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Abstract

Seismic data processing involves techniques to deal with undesired effects that occur during acquisition
and pre-processing. These effects mainly comprise coherent artefacts such as multiples, non-coherent
signals such as electrical noise, and loss of signal information at the receivers that leads to incomplete
traces. In the past years, there has been a remarkable increase of machine-learning-based solutions that
have addressed the aforementioned issues. In particular, deep-learning practitioners have usually relied
on heavily fine-tuned, customized discriminative algorithms. Although, these methods can provide solid
results, they seem to lack semantic understanding of the provided data. Motivated by this limitation, in this
work, we employ a generative solution, as it can explicitly model complex data distributions and hence,
vield to a better decision-making process. In particular, we introduce diffusion models for three seismic
applications: demultiple, denoising and interpolation. To that end, we run experiments on synthetic and
on real data, and we compare the diffusion performance with standardized algorithms. We believe that our
pioneer study not only demonstrates the capability of diffusion models, but also opens the door to future

research to integrate generative models in seismic workflows.

1 Introduction

Deep generative learning has become an important
research area in the machine learning community,
being more relevant in many applications. Namely,
they are widely used for image synthesis and various
image-processing tasks such as editing, interpola-
tion, colourization, denoising, and super-resolution.
Recently, diffusion probabilistic models [1, 2] have
emerged as a novel, powerful class of generative
learning methods. In a short period of time, these
models have achieved surprisingly high performance
[3, 4, 5, 6], and have even surpassed state-of-the-art
algorithms like generative adversarial networks [7]
(GANSs) and variational autoencoders [8] (VAEs).

At the same time, the geophysics community has

been actively adopting deep-learning techniques to
boost and automate numerous seismic interpreta-
tion tasks including fault picking [9, 10], salt de-
lineation [11, 12], well-to-seismic tie [13, 14], hori-
zon tracking [15, 16], multiple removal [17, 18], etc.
Nonetheless, to the best of our knowledge, there has
not been yet any work exploring the application of
diffusion models to seismic data and thus, study-
ing their potential advantages to already established
deep-learning approaches in this domain. Driven by
this motivation, in this work, we study the applica-
bility of diffusion models for seismic processing.
Seismic imaging is essential to discover and char-
acterize economically worthwhile geological reser-
voirs, such as hydrocarbons accumulations, and to
manage the extraction of the resources stored in



them. Unfortunately, recorded seismic signals at
the surface are inevitably contaminated by coherent
and incoherent noise of various nature. The pro-
cess of removing the noise, while retaining the pri-
mary signal, is called seismic processing. In this pa-
per, we focus on three relevant, well-known seismic
processing tasks: demultiple, denoising and interpo-
lation. Demultiple and denoising are both remov-
ing unwanted signals from the seismic section; the
first gets rid of coherent noise caused by reverber-
ations of waves between strong reflectors, whereas
the latter removes incoherent noise of miscellaneous
causes. The goal of interpolation is to fill-in gaps in
the image caused by limitations during acquisition.
Although at the first glance the nature of these prob-
lems might look different or unrelated, it is possible
to formulate a common framework, in which they
can be solved. This is feasible, due to the fact that
the diffusion models, like most of generative mod-
els, learn the density distribution of the input data. In
other words, unlike discriminative approaches which
draw boundaries in the data space, the generative ap-
proaches model how data is placed throughout the
space [19]. As aresult, they are powerful algorithms
that can be independently applied to a large diversity
of problems.

2 Background

Generative models for modelling estimate the
marginal distribution, denoted as p(x), over observ-
able variables z, e.g., images. In the literature, we
can find different formulations that tackle this prob-
lem such as autoregressive generative models, latent
variable models, flow-based models, and energy-
based models.

2.1 Latent Variable Models

The main idea of this type of models is to utilize
latent variables z to formulate the joint distribution
p(z, z), which describes the marginal distribution
as a function of learnable parameters 6 (likelihood).

