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Abstract

Raw images taken in low-light conditions are very noisy due to low photon count and sensor noise. Learning-based denoisers
have the potential to reconstruct high-quality images. For training, however, these denoisers require large paired datasets
of clean and noisy images, which are difficult to collect. Noise synthesis is an alternative to large-scale data acquisition:
given a clean image, we can synthesize a realistic noisy counterpart. In this work, we propose a general and practical
noise synthesis method that requires only one single noisy image and one single dark frame per ISO setting. We represent
signal-dependent noise with a Poisson distribution and introduce a Fourier-domain spectral sampling algorithm to accurately
model signal-independent noise. The latter generates diverse noise realizations that maintain the spatial and statistical
properties of real sensor noise. As opposed to competing approaches, our method neither relies on simplified parametric
models nor on large sets of clean-noisy image pairs. Our synthesis method is not only accurate and practical, it also leads to
state-of-the-art performances on multiple low-light denoising benchmarks.
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A common approach is to collect large datasets consisting Accurate modeling

of clean-noisy image pairs [1, 3, 9, 13]. Each pair is obtained
by capturing the same scene with different camera settings
using a tripod and remote control to obtain well-aligned pairs.
This cumbersome process is repeated for multiple scenes.
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Figure 1: Different from classic denoising pipelines that
require large amounts of paired data, we propose a precise
sensor noise synthesis method that requires only a single
noisy image and a single dark frame. From these two inputs,
our algorithm accurately reproduces the sensor noise distri-
bution without the need for complex parameter calibration.

Noise synthesis has therefore become an active research
area, as it allows bypassing the acquisition of such large
datasets. However, this task is harder than it appears. While
the assumption of Additive White Gaussian Noise (AWGN)
has been used in the vast majority of the image denoising

literature [6, 18, 42—44], this model fails to replicate the
complex nature of real-world camera noise, resulting in poor
performance for denoisers trained under this assumption.

In practice, sensor noise is the sum of multiple noise
sources, which can be divided into signal-dependent and
signal-independent components. While signal-dependent
noise mainly consists of photon shot noise, signal-
independent noise is far more complex and difficult to model.

It includes dark current noise [25], thermal noise [17], reset
noise [10, 25], and banding pattern noise [10, 17, 38].

Prior methods [10, 38] modeled these noise sources with
simple parametric models. These methods face two criti-
cal limitations: their lack of expressivity and the need for
careful parameter calibration. Another direction consists
of learning the noise distribution using neural networks, in-
cluding GANs [32, 40], normalizing flows [2], and diffusion
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models [29]. These approaches have demonstrated signifi-
cant improvements but still rely on large amounts of paired
clean-noisy data for learning the noise distribution.

In this paper, we propose an accurate sensor noise syn-
thesis method that requires only a single noisy image and a
single dark frame, with the latter captured in a lightless envi-
ronment. From these two inputs, our algorithm reproduces
the sensor noise distribution without the need for complex
parameter tuning, significantly reducing the time and effort
required for data acquisition and calibration.

Similar to prior works [12, 38, 45], we model signal-
dependent noise with a Poisson distribution, whose param-
eters can be estimated from the noisy image via straight-
forward linear regression. Our main contribution lies in
the modeling of signal-independent noise. We introduce a
Fourier-domain spectral sampling method that is both prac-
tical and general. Given a single dark frame, we compute
its Fourier transform and apply phase randomization while
preserving the magnitude spectrum. This process generates
novel noise realizations that maintain the spectral character-
istics of the original sensor noise. Meanwhile, histogram
matching is employed to ensure that the marginal distribution
of the synthetic noise aligns with the real noise.

Our method provides three key advantages for signal-
independent noise modeling: (1) It is a unified framework
for modeling all signal-independent noise components; no
labor-intensive calibration or acquisition is needed. (2) Itis a
general solution applicable to different types of sensors. (3)
Generated noise preserves both the spectral characteristics
and marginal distribution of real sensor noise, ensuring a
realistic synthesis.

Overall, the proposed method provides an accurate and
practical solution with minimal data acquisition for sen-
sor noise synthesis, enabling the generation of unlimited
clean—noisy pairs for training image denoising models. Our
experiments show that denoising networks trained with our
synthetic data are on par with the state-of-the-art models.

2 Related Work
2.1 Physics-Based Noise Modeling

A more realistic alternative to the AWGN approximation of
noise used in the vast majority of the denoising literature
is the Poisson—Gaussian (PG) model [4, 5, 14, 15]. This
model decomposes noise into two components: a signal-
dependent Poisson noise arising from the stochastic nature
of photon capture, and a signal-independent Gaussian noise
approximating sensor readout noise.

While this model captures fundamental aspects of sen-
sor noise, it does not fully represent the diversity of noise
sources encountered in practice. More sophisticated mod-
els [10, 14, 37, 38, 41] were therefore proposed to incorpo-
rate additional noise sources. For instance, the ELD [38]

Table 1: Summary of typical learning-based and non-
learning-based noise synthesis methods, along with the num-
ber of real image pairs and dark frames used for data synthe-
sis on the SID dataset [9].

