaging
parameters in Table I (except for the varying number of sites).
It excludes all the steps which precede the computation of the
final estimate, like the optimization of the free parameters, or
the computation of the matrices M and M⊺M . The run-
time of the locally optimal estimator is the time it takes to
run both steps successively, not just the second step. The
relative tolerance for the convergence check of the conjugate-
gradient solver is set to 10−4.

A. Accuracy

To begin with, we generate hundreds of test images
with random imaging parameters, covering a wide range
of experimental conditions and SNR, see Table II. We
process each image successively with the globally opti-
mal, locally optimal, and deconvolution estimators [36],
and compute the estimation and detection accuracies, ac-
cording to Eqs. (2) and (3). The results are is plotted in
Fig. 2 as a function of the SNR. We draw two conclusions
from these graphs. First, the optimal linear estimator,
both in its globally or locally optimal version, systemati-
cally outperforms the deconvolution estimator. The gain
in accuracy is important with the locally optimal estima-
tor, with a reduction of the DER by a factor ten when
the SNR is above 15 dB, i.e. under typical experimental
conditions.

Fig. 2 also confirms the relevance of our definition of
the SNR as a synthetic indicator of the intrinsic ‘diffi-
culty’ of the estimation problem, since the measured SSR
collapse onto a single curve for each estimator. When
considering the DER, one can expect that the ratio σ/µ
also plays a role as it sets a lower bound on the DER
that can be reached at infinite SNR. This effect should
however be negligible as soon as σ is a few times smaller
than µ.

B. Runtime

Another important aspect to take into consideration
when comparing different estimators is their computa-
tion time. In Fig. 3, we show the runtimes (wall-clock
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R
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2
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error in the lattice position

0%
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D
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deconvolution
globally optimal
locally optimal

−20% 0% 20%
error in the PSF HWHM

FIG. 4. Robustness against calibration errors. Each
point is an average over 10 test images generated with the
imaging parameters of Table I. The same set of test images
was used for each value of the errors in the lattice positions
and PSF HWHM. Error bars representing the standard devi-
ation over the test images are drawn for each point, but are
sometimes too small to be visible. The errors in the lattice
position are given as a percentage of the lattice period a and
the errors in the PSF HWHM are given as a percentage of
the true value.

times) of the globally optimal, locally optimal, and de-
convolution estimators for the imaging parameters in Ta-
ble I and an increasing number of sites. The runtime of
the locally optimal estimator is the time it takes to run
both steps of estimation, not just the second step. While
the deconvolution method is always faster, the runtime
of the optimal estimator remains well below 100ms for a
number of sites as large as 104, which makes it perfectly
suitable for real-time usage in all existing experiments.
Here, the numerical implementation is in Python, uses

mainly the standard libraries NumPy [37] and SciPy [38],
and runs on a standard desktop computer [39]. The
runtime is measured using the %timeit magic command
from IPython, keeping the default settings. The sparse
conjugate-gradient solver is a slightly optimized version
of the SciPy routine, and includes a Jacobi (or diago-
nal) preconditioner [40]. It excludes all the steps which
precede the computation of the final estimate, like the
optimization of the free parameters, or the computation
of the matricesM andM⊺M . We have made this choice
because these quantities need not be determined for every
single image. Note that the runtime of the deconvolution
estimator depends on both Ns and Np, whereas that of
the optimal estimator only depends on Ns.

C. Robustness against calibration errors

All estimators used or proposed so far for the recon-
struction of the site occupancy assume that the site co-
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ordinates and the PSF have been correctly calibrated
beforehand. In this last section, we study how robust
the optimal and deconvolution estimators are against two
possible calibration errors: an error in the lattice position
(or phase) and an error in the PSF HWHM. By error, we
mean that the value of the parameter used to build the
measurement matrix in Eq. (8) is not equal to the value of
the parameter which was used to generate the test image.
For a given calibration error, we then computed x̂ using
the optimal and deconvolution estimators. The results
are displayed in Fig. 4, with the left and right columns
showing the effect of an error in the lattice position and
in the PSF HWHM, and the top and bottom rows show-
ing the normalized SSR and the DER, respectively. We
see that the optimal estimator has a sensitivity to these
calibration errors which is comparable to that of the de-
convolution estimator, and should therefore perform well
under realistic experimental conditions.