Mathematically, it can be written as:

2z~ py(z)
x ~ py(x|2)
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Unfortunately, for most of the problems we do not
have access to the true distribution p(z) and hence,
we need to fit our model to some empirically ob-
served subset. One solution is to use Monte Carlo
sampling to approximate the integral over z to try to
estimate the model parameters 6. Nonetheless, this
approach does not scale to high dimensions of 2z and
consequently, we will suffer from issues associated
with the curse of dimensionality. Another solution
is to use variational inference, e.g., VAE [8]. In par-
ticular, the lower bound of the log-likelihood func-
tion, called the Evidence Lower BOund (ELBO).
The ELBO provides a joint optimization objective,
which simultaneously updates the variational poste-
rior ¢,(z|z) and likelihood model py(z|z). The ob-
jective is written as:

log p(7) > E.<qy(z12) [l0g po(2)]
— KLlgy(2[2)][p(2)];

where KL stands for the Kullback-Leibler diver-
gence.
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2.2 Hierarchical Latent Variable Mod-
els

Once defined a single stochastic layer, it is straight-
forward to derive hierarchical extensions. For exam-
ple, let us consider a latent variable model with two
latent variables z; and z,. We can define the joint
distribution p(z, z1, 29) and marginalizing out the la-
tent variables:

po() :/Zl /ZQPG(ZL’; 21, 22)
Z/Zl /Z2Pa(xle)pe(zl|2’2)pe(z2)-

Similar to the single latent model, we can derive the
variational approximation (ELBO) to the true poste-
rior as:
log p() > E., g, (z1]20) [10g po(|21)]
— KL[gy(21|2)||po(21]2)]
— KL[gy(22]21)|[p(22)].
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Figure 1: Scheme of the different latent variable
models. (Top) Single latent variable model. (Center)
Hierarchical latent variable model. (Bottom) Diffu-
sion model.

2.3 Diffusion Models

Diffusion models belong to the latent variable family
as well. In fact, we can think of them as a specific
realization of a hierarchical latent variable model,
where the inference model' does not have learnable
parameters. Instead, it is constructed so that the fi-
nal latent distribution ¢(z7) converges to a standard
Gaussian (where 7' is the number of latent variables).
The objective function of diffusion models is written
as:

log p(z) >
Ee\.pmqerrlzo) [KL(q(27|20)| [P0 (27))

T &)
+ Z KL(q(z¢—1|2¢, 0)|[po(21—1|4))

t=2
—logpe(xo\xl)]-

Under certain assumptions, this objective can be fur-
ther simplified, leading to the following approxima-

'Remember that the inference model relates a set of observ-
able variables to a set of latent variables, e.g., ¢(z|x).

tion:

N

logp(z) 2

t=
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Note that we drop the expectation for clarity. The
exact derivation can be found in [2].
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3 Methodology

In this section, we provide a brief overview of dif-
fusion models formulation. Note that we do not aim
at covering the entire derivations. For a more in-
depth, detailed mathematical description, we refer
the reader to [2].

3.1 Background

On a high level, diffusion models consist of two
parts: forward diffusion and parametrized reverse.
The forward diffusion part can be described as a
process, where Gaussian noise € is gradually ap-
plied to the input image z( until the image becomes
entirely unrecognizable from a normal distribution
xzp ~ N(0,1) (T is the number of transformation
steps). That is to say, at each step of this pro-
cess, the noise is incrementally added to the data,
Z RN 1 BN xp. This procedure together
with the Markov assumption® leads to a simple pa-
rameterization forward process expressed as:

Hq Te|Ti—y)
= HN(fEtS v1-— tht—laﬁtl)v

$1T|flfo

(7

where the variable  defines a fixed variance sched-
ule, chosen such that ¢(xr|z) ~ N(0,1).

The second part, the parametrized reverse process,
represents the data synthesis. Thus, it undoes the
forward diffusion process and performs iterative de-
noising. To that end, the reverse process is trained

2Markov assumption is used to describe a model that holds
the memoryless property of a stochastic process.



While the
Markov chain of the forward diffusion gradually
adds noise to the input (dash arrows), the reverse
process removes it stepwise (solid arrows).