# of dark frames

Method Category # of real pairs (per ISO)
LRD [40] Learning 1865 400!
NoiseDiff [29] Learning 1865 4002
PMN [12] Non-learning 1865 400
ELD [38] Non-learning 0 Several®
SFRN [45] Non-learning 0 10
Ours Non-learning 0 1
Poisson-Gaussian ~ Non-learning 0 0

paper models the read noise with a Tukey-Lambda distri-
bution [22] to better account for its long-tailed profile and
color-biases. Other noise components, such as banding noise,
are also considered. ELD estimates noise parameters using
flat-field frames and dark frames. Flat-field frames are pho-
tographs of a white sheet placed against a uniformly illumi-
nated wall, whereas dark frames are captured in a dark room
with the camera lens capped. Despite the more precise noise
modeling, the approach remains oversimplified and requires
labor-intensive multi-parameter calibration. The SFRN pa-
per [45] proposes to synthesize noise by directly sampling
real dark frames from the sensor. It models signal-dependent
noise using a Poisson distribution, and samples patches from
a dark-frame database containing 10 dark frames per ISO
setting to mimic signal independent noise. Our approach
shares some similarities with theirs, as we also treat signal-
dependent and signal-independent noise separately, and the
latter is sampled from a real dark frame exemplar. However,
there are key differences. Since they crop patches from a
small set of dark frames for modeling signal dependent noise,
the diversity of the noise samples is somewhat limited. In
contrast, our spectral sampling method enables the genera-
tion of a much more diverse set of noise samples, starting
from a single exemplar.

PMN [12] proposes applying shot noise augmentation to
real clean-noisy pairs. It introduces a dark shading correc-
tion scheme, where hundreds of dark frames are averaged
per ISO and linear regression is applied to estimate a com-
bination of black level error (BLE) [33] and fixed-pattern
noise (FPN) [7, 21]. Subtracting this estimated dark shading
from noisy images simplifies subsequent denoising.

2.2 Deep Learning-Based Noise Modeling

Recent studies have explored modeling noise distributions
through data-driven approaches based on deep neural net-
works. Noise Flow [2] trains a normalizing flow [11, 23, 24]

'LRD uses the dark shadings from PMN.
2NoiseDiff uses the dark shadings from PMN.
3Not mentioned in the ELD paper, but the number is more than one.



to model noise in the RAW domain, and Kousha et al. [26]
extend flow-based modeling to the SRGB space. LLD [8]
proposes to learn different noise components by different nor-
malizing flow layers. LRD [40] combines a Poisson model
for signal-dependent noise with a GAN for learning signal-
independent components. Monakhova et al. [32] propose a
noise generator that learns the parameters of a physics-based
model, eliminating manual calibration. NoiseDiff [29] intro-
duces a diffusion model to learn the sensor noise distribution
and achieves superior results. Despite significant progress,
these learning-based methods still face several challenges.
Normalizing Flow models lack expressiveness for modeling
complex distributions because of architectural constraints.
GANS are prone to training instability [19, 31]. Diffusion
models [34, 35] provide more accurate noise modeling but
suffer from a relatively slow generation speed. Moreover,
all these models still require a certain amount of real paired
data for training. In contrast, our method does not rely on
any paired data. It requires only a single noisy image and
one dark frame, yet it can generate infinitely diverse sam-
ples with high efficiency. We summarize the amount of data
used by different synthesis methods for noise generation in
Table 1.

3 Method
3.1 Spectral Sampling for Dark Frame Synthesis

We aim to model the complex signal-independent noise,
which includes multiple components such as fixed-pattern
noise (FPN), dark current shot noise, read noise, and banding
pattern noise. Parametric models require laborious sensor-
specific calibration, yet still struggle to capture the full com-
plexity of real noise.

We reinterpret this problem from a texture synthesis per-
spective, drawing inspiration from the random phase noise
(RPN) algorithm [16, 27, 36]. The RPN algorithm synthe-
sizes textures by preserving the Fourier magnitude spectrum
while randomizing the phase. For stationary stochastic tex-
tures, the magnitude encodes spatial correlations and fre-
quency content, while the phase primarily determines spatial
localization.

Interestingly, signal-independent noise in dark frames
exhibits approximately stationary properties after removal of
the fixed-pattern noise. This property makes Fourier-domain
synthesis particularly suitable for modeling sensor noise: by
preserving the magnitude spectrum from a reference dark
frame and randomizing its phase, we can generate new noise
realizations that retain the frequency characteristics without
requiring explicit parametric modeling.

Furthermore, we incorporate iterative histogram matching
to ensure that the synthesized noise matches both the spectral
characteristics and the full marginal distribution of the refer-
ence noise, producing noise realizations that closely reflect

real sensor properties. The entire pipeline is illustrated in
Fig. 2.

3.1.1 Fixed-Pattern Removal

Dark frames contain both structured low-frequency patterns
(e.g., bias shading, fixed-pattern noise) and stochastic signal-
independent noise. Direct spectral analysis of the dark frame
would be dominated by these low-frequency components, bi-
asing the estimated spectral statistics. To isolate the stochas-
tic component, we estimate the fixed-pattern structure by
applying a large-kernel Gaussian blur to the reference dark
frame Jqa:

S = Go * Lgark, ey

where G, is a Gaussian kernel of standard deviation o. This
filtering isolates spatially smooth patterns and removes high-
frequency variations. Subtracting this estimate yields the
residual:

R = Tgark — Sa 2

which primarily contains the stochastic noise components.
To focus on the noise fluctuations and simplify spectral anal-
ysis, we further remove the channel-wise mean:

p* =E[R],R=R — ", 3)
where E[-] is the channel-wise spatial averaging operator.

3.1.2 Spectral Prior Estimation

We then compute the 2D discrete Fourier transform (DFT)
of the zero-mean noise residual R:

R = F{R}, )

where F{-} denotes the DFT applied independently to each
color channel. The magnitude spectrum |}AE| encodes the
characteristic frequency content and spatial correlation pat-
terns of the sensor noise, serving as a spectral prior for
subsequent synthesis.