VII. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, we have applied the generalized Wiener
filter theory to the atom detection in site-resolved fluores-
cence images of arrays of optical microtraps, and shown
that it yields superior results over the standard method
based on Wiener deconvolution, while keeping a low com-
putation time, compatible with real-time applications.
We expect the same conclusion to hold for any other lin-
ear method, including Richardson-Lucy deconvolution,
or ordinary least squares [41].

Our method is robust against calibration errors, and
offers the possibility (not illustrated in this article) to
account for spatial inhomogeneities in the distribution of
atoms, readout noise, or PSF. To give just one illustra-
tion, one can easily disregard hot pixels by removing the
corresponding lines in the measurement matrix. We are
therefore convinced that it will keep its accuracy under
real experimental conditions.

Benchmarking against supervised or unsupervised ma-
chine learning approaches remains to be done. Since our
method includes the statistics of the signal and the noise
up to the second order moments, it should be competi-
tive with these methods. Of, course, the fact that we can
optimize the few free parameters of our estimator from a
single image, or just a few images, is a clear asset.

Finally, the Wiener filter theory also lead us to a rigor-
ous definition of a signal-to-noise ratio for the estimation
problem. This opens prospect for a more efficient design
of future experiments, by taking into account simultane-
ously the performance of the imaging systems, the ex-
pected amount of signal and desired inter-site distance.
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Appendix A: Optimal linear estimator

In this section we explain how we have derived the
expression (8) of the optimal linear estimator. We take
⟨x⟩ = 0 for simplicity. We start by writing the squared
norm as the trace of the outer product and expand all
terms:

SSE(H) =
〈
trace[(Hy − x)(Hy − x)

⊺
]
〉

(A1)

= trace
[
H⟨yy⊺⟩H⊺ −H⟨yx⊺⟩

−⟨xy⊺⟩H⊺ + ⟨xx⊺⟩
]
.

(A2)

The optimal estimator is such that the derivative of the
SSE with respect toH is identically zero, which gives [42,
Eqs. (100), (104) and (111)]:

dSSE

dH

∣∣∣∣
Hopt

= 2[Hopt⟨yy⊺⟩ − ⟨xy⊺⟩] = 0 , (A3)

hence

Hopt = ⟨xy⊺⟩(⟨yy⊺⟩)−1
. (A4)

We proceed further by replacing the image vector y with
Mx+ n:

⟨yx⊺⟩ = ⟨(Mx+ n)x⊺⟩ (A5)

= M⟨xx⊺⟩ , (A6)

and

⟨yy⊺⟩ = ⟨(Mx+ n)(Mx+ n)
⊺⟩ (A7)

= M⟨xx⊺⟩M⊺ + ⟨nn⊺⟩ , (A8)

In deriving these results, we have used the noise prop-
erties ⟨xn⊺⟩ = ⟨x⟩⟨n⊺⟩ (x and n are uncorrelated), and
⟨n⟩ = 0.
The matrices ⟨xx⊺⟩ and ⟨nn⊺⟩ are the covariance ma-

trices of x and n, denoted Σx and Σn in the main text.
Combining Eqs. (A4), (A6) and (A8) gives

Hopt = ΣxM
⊺(MΣxM

⊺ +Σn)
−1

. (A9)

This expression turns out to be inconvenient for effi-
ciently computing the solution to the problem. We ob-
tain the more useful expression in Eq. (8) by applying
the so-called Woodbury identity [42, Eq. (158)] (which
holds because Σx and Σn are both positive definite by
definition).
Finally, we can also compute the SSE corresponding

to the optimal estimator by combining Eqs. (A2), (A6),
(A8) and (A9):

SSE(Hopt) = trace
[
Hopt(MΣxM

⊺ +Σn)H
⊺
opt

−HoptMΣx −ΣxM
⊺H⊺

opt +Σx

]
(A10)

= trace[(I −HoptM)Σx] . (A11)
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Appendix B: Two-step estimation

The optimal linear estimator depends on the statistical
properties of x and n through their covariance matrices,
Σx and Σn. It must be applied to a zero-mean image,
which requires the knowledge of the expectation value
⟨x⟩. Since these parameters are usually not known before
the image is processed, we need a strategy to infer their
value from the image itself. This can be done in two
steps, which we describe in this section.