Figure 2: Denoising diffusion process.

to generate data by converting random noise into re-
alistic data. Formally, this generative process is de-
fined as a stochastic process, which iteratively re-
moves noise from the input images using deep neu-
ral networks. Starting with the pure Gaussian noise
p(axr) = N(x7,0,1), the model learns the joint dis-
tribution py(x¢.7) as:

po(wor) = p(ar) Hpe(xt—l 1)

= p(mT) HN(mt—l; M9($ta t)7 Zg(fﬁt, t))a
t=1
()

where the time-dependent parameters of the Gaus-
sian transformations 6 are learned. Note in particular
that the Markov formulation asserts that a given re-
verse diffusion transformation distribution depends
only on the previous timestep.

3.2 Training

A diffusion model is trained by finding the reverse
Markov transitions that maximize the likelihood of
the training data. In practice, this process consists
of optimizing the variational lower bound on the log
likelihood. Hereunder the simplified expression de-
rived by [2]:

T
logp(z) 2 |le — eo(vamo + VI — aue, t)| %,
t=2
9)
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Figure 3: In each reverse step ¢, the model ¢y is fed
with the semi-denoised multiple-free image z; and
the multiple-infested input. As an output, the net-
work generates the image x;_;, which should have
less noise and no multiples.

where

oy — 1— ﬁt and Ol (10)

T
e
=1

Note, ultimately, the deep neural network learns to
predict the noise component € at any given timestep.

4 Experiments

In this section, we validate the flexibility of diffu-
sion models for different seismic tasks. In particu-
lar, we analyse three case studies: demultiple, de-
noising and interpolation. To do that, we present
an end-to-end deep-learning approach that can deal
(separately) with demultiple, denoising and interpo-
lation scenarios. Furthermore, we benchmark the
results with alternative paradigms that are currently
employed in both academia and industry domains.

The implementation details are as following: In
all our experiment, we train the diffusion model for
200,000 iterations with a batch size of 32; we set 3 to
follow a linear schedule, and we use a depth of 2000
timesteps for both the forward process (see Equation
7) and the reverse denoising process (see Equation
8).

4.1 Architecture

Image diffusion models commonly employ a time-
conditional U-net [20], parametrized as € (o, ), as a
neural backbone. This architecture was initially in-
troduced in [2], where the main motivation for this



topology choice was the requirement for the model
to have identical input and output dimensionality.
The architecture consists of a stack of residual lay-
ers and downsampling convolutions, followed by a
stack of residual layers with upsampling convolu-
tions; skip connections connect the layers with the
same spatial size. Furthermore, it uses a global at-
tention layer with a single head to add a projection
of the timestep embedding into each residual block.

4.2 Demultiple

Primary seismic reflections are events which have
reflected only once, and they are employed to de-
scribe the subsurface interfaces. Multiples, on the
contrary, are events which appear when the signal
has not taken a direct path from the source to the
receiver after reflecting on a subsurface boundary.
The presence of multiples in a recorded dataset can
trigger erroneous interpretations, since they do not
only interfere with the analysis in the post-stack do-
main, e.g., stratigraphic interpretation, but also with
the analysis in the pre-stack domain, e.g., amplitude
variation with offset inversion. Thereby, the demul-
tiple process plays a crucial role in any seismic pro-
cessing workflow.

Input

U-net

In this first experiment, we follow the approach
from [21, 18], and generate synthetic pairs of
multiple-infested and multiple-free gathers. This
data setup allows us to train the model in a super-
vised manner and therefore, we can frame the de-
multiple problem as an image-to-image transforma-
tion task, where the network learns to remove the
multiples without removing primary energy. As in
[18], the training dataset is designed to include a rich
amount of features present in real datasets, to maxi-
mize transferability to real case uses. To that end, we
employ as a baseline a conditional diffusion mod-
els proposed by [22]. More specifically, we condi-
tion our model by concatenating the semi-denoised
multiple-free image x; with the multiple-infested in-
put (see Figure 3). Ideally, the network should re-
turn an improved semi-denoised multiple-free gather
x¢—1 that after T' reverse steps should converge into
a noise- and multiple-free gather .