3.1.3 Phase Randomization

To synthesize new noise realizations that preserve the magni-
tude spectrum of real signal-independent noise, we employ
a phase randomization algorithm inspired by RPN. Starting
from the magnitude spectrum|R| obtained from the reference
residual noise, we introduce randomness by incrementing
the phase with a random offset £ € RC*H*W,

¢ is obtained by first creating a single channel map ¢°
sampled from a uniform distribution over [—, 7], and repli-
cating it across all color channels. Given &, we construct a
new randomized spectrum N:

&0 ~U([—m, 7], (5)
£= replicate(fo7 ), (6)
N =Rl @exp (i(05+€)). )
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Figure 2: Overview of the spectral sampling algorithm. A Gaussian blur is applied to the real dark frame 4, to estimate
the fixed-pattern component S, which is then subtracted to obtain the stochastic residual R. In the Fourier domain, we retain
the magnitude \R| and perform phase randomization using a uniform random phase ¢ to obtain a new noise realization N(©).
Subsequently, K iterations of histogram matching and spectral correction are applied to preserve both the marginal distribution

and the spectral characteristics of the noise.

where 07 denotes the phase of R,and ® represents element-
wise multlphcatlon This operation preserves the magnitude
spectrum \R| while randomizing the phase to generate di-
verse noise instances.

A subtle but critical design choice is to replicate the same
values across all channels of the phase offset £. In real sensor
data, certain noise components such as banding patterns ex-
hibit strong inter-channel correlation. Ensuring all channels
share an identical random phase preserves these correlations.
In contrast, applying independent phase offsets per channel
would break them, producing unrealistic noise and leading
to residual artifacts in images processed by denoisers trained
on such synthetic data, as discussed in Section 4.5.

3.1.4 Inverse Transform and Initial Reconstruction

The synthesized noise realization is obtained by applying the
inverse Fourier transform with proper normalization:

N©® = rllwf*{ﬁ}, ®)

where H and W are the height and width of N.

Although phase randomization preserves channel correla-
tions and the magnitude spectrum, it does not guarantee the
preservation of the reference noise histogram. Real sensor
noise often exhibits non-Gaussian characteristics, includ-
ing asymmetry and heavy tails [38], which the magnitude
spectrum alone cannot capture. Ignoring these properties
can lead to synthesized noise that appears visually plausible
but does not accurately reproduce important noise statistics,
such as mean, variance, skewness, and kurtosis, all of which
are essential for training robust denoising models, as we
demonstrate in Section 4.5.

3.1.5 Iterative Histogram and Spectral Refinement

To address this limitation, we introduce an iterative refine-
ment procedure that alternates between histogram matching
and spectral constraint enforcement. This approach ensures
that the synthesized noise simultaneously satisfies both the
spectral characteristics and the complete pixel-wise marginal
distribution of the reference noise.

The refinement proceeds as follows. At iteration k, we
first apply histogram matching to align the marginal distribu-
tion of N'(®) with that of the reference residual R:

Ny = H(N®, R), ©)
where H(-, ) denotes the histogram matching operator.

However, histogram matching may distort the frequency
content and channel correlations. To restore these properties,
we re-impose the spectral constraint:

k 1(k k
Nt = Ny = i), (10)
N® = FINGH, (11
N ed = IRI ©exp (ifg), (12)
k k
N(k+1) { c(on)'ected} + N’](ﬁsZ’ (13)

vV VHW W
where ,ul(fsz is computed in a similar way to u* in Eq. 3. By
preserving the phase from the histogram-matched sample
while enforcing the reference magnitude spectrum, we main-
tain spatial randomness while restoring the correct spectral
characteristics. To summarize, this iterative process alter-
nates between two complementary constraints:

* Histogram matching ensures that the pixel-wise
marginal distribution matches the reference.



 Spectral correction ensures that the frequency charac-
teristics and spatial patterns match the reference.

3.1.6 Final Reconstruction

After K iterations, we reintroduce the deterministic low-
frequency structure and channel means by adding back the
fixed-pattern estimate S and the channel-wise mean p*:

Tjax = N 45 4 . (14)

This step ensures that the synthesized dark frames retain
both the structured sensor biases and the realistic stochastic
noise characteristics observed in real data.

We summarize the complete procedure in Algorithm 1 in
the appendix.

3.2 Photon Noise Parameter Estimation

Photon noise can be approximated by the Poisson distri-
bution because of the quantum nature of photons. To esti-
mate the gain parameter g, we follow a similar approach as
[12, 20, 38]. Generally, the noisy observation can be mod-
eled as: y = gP(x) + nomer» Where z is the latent clean
signal, P denotes the Poisson distribution and nyper denotes
signal-independent noise components. This would lead to a
linear relationship between the variance of the noisy obser-
vation y and the amplified clean signal gx:

Var(y) = g(gx) + Var(nother) (15)

and a linear regression can be applied to estimate g. If only
a single noisy image is available, a rough estimate of g can
be obtained by first applying a Gaussian blur to approximate
a pseudo clean image, and then using paired pixels from the
noisy and pseudo clean images to fit the linear relationship.
More details can be found in the appendix.

4 Experiments
4.1 Compared Methods

To assess the quality of the synthetic data, we compare
the performance of denoising networks trained with data
from different synthesis methods. We evaluate two recent
learning-based methods (LRD [40] and NoiseDiff [29]), and
four physics-based methods (the Poisson-Gaussian model,
ELD [38], SFRN [45] and PMN [12])*. We also compare
with a denoising network trained on real data pairs from the
SID Sony training set. Among these methods, LRD, NoiseD-
iff and PMN still require large numbers of real clean-noisy
pairs to synthesize new data. SFRN, ELD and our method
synthesize data without the help of paired data.