1. First step (globally optimal)

In the first step, we write ⟨x⟩ = ⟨x⟩1, Σx = ΣxI,
and Σn = ΣnI. This means that we assume uniform
brightness and noise distributions, and neglect all inter-
site or inter-pixel correlations. We can then rewrite the
optimal linear estimator in the form

Hopt =
(
M⊺M +

Σn

Σx
I
)−1

M⊺ . (B1)

Here, the ratio Σn/Σx acts as a regularization for the
inverse of the Gram matrix M⊺M . It is of particular
importance when the PSF of neighboring sites signifi-
cantly overlap, and the inverse of the Gram matrix is
ill-conditioned.

The mean brightness ⟨x⟩ is very easily determined in
this case, since it is equal to the sum of all pixel values,
divided by the number of sites in the image:

⟨x⟩ = 1

Ns

∑
i

(y)i . (B2)

The regularization parameter Σn/Σx will be treated
as a free parameter, which we call the regularization pa-
rameter, leading to the parameterized estimator

H(γ) = (M⊺M + γI)
−1

M⊺ . (B3)

The effect of γ is illustrated in the top panel of Fig. 5.
A weak regularization will make the solution extremely
sensitive to the noise, leading to a large spread of the esti-
mated brightness distribution. On the contrary, a strong
regularization will make the solution insensitive to noise,
but will localize it around ⟨x⟩. In both cases, the es-
timate is inaccurate, and the contrast between the two
modes of the distribution is weak. On the contrary, the
optimal regularization γopt ≜ Σn/Σx will result in an ac-
curate estimation and a well contrasted distribution. To
quantify this behavior, we have applied the parameter-
ized estimator H(γ) to test images generated using the
parameters of Table I, and plotted the normalized SSR
of the estimates against γ, see the middle panel of Fig. 5.
It is clear that the most accurate estimate is obtained for
γ = γopt.

Of course, one cannot compute the SSR in a real exper-
iment since the true x is not known. As an alternative,
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we propose to optimize γ by maximizing the contrast of
the bimodal distribution of x̂. With our idealized test
images, the estimate obtained with the parameterized
estimator H(γ) obeys a Gaussian mixture distribution,

π(x̂) = (1− p)N (x̂;µ0, σ0) + pN (x̂;µ1, σ1) , (B4)

as illustrated for instance in the middle panel of Fig. 6.
In Eq. (B4), N (x;µ, σ) is the normal distribution with
mean µ and variance σ2 evaluated at x, and the labels ‘0’
and ‘1’ refer to the empty and occupied modes, respec-
tively. The parameters p, µ0/1 and σ0/1 are obtained by
maximizing the likelihood function for x̂. A standard def-
inition of the contrast for such distribution is the Fisher
linear discriminant:

C =
(µ1 − µ0)

2

σ2
1 + σ2

0

. (B5)

The bottom panel of Fig. 5 shows how this contrast varies
with γ. As expected, its reaches a maximum exactly
where the SSR reaches a minimum, i.e. for γ = γopt.
The optimization procedure described above relies on

the fact that the number of sites is large enough to pro-
vide a good representation of the distribution of esti-
mated brightnesses. If this is not the case with a single
image, it may be necessary to treat simultaneously sev-
eral images obtained under the same experimental con-
ditions.

2. Second step (locally optimal)

As illustrated in Fig. 2, the estimate obtained in the
first step is only slightly more accurate than that ob-
tained with the Wiener deconvolution. We can improve
the estimate a lot, however, if we realize that the image
contains information on the distribution of site bright-
nesses that was not used before: the sites which appear
brighter in the image are probably occupied, while those
which appear darker are probably empty. Following this
line of thought means that we now regard the expectation
values in Eqs. (6) and (7) as conditional on the image.