Once the model is trained, it is crucial to as-
sess the inference capabilities of the network when
working on real data, i.e., generalizability. Nonethe-
less, this is not a granted property in deep-learning
models due to the distribution gap between differ-
ent datasets, e.g., the gap between synthetic and
real datasets [23]. In our experiments, we test the
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Figure 4: This figure displays two cropped gathers that contain multiples (input), and the results after
applying the demultiple algorithms. Moreover, we plot the difference between the input and the output to
check the content that has been removed. Note that we apply a scaling factor of 3 in the differences to stress

the changes.



diffusion approach on the dataset from the Volve
field made available under Equinor Open Data Li-
cence. Furthermore, we compare the outcomes with
two other multiple-attenuation methodologies: one
based on Radon-transform [24] and one based on
deep learning [18]. Figure 4 shows an example of
such a comparison, where we can observe how the
diffusion solution offers competitive results, despite
minimal hyperparameter tuning involved. For addi-
tional results, see Figure 9 in the Appendix.

4.3 Denoising

Incoherent noise can be caused by superposition of
numerous unwanted signals from various sources
such as ocean waves, wind and electrical instru-
ment noise among others. Removing such incoher-
ent noise can improve the overall signal-to-noise ra-
tio and, consequently, increase the certainty of in-
terpretation. Traditional approaches can be subdi-
vided into two main categories: the prediction fil-
tering methods and domain transform methods. The
first type assumes linearity and predictability of the
signal, and constructs a predictive filter to suppress
the noise [25, 26]. These methods have been widely
adopted by the industry due to their efficiency, al-
though they tend to under-suppress noise and occa-
sionally suffer from signal leakage [27]. The second
type of methods uses mathematical transformations,
e.g., Fourier transform [28], wavelet transform [29],
curvelet transform [30, 31], to steer the seismic data
into domains, where seismic signals and noise can be
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Figure 5: Mean and standard deviation of SSIM and
SNR metrics calculated on 500 random denoised im-
ages. Results from diffusion and FX-Decon scenar-
10s.
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Figure 6: This figure shows an example of denois-
ing. The first row contains the original image and
the input image (original with noise). The second
row presents the diffusion and the FX-Decon results.
Finally, the third and four rows display the differ-
ence between the results and the original and the in-
put data, respectively.

easier separated and then leverage the sparse charac-
teristics of seismic data. This approach, however, of-
ten requires a time-consuming transform coefficient
tuning. To cope with this drawback, a new trend
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Figure 7: This figure shows an example of interpolation. From left to right: the original image, the mask,
the input image (original with mask), the diffusion result and its difference with respect to the original

image.

based on deep-learning algorithms has emerged, re-
sulting in optimized solutions that remove incoher-
ent noise from seismic data as well as speed up the
inference time [32, 33].

Similar to the demultiple scenario, we create pairs
of images to train our diffusion model. Nonetheless,
this time, the objective is to eliminate undesired un-
correlated noise, while preserving the inherent char-
acteristics of the data. To that end, the pairs of train-
ing data consist of a real image and their noisy ver-
sion. To create the noisy images, we synthetically
add Gaussian noise to the original real images with
a variability of the 50% of their energy. For this sec-
ond case of study, we train on 1994 BP [34] dataset,
from which we extract random patches (from dif-
ferent shot gathers) that neither overlap among each
other, nor have more than 40% of their content equal
to 0. In this fashion, we try to guarantee certain level
of variety in the training data.

For the testing set, we apply the same conditions
as for training. Additionally, we employ a second
dataset (Model94 [34]) to evaluate the generalization
capacity of our system. As for comparison, we use
a spectral filtering technique based on the Fourier
transform, namely a complex Wiener prediction fil-
ter called FX-Decon [25, 26], which is dedicated for
signal extraction and non-coherent noise suppres-
sion in the frequency domain. To assess the results,
we use structural similarity index (SSIM) and signal-
to-noise ratio (SNR) as quantitative metrics. Figure
5 displays them for each configuration, i.e., differ-
ent datasets and methods, and we can observe how
the diffusion model provides the best scores when
we test on data coming from the same dataset as the
one used for training. However, as expected, it has