4For LRD, NoiseDiff, ELD and PMN, we use pre-trained models avail-
able on the authors’ official websites. For SFRN, we use the reproduced
code from the PMN repository whose results have been confirmed by the
SFRN authors.

4.2 Implementation Details

For noise synthesis, we use images from the SID Sony train-
ing set [9], captured with a Sony A7S2 camera. We addi-
tionally use the dark-frame dataset from LLD [8], which
contains 400 dark frames per ISO level, captured with the
same camera model (though different physical devices). For
each ISO level, we use one dark frame from the LLD dataset
and one noisy image from the SID training set to synthe-
size dark frames. From these two images, we generate 400
synthetic dark frames for that ISO.

During denoising training, we take clean images from the
SID training set and synthesize noisy images by applying
Poisson noise and adding a randomly selected synthetic dark
frame corresponding to the same ISO.

Among the compared methods, LRD, NoiseDiff, and
PMN perform dark shading correction (DSC), where a pre-
computed dark shading map is subtracted from the noisy
inputs during both denoising training and inference (see
Sec. 2.1). To ensure a fair comparison, we also train and test
our denoiser with DSC. However, since we assume access
to only a single dark frame per ISO, we estimate the dark
shading map by applying Gaussian smoothing to that frame,
as described in Sec. 3.1.1. More implementation details can
be found in the appendix.

4.3 Image Denoising Performance Comparison

For denoising performance evaluation, we report results on
the SID and ELD test sets. Table 2 reports the denoising
performance of different methods. Although our approach
synthesizes training data using only one noisy image and
one dark frame per ISO, the denoising network trained on
our synthetic data achieves strong performance across all
exposure ratios on the SID and ELD test sets.

Among all methods, NoiseDiff achieves the best results
on the SID dataset. However, it is a learning-based noise
model that requires a large collection of clean—noisy pairs to
learn the noise distribution (as shown in Table 1), and both its
diffusion-based training and inference are computationally
expensive. In contrast, among physics-based methods, our
approach consistently achieves the best performance on the
SID and ELD test sets across most exposure levels.

Figure 3 presents visual comparisons. In the first exam-
ple from the SID test set, our method produces a cleaner
reconstruction compared to other physics-based methods.
In the second example from the ELD test set, our method
effectively removes banding noise, whereas PG, ELD, and
LRD leave noticeable residual banding. PMN also leaves
visible noise in dark regions, and NoiseDiff introduces color
deviations in the orange stripes.

4.4 Generalization to Different Sensors

To evaluate the generality of our approach, we further apply
it to a different sensor using the LRID dataset [12], which is



Table 2: Denoising performance on the SID and ELD datasets in terms of PSNR / SSIM across various exposure ratios. Best
results are in bold, and second-best results are underlined. PG denotes Poisson-Gaussian. Real data denotes the results
obtained by using real paired data. LRD and NoiseDiff are learning-based methods, while others are non-learning-based
methods. LRD, NoiseDiff and PMN require large numbers of real clean-noisy pairs to synthesize new data, while ours requires

only one noisy image and one dark frame per ISO.

Dataset Ratio Real data LRD [40] NoiseDiff [29] PG ELD [38] SFRN [45] PMN [12] Ours
x100 42.95/0.958 43.16/0.958 43.92/0961 41.05/0.936 41.95/0.953 42.81/0.957 43.47/0.961 43.57/0.961
SID X250 40.27/0.943 40.69/0.941 41.28/0.946 36.63/0.885 39.44/0.931 40.18/0.934 41.04/0.947 41.24/0.945
x300 37.32/0.928 37.48/0919 37.90/0.929 33.34/0.811 36.36/0.911 37.09/0918 37.87/0.934 37.77/0.929
ELD x100 455270977 46.16/0.983  46.95/0.978 44.28/0.936 4545/0.975 46.38/0.979 46.99/0.984 47.13/0.986
x200 41.70/0.912 43.91/0.968 45.11/0971 41.16/0.885 43.43/0.954 44.38/0.965 44.85/0.969 44.89/0.969

Table 3: Denoising results on the LRID-Indoor (top) and
-Outdoor (bottom) datasets in terms of PSNR / SSIM across

various exposure ratios.
Ratio  Real data PG ELD [38] SFRN [45]  PMN[12] Ours

x64  48.80/0.991 46.98/0.988 48.26/0.990 48.18/0.990 49.32/0.992 49.47/0.992
x128  47.10/0.986 45.93/0.982 46.69/0.984 46.75/0.986 47.60/0.987 47.72/0.987
%256  44.89/0.979 44.09/0.970 44.47/0.974 44.84/0.979 4541/0.981 45.50/0.979

X512 42.59/0.966 41.55/0.946 41.78/0.947 42.69/0.966 43.14/0.967 43.23/0.966
x1024  40.29/0.945 38.22/0.894 38.39/0.903 40.38/0.947 40.67/0.948 40.76 / 0.940

x64  45.85/0.988 42.51/0.980 45.09/0.984 45.18/0.985 46.32/0.988 46.31/0.988
x128  44.52/0.982 41.78/0.972 43.63/0.974 43.83/0.977 44.90/0.983 44.76/0.980
X256  42.71/0.971 40.59/0953 41.52/0.948 42.08/0.961 43.01/0.970 42.72/0.958

captured with a Redmi K30 smartphone (IMX686 sensor).
We follow the same data synthesis procedure as in the SID
experiments, using one noisy image and one dark frame per
ISO to synthesize noise.

Table 3 reports the quantitative results on the LRID test
set. We primarily compare against state-of-the-art physics-
based noise modeling methods. Our method consistently
achieves superior performance on the LRID-Indoor test
set and remains competitive on the LRID-Outdoor test
set. While PMN attains higher performance on the LRID-
Outdoor test set, it benefits from using hundreds of dark
frames to estimate dark shading, which provides a strong
prior and effectively stabilizes denoising training. Moreover,
PMN still relies on a large number of real clean—noisy pairs
for network training as shown in Table 1.