Let us formalize this idea. We still assume that all
occupied sites are characterized by the same brightness
mean and variance, denoted µ and σ2, but we now allow
each site to have its own occupancy probability. These
occupancy probabilities are gathered in the vector p.
Within this new model, the covariance matrix of the noise
vector is given by

Σn = diag(Hx+ k + r2) , (B6)

and the mean value and covariance matrix of the bright-
ness vector by

⟨x⟩ = pµ , (B7)

Σx = diag[p(1− p)µ2 + pσ2] . (B8)

Here, the product between two vectors is element-wise.

To quantify how bright or dark appears in the image,
we rely on the x̂ obtained after the first step. We then
set the occupancy probability of the ith site to

(p)i =
pN [(x̂)i;µ1, σ1]

(1− p)N [(x̂)i;µ0, σ0] + pN [(x̂)i;µ1, σ1]
, (B9)

where the Gaussian mixture parameters p, µ0/1 and σ0/1

are those from the first step.
Once we have estimated the occupancy probability vec-

tor p, we can directly apply Eq. (B6) to compute the
covariance matrix of the noise vector. For the mean and
covariance matrix of the brightness vector, there is one
more step to go before applying Eqs. (B7) and (B8),
which is to determine the parameters µ and σ2. This
is done using the identities

pµ =
1

Ns

∑
i

(y)i , (B10)

and

σ2
1 = σ2 + σ2

0 . (B11)

The first identity corresponds to Eq. (B2), and uses the
fact that the optimal linear estimator is unbiased (the
mean value is conserved). The second identity expresses
the fact that the variance of the brightness in the occu-
pied mode (σ2

1) combines the variance of the true bright-
ness (σ2) and the estimation errors, the latter being iden-
tified with the variance of the empty mode (σ2

0) since the
brightness of empty sites is identically zero.
In Fig. 6, we compare the distribution of the true

brightness for the test image in Fig. 1 with the estimates
obtained after each of the two steps described in this sec-
tion. One sees clearly the effect of associating a different
occupancy probability to each site based on the outcome
of the first step: it localizes the estimated brightness of
the sites around 0 and µ, and strongly reduces the over-
lap between the two modes. The reason why the second
step is so efficient is that all the sites which can be ac-
curately labelled after the first step have their brightness
tied to its expected value (0 or µ) at the second step,
which effectively reduces the number of parameters to be
determined.

Appendix C: Deconvolution estimator

The deconvolution estimator against which we bench-
mark our optimal linear estimator uses the Wiener
deconvolution filter. This filter multiplies each two-
dimensional spatial frequency (fi, fj) in the image by

G(fi, fj) =
C̃(fi, fj)

|C̃(fi, fj)|2 + λ
, (C1)

where C̃ is the Fourier transform of the PSF (which is
assumed to be uniform across the image), and λ is a free
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parameter. The filtered image is then given by

y∗ = F †GF (y − ȳ) , (C2)

where F denotes the unitary Fourier matrix, G is the
diagonal matrix constructed from Eq. (C1), and ȳ = ȳ1
is the average of the pixel values in the input image.

To extract the site brightnesses from the filtered im-
age, we first convolve y∗ by a disk-shaped kernel of radius
d ∈ R, i.e. a matrix of size (2⌈d⌉+ 1) × (2⌈d⌉+ 1) such
that all pixels within a distance d to the central pixel are
equal to 1, and all others to zero. Then, we compute the
linear interpolation of the result at the site coordinates.

Since the Wiener deconvolution filter, the convolution,
and the linear estimation can all be cast in matrix form,
the deconvolution estimator as a whole is a linear esti-
mator.
For each test image, we have performed a joint opti-

mization of the tuning parameters λ and d by maximizing
the contrast of the estimated brightness distribution (as
defined in Appendix B). Because the process described
above is not guaranteed to preserve the absolute bright-
ness of each site, we further applied an affine transforma-
tion to the estimated brightness values before computing
the SSR for Fig. 2, where the parameters of the affine
transformation were optimized to minimize the resulting
SSR.
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