a drastic drop when we test on a new dataset, e.g.,
Model94. This phenomenon is mainly caused by the
distribution gap between different datasets. On the
other hand, FX-Decon achieves similar performance
on both datasets (no drop), as this method does not
involve any learning, i.e., data fitting. Finally, Fig-
ure 6 illustrates a denoising example for both algo-
rithms. The difference between the outputs and the
original data (third row in Figure 6) allows us to see
that diffusion model removes some coherent signal,
while FX-Decon does not. Ideally, this should be
corrected, but we leave this improvement for future
work. Nevertheless, overall, the diffusion approach
leads to less noisy outputs, as can be noticed in the
output image. For additional results, see Figure 10
in the Appendix.

4.4 Interpolation

Seismic data processing algorithms greatly benefit
from regularly sampled and reliable data. However,
it is rarely the case where the acquired data is pre-
sented flawless, i.e., complete shot gathers without
missing traces. Frequently, the reason for that are
acquisition constraints such as geophones issues, to-
pography, and economical limitations. As a conse-
quence, interpolation techniques are a fundamental
key for most seismic processing systems.

In this last case of study, we evaluate the capacity
of our diffusion model to interpolate missing traces.
To that end, we follow the evaluation methodology
introduced by [35], namely, we consider the scenario
with irregular missing traces and with a level of deci-
mation set to 50% (see Figure 7). Regarding the data
for this experiment, we repeat the setup presented
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Figure 8: Mean and standard deviation of SSIM and
SNR metrics calculated on 500 random interpolated
images. Results from diffusion and U-net scenarios.

in the denoising section, using 1994 BP dataset for
training and testing, and Model94 for testing on a
new dataset. Finally, to have a baseline to compare
with, we implement the so-called “standard” topol-
ogy from [35], which is essentially a U-net-like net-
work.

Figure 8 shows the qualitative evaluation of the
diffusion approach and of the U-net baseline. Al-
though results from the latter are superior, the im-
provement could be considered marginal given the
small metric differences. Furthermore, both algo-
rithms seem to struggle when inferring on unseen
datasets. On the other hand, besides the quantita-
tive results, the potential that diffusion models might
bring is objectively higher than discriminative mod-
els, as the former are generative models and there-
fore, can capture more advanced data properties. For
additional results, see Figure 11 in the Appendix.

5 Discussion

In this work, we propose a generative framework
based on diffusion models to address several seismic
tasks. In particular, our case studies include demulti-
ple, denoising and interpolation. To solve them, we
define the problem as an image-to-image transfor-
mation, where we have an input image that requires
certain modifications so that, the output result be-
longs to the target domain. For example, in the de-
multiple scenario, given a multiple-infested gather
(input domain), our diffusion approach has to iden-
tify the multiples and cancel them out, leading to a
multiple-free output gather (target domain).

The results of our experimental evaluations are
fairly encouraging, as they show competitive per-
formance, when comparing with standardized, cus-
tomized algorithms. As we pointed out before, dif-
fusion models for seismic data is an unexplored field
to date and hence, the ultimate goal of this project
is not to outperform these current algorithms in their
respective areas, but to provide a solid analysis of the
applicability and flexibility of this novel framework.
Therefore, the main success of our implementation
can be regarded as proof of concept that can be used
to adopt generative models, namely diffusion mod-
els, in the geoscience community. We believe that
our work can help to lay the foundation for future
research that can benefit both academia and indus-

try.
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Appendix

More Results

We provide additional results, where we can visu-
alize the evolution of the reverse process for all the
aforementioned case studies (see Figure 9, Figure 10
and Figure 11). Note that the subindexes of the x in-
dicate the output of an intermediate step during the
inference process, being x1999 random noise and z(
the final output of the model.
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Figure 9: This figure displays demultiple results at different intermediate steps for the reverse process. Note
that the first two rows show synthetic data examples, while the last two from the Volve dataset.
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Figure 10: This figure displays denoising results at different intermediate steps for the reverse process. Note
that the examples belong to the Model94 dataset.
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Figure 11: This figure displays interpolation results at different intermediate steps for the reverse process.
Note that the examples belong to the Model94 dataset.
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