In contrast, our approach requires only a single noisy
image and a single dark frame per ISO, yet achieves strong
generalization across sensors without the need for extensive
dark frame collections or clean—noisy datasets. This result
suggests that our noise synthesis algorithm is scalable across
various image sensors. Visual comparisons on the LRID
dataset can be found in the appendix.

4.5 Discussions

Importance of inter-channel correlation. A critical but
often overlooked aspect of sensor noise modeling is inter-
channel correlation (ICC). Fig. 4 (first row) compares the
ICC of real noise and noise synthesized with different meth-
ods. We compute Pearson correlation coefficients among

Table 4: Ablation study on inter-channel correlation (ICC)
and iterative histogram matching (IHM). Results are reported
in PSNR / SSIM on the SID and ELD test sets.

Dataset Ratio w/o ICC w/o THM Ours
x100 43.63/0.959 43.55/0.952 43.72/0.961
SID x250 40.94/0.935 40.75/0.926 41.30/0.944
x300 37.51/0917 37.39/0911 37.86/0.929
) 7151:1)7 ~ %100 47.1870.986 47.067/0.984  47.1470.986
x200 44.82/0.967 44.81/0.966 44.78/0.966

the four color channels for each row, then average across all
rows. Real noise shows clear positive correlations between
some channels, while ELD [38] and our method without
correlation enforcement produce nearly diagonal matrices,
indicating spurious independence. Our full method repro-
duces correlations by using a shared random phase replicated
across all channels (Eq. 5 and 6).

The reproduction of these correlations is crucial for train-
ing robust denoisers. The bottom row of Fig. 4 shows that
denoisers trained with ELD or Ours w/o ICC data exhibit
visible residual banding artifacts, while our method produces
clean results. Table 4 reports the quantitative results. Re-
moving ICC leads to consistently lower PSNR/SSIM on the
SID dataset. The performance on the ELD dataset appears
similar; however, as shown in the appendix, ICC remains
crucial for suppressing banding noise.

Notably, our approach requires no explicit assumptions
about channel or spatial correlations. By preserving the
reference magnitude spectrum and controlling phase ran-
domization, it naturally maintains the inherent correlation
characteristics of each sensor.

Effect of iterative histogram matching. The iterative his-
togram matching (IHM) module is designed to align the
marginal distribution of the synthesized noise with that of
real noise. To analyze its effect, we compare synthesized
noise with and without IHM. The first two columns of Fig. 5
show synthetic dark frames generated with and without THM.
Although their visual appearances are similar, the version
without IHM exhibits a noticeable distribution mismatch



Figure 3: Result comparison of denoisers trained on data synthesized using different methods, along with a comparison to a
denoiser trained on real pairs from the SID training set. The first example is from the SID test set, the second from the ELD
test set. For both examples, our method produces cleaner results with fewer artifacts than other methods. Best viewed zoomed
in. More results are provided in the appendix.

from real noise. Columns 4 and 5 of Fig. 5 show denoising
results produced by networks trained on data synthesized
with and without IHM. Without IHM, the reconstructed im-
age exhibit color distortions, indicating that the distribution
mismatch in the synthetic noise propagates to the down-
stream denoiser. With THM, these artifacts are substantially
reduced. We also observe that ITHM helps suppress saturated
malfunctioning pixels (see appendix), likely because it better
preserves the long-tailed profile of the real noise histogram.

Finally, Table 4 summarizes the quantitative results. Re-
moving IHM results in lower metrics, especially on the SID
dataset. In all subsequent experiments, we set K = 10, as
it provides a good balance between synthesis quality and
computational cost.

Different ways to leverage a single dark frame. When
only one real dark frame is available, several strategies can
leverage it to generate paired training data, with additional
Poisson noise applied to model signal-dependent noise: 1)
Direct addition: Add the real dark frame to M clean images,
producing M clean—noisy pairs, but all noisy samples share
the same noise pattern. 2) Patch-based sampling: Crop
random patches from the dark frame and add them to clean
patches, as in SFRN [45], introducing some variation but
limited diversity. 3) Our method: Generate multiple dark

frame variations, offering much greater diversity.

We perform an ablation study by training three denoisers
on synthetic datasets generated by each method (DirectAdd,
RandomCrop, Ours). Fig. 6 illustrates the denoising perfor-
mance differences relative to the baseline DirectAdd. The

show the APSNR of RandomCrop minus the
baseline, while the show the APSNR of Ours mi-
nus the baseline. A larger A indicates greater performance
improvement over the baseline. Thus, random cropping
provides a slight improvement, while our method noticeably
improves performance, particularly at higher exposure ratios.

Realism validation of synthetic data. To further evaluate
the realism of our synthetic noise, we train a denoising net-
work using all available real dark frames. For a fair compari-
son, we generate synthetic dark frames with the same data
volume and train another denoising network under identical
settings. No performance degradation is observed, validat-
ing the realism of our synthetic data. Detailed experimental
results are provided in the appendix.

Photon noise parameter estimation with limited data. As
described in Sec. 3.2, the system gain g can be estimated
using varying amounts of data. In our method, we assume
only a single noisy image per ISO. In this ablation, we assess
the effect of data availability by comparing denoising per-
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Figure 4: Effect of inter-channel correlation (ICC). First row: Noise samples (ISO=50) from different methods, with row-wise
averaged correlation matrices for Bayer channels (R, Gr, Gb, B). Second row: A clean-noisy pair and denoising results when
denoisers are trained on different with different noise samplers. Real sensor noise exhibits cross-channel correlations, but ELD
and our method without correlation enforcement produce nearly independent channels (near-diagonal matrices). Only our
full method replicates the correlations. Consequently, denoisers trained with ELD or without correlation enforcement show
residual banding artifacts, while our full method yields clean results.

