arXiv:2306.00219v2 [cs.CV] 27 Oct