KLD: 1.180e-02

w/o IHM

Figure 5: Effect of iterative histogram matching (IHM). Column 1-2: synthetic noise without and with IHM (with histogram
comparison and KLD to real noise). Column 3: a real clean-noisy pair. Column 4-5: the denoising results when training with
data synthesized without and with IHM. Without IHM, there is a noticeable distribution misalignment between the synthetic
and real noise, and the denoising result exhibits color artifacts. Whereas IHM improves noise realism and restoration quality.
Best viewed zoomed in.

formance on the SID and ELD test sets when ¢ is estimated
using either one noisy image or 16 clean—noisy pairs. The

SID ELD experiment result (see appendix) shows that using a noisy
~0.45 - .
g image leads to a slight performance drop under some set-
g 0:30 tings compared to using multiple clean—noisy pairs. For our
§°'15 main results (Table 2 and Table 3), we use the parameters
000t o 5o 100 = estimated from a single noisy image per ISO. While in the
LRID-Indoor LRID-Outdoor above ablation studies, we use the parameters estimated from
045 A(RandomCrop, DirectAdd) 16 clean-noisy pairs (fairness is ensured among all ablation
0.30 A(Ours, DirectAdd) Studies)
0.15
0.00 - e — - . . . .
64 128 256 512 1024 64 128 256 5 Limitations and Conclusion
Exposure Ratio
We addressed the challenge of obtaining large paired
Figure 6: PSNR differences relative to the baseline Direc- clean—noisy datasets for training low-light image denoisers
tAdd: RandomCrop vs. DirectAdd, and Ours vs. DirectAdd by proposing a practical noise synthesis method that requires
across exposure ratios on the SID, ELD, and LRID test sets. only one noisy image and one dark frame per ISO setting.

We introduce a Fourier-domain spectral sampling strategy to
model the complex signal-independent noise. This enables



the generation of diverse and physically accurate noise real-
izations that preserve both the spectral characteristics and the
marginal statistics of real sensor noise, without relying on
simplified parametric models or large-scale data acquisition.
The method is data-efficient, computationally lightweight,
and can be applied to different sensors without extensive
calibration.

Despite these advances, some limitations remain. Some
components of signal-independent noise are influenced by
factors beyond ISO, such as sensor temperature, exposure
duration, and readout timing. For instance, dark current
increases with temperature, and black level error may drift
slightly as the sensor warms up. In our current formula-
tion, we assume stable imaging conditions and model noise
variations primarily with respect to ISO, without explicitly
accounting for temperature or exposure time. Extending the
method to incorporate these factors is an interesting direction
for future work.
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Appendix
This appendix is organized as follows:

¢ Method Details — Sec. A

— Spectral Sampling Algorithm — Sec. A.1

— Photon Noise Parameter Estimation — Sec. A.2
¢ More Implementation Details — Sec. B

— Data Synthesis Details — Sec. B.1
— Training Details — Sec. B.2

— Evaluation Details — Sec. B.3
¢ More Discussions — Sec. C
— Effect of the Fixed-Pattern Removal Before Sam-

pling — Sec. C.1

— Importance of Inter-Channel Correlation —
Sec. C.2

— Effect of Iterative Histogram Matching —
Sec. C.3

— Different Ways to Leverage a Single Dark Frame
— Sec. C4

— Realism Validation of Synthetic Data — Sec. C.5

— Photon Noise Parameter Estimation with Limited
Data — Sec. C.6

* Synthetic Noise Visualization Across Different Sensors
— Sec. D

* More Visual Comparisons — Sec. E

For optimal visual comparisons, we recommend viewing
the results on a screen.

A Method Details
A.1 Spectral Sampling Algorithm

The full procedure of our spectral sampling algorithm for
dark-frame synthesis is summarized in Algorithm 1.

A.2 Photon Noise Parameter Estimation

In Sec. 3.2 of the main paper, we have shown that the noisy
observation y can be modeled as:

Yy = gtp(f) + Nother- (16)

12

For a Poisson random variable, the variance equals its
mean, i.e., Var(P(z)) = x. Thus the variance of the noisy
observation is:

Var(y) = g*Var(P(x)) + Var(noter)
= 921’ + Va-r(nother)

= g(ga:) + Var(nother)~ (17)

Consequently, the system gain g can be estimated by
performing a linear fit between the variance of the noisy ob-
servation y and the amplified clean signal gx, using a set of
clean—noisy pairs. If only a single noisy image is available, a
rough estimate of g can still be obtained. Specifically, we un-
fold the noisy image into overlapping 3 x 3 patches. For each
patch, we apply a Gaussian blur to obtain a pseudo-clean
value, and all pixels within the patch serve as noisy obser-
vations from which the noise variance is computed. Patches
sharing the same mean value are then grouped together to
produce more robust variance estimates.

Of course, more sophisticated approaches can be used for
pseudo-clean estimation when needed, and additional data
can possibly further improve accuracy. For example, when
flat-field frames are available (e.g., a uniform calibration
card illuminated by a single light source), a more reliable
estimation of g can be obtained by following the procedures
described in [12, 20, 38].

B More Implementation Details

B.1 Data Synthesis Details

In the LRID dataset [12], two types of dark frames of
ISO=6400 are provided: one captured under normal sen-
sor temperature and the other in the sensor’s hot mode. For
noise synthesis, we use a single dark frame from each setting
to generate the corresponding synthetic dark frames. The
synthesis results are shown in Fig. 14.

B.2 Training Details

We use the same U—Net architecture as [9] for all denoising
experiments. The networks are trained for 500 epochs using
the Adam optimizer. The initial learning rate is set to 2 X
10~4, reduced by half at epoch 250, and fixed to 1 x 1075
after epoch 400. During training, we use a batch size of 4 and
randomly crop 256 x 256 patches with random horizontal
flips for data augmentation. We train the denoisers using the
L loss between the network output and the clean reference
image.

B.3 Evaluation Details

Since Peak Signal-to-Noise Ratio (PSNR) and Structural
SIMilarity (SSIM) are sensitive to global illumination, even
small brightness shifts can cause large metric variations. Dur-
ing denoising inference, we apply the illumination correction



method from the ELD paper [38] to the denoised images. We
apply this illumination correction to all compared methods
before evaluating PSNR and SSIM. We compute the PSNR
and SSIM between the denoised and reference images in the
RAW domain.

C More Discussions

C.1 Effect of the Fixed-Pattern Removal Before
Sampling

Dark frames contain both deterministic fixed patterns and
stochastic noise components. Directly applying spectral
analysis to raw dark frames would conflate these two compo-
nents: the low-frequency fixed patterns would dominate the
power spectrum, biasing the estimated noise statistics and
leading to synthesized noise that incorrectly replicates deter-
ministic sensor artifacts as if they were stochastic variations.

To isolate the stochastic component for spectral modeling,
we apply Gaussian blur (Eq. 1) to extract the fixed pattern,
then work with the residual. Figure 7 demonstrates the effect
of fixed-pattern removal for noise synthesis. Given a real
dark frame, without fixed-pattern removal, the synthesized
noise (bottom-left) incorrectly produces random patterns of
the deterministic fixed pattern, failing to produce faithful
results. With appropriate blur kernel sizes, the method suc-
cessfully separates the two components. We empirically find
that choosing o in the range of [40, 60] consistently yields
good results. We set ¢ = 50 in our experiments.

C.2 Importance of Inter-Channel Correlation

Fig. 10 presents additional ablation results for the inter-
channel correlation ICC. Without ICC, the denoised images
exhibit noticeable residual banding artifacts, whereas our
full method produces cleaner results.

C.3 Effect of Iterative Histogram Matching

In the main paper, we mentioned that we perform K it-
erations of histogram matching. Here, we study how the
choice of K influences the accuracy of the synthesized
noise. In Fig. 8, we show the relationship between the Kull-
back—Leibler divergence (KLD) between the synthetic and
real noise and the value of K. As K increases, the synthetic
noise progressively converges toward the real noise distri-
bution, reflected by the decreasing KLD. We set K = 10 in
our experiments.

In the main paper, we showed that iterative histogram
matching (IHM) reduces color distortions in denoised results.
Beyond this, we also find that IHM helps suppress saturated
malfunctioning pixels. As shown in Fig. 11, without I[HM,
noticeable white spots appear in the denoised outputs due to
saturated pixels in the noisy inputs. With our full method,
this issue is effectively mitigated.
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Figure 7: Effect of fixed-pattern removal before noise syn-
thesis. Left: Real dark frame at ISO 12800 (top) and synthe-
sized noise without fixed-pattern removal (bottom), which
incorrectly reproduces deterministic row/column structure.
Right: The estimated fixed-pattern component (top) and the
synthesized noise after removing it prior to spectral sam-
pling (bottom), resulting in a more realistic stochastic noise
pattern.

C.4 Different Ways to Leverage a Single Dark
Frame

Given one single dark frame, we study the three different
ways to leverage it for data synthesis: DirectAdd, Random-
Crop, and Ours. In Fig. 12, we show two denoising examples,
our method produces cleaner results with fewer artifacts.

C.5 Realism Validation of Synthetic Data

To further evaluate the realism of our synthetic noise, we
train a denoising network (RealDF’) using all available real
dark frames from each ISO level in the SID dataset. For
fair comparison, we generate one synthetic dark frame per
real dark frame, ensuring identical data volume and ISO
distribution, and train another denoising network (SynDF).
The same protocol is applied to the LRID dataset. Fig. 9
shows the PSNR difference between Real/DF and SynDF on
the SID, ELD and LRID test set across different exposure
rations. The differences are consistently close to zero across
all datasets and ratios, indicating that our method can syn-
thesize noise distributions nearly indistinguishable from real
sensor noise.

C.6 Photon Noise Parameter Estimation with Lim-
ited Data

In our experiments, we assume only a single noisy image
per ISO is available for system gain estimation. To assess
the effect of data availability, we compare denoising perfor-
mance on the SID and ELD test sets when g is estimated
using either one noisy image or 16 clean—noisy pairs.
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Figure 8: Relationship between the Kullback—Leibler diver-
gence (KLD) between the synthetic and real noise and the
histogram matching iteration number K, across different
ISO settings. Increasing K generally reduces the KLD.
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Figure 9: PSNR differences between RealDF and SynDF
across different exposure ratios for the SID, ELD, and LRID
test sets. Each X denotes the result of a subset of each test
set, e.g., the left-most > denotes that the PSNR difference
between RealDF and SynDF on the LRID-Indoor dataset
with exposure Ratio = 64 is almost 0, indicating that our
method can synthesize noise distributions nearly indistin-
guishable from real sensor noise.

As shown in Table 5, using a single noisy image leads to
a slight drop in performance under some settings compared
to using multiple clean—noisy pairs. While our study focuses
on the single noisy image scenario, access to additional
data, such as multiple clean—noisy pairs or flat-field frames,
could potentially improve the accuracy of gain estimation
and denoising results.

D Synthetic Noise Visualization Across
Different Sensors

In this section, we visualize examples of real dark frames
from various sensors alongside our synthesized dark frames.
Figures 13 and 14 show examples from the Sony A7S2 sen-
sor and the IMX686 sensor in the Redmi K30 smartphone,
respectively. We also captured dark frames using a Fujifilm
X-MS5 camera, whose RAW images follow the X-Trans pat-

14

tern instead of the Bayer pattern. Fig. 15 presents the real
dark frames and our synthetic results. It can be observed
that our method successfully generates realistic dark frames
across different sensors, demonstrating its generalizability.

E More Visual Comparisons

In this section, we provide more visual comparisons of de-
noising results from different denoisers trained on data syn-
thesized using different methods. Fig. 16, Fig. 17 and Fig. 18
are examples from the SID test set. Fig. 19 are examples
from the ELD test set. Fig. 20 and Fig. 21 are examples from
the LRID test set.



Noisy Reference w/o ICC Ours

Figure 10: Ablation study on inter-channel correlation (ICC). Without ICC, the denoised results show residual banding
artifacts, while our full method produces clean outputs. The first two examples are from the SID test set, and the third and
fourth are from the ELD test set. Best viewed when zoomed in.
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NOIS| Reference w/o IHM Ours

Figure 11: Ablation study on the iterative histogram matching (IHM). Without IHM, noticeable white spots appear in the
denoised outputs due to saturated pixels in the noisy inputs. With our full method, this issue is effectively mitigated. The first
two examples are from the SID test set while the third and forth are from the ELD test set. Best viewed zoomed in.

Noisy input Reference DirectAdd RandomCrop Ours

Figure 12: Denoising results of the network trained with different data sources synthesized using only one real dark frame per
ISO setting. Our method produces cleaner results with less artifacts.

16



Real Synthetic V1 Synthetic V2 Synthetic V3

0.0006

0.0004
: 0.0002
25600 0.0000

& ~0.0002
-0.0004

—0.0006

i i ! i
0.0004
0.0002
0.0000
~0.0002
~0.0004
0.00020
0.00015
0.00010
0.00005
0.00000
~0.00005
~0.00010
~0.00015
~0.00020
0.00020
0.00015
0.00010
0.00005
0.00000
~0.00005
~0.00010
~0.00015
~0.00020

Figure 13: Real dark frames and three different synthetic dark frame realizations (generated with different random seeds)
across various ISO settings (ISO=25600, 8000, 1000, 100) of the Sony A7S2 sensor.
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Figure 14: Real dark frames and three different synthetic dark frame realizations (generated with different random seeds)

with ISO=6400 of the IMX686 sensor. The first example is captured under normal sensor temperature and the second in the
sensor’s hot mode.
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Figure 15: Real dark frames and three different synthetic dark frame realizations (generated with different random seeds)
across various ISO settings (ISO=25600, 8000, 1000, 100) of the Fujifilm X-MS5 sensor.
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Figure 16: Result comparison of denoisers trained on data synthesized using different methods on the SID test set.
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Figure 17: Result comparison of denoisers trained on data synthesized using different methods on the SID test set.



Figure 18: Result comparison of denoisers trained on data synthesized using different methods on the SID test set.
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Figure 19: Result comparison of denoisers trained on data synthesized using different methods on the ELD test set. Images are
gamma-corrected (v = 1.4) for better visibility.
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Figure 20: Result comparison of denoisers trained on data synthesized using different methods on the LRID test set.
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Figure 21: Result comparison of denoisers trained on data synthesized using different methods on the LRID test set.
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Algorithm 1: Spectral Sampling with Iterative Re-
finement for Dark Frame Synthesis

Input: Reference dark frame g, € REXHXW,
Gaussian blur parameter o, number of
iterations K

Output: Synthesized dark frame Tiarkc

Step 1: Fixed-pattern removal

S g,, (Idark) 5 // Extract low-frequency
pattern

R Ida.rk — S; // Isolate stochastic residual

,uR — E[R/] 5 // Compute channel-wise mean
R+ R/ — /,LR 5 // Center to zero mean
Step 2: Spectral prior estimation
R+ ]:{R} ) // Compute reference spectrum
Step 3: Phase randomization
50 ~ Z/[([—T(77T](H’W)) 5 // Uniform random
phase
§ < replicate({o, C) , // Copy across channels
N « |R| ® exp (i(@ﬁ—i—f)) ; // Phase
Randomization

N(O) — \/ﬁ]‘-_l{ﬁ} 5 // Initial synthesis
Step 4: Iterative histogram-spectral refinement

fork=0to K —1do
NI:E:) - H(N(k)»R) 5 // Match Hist.
Hhy — EIN)
Nyt = Nyt = Hiou
N}fllzt) A ‘F{Nh(llft)}
N(k)ected — |§| © eXP(w“(kl)) ; // Restore

COIT N,
hi

spectrum

—1rar(k k
N(k+1) — \/éiw‘;r 1{Nc(or3"ected} + U;—Lilt

end
Step S: Final reconstruction
Idark — N(K) + S+ /,LR ) // Restore fixed

pattern and mean

return g,

Table 5: Denoising performance when the system gain g is
estimated from either a single noisy image or 16 clean—noisy
pairs. Results are reported in PSNR / SSIM.

Dataset Ratio 16 pairs 1 noisy

x100  43.72/0.961 43.57/0.961
SID X250 41.30/0.944 41.24/0.945
,,,,,,, x300 37.86/0.929 37.77/0.929

x100 47.14/0.986 47.13/0.986
x200 44.78/0.966 44.89/0.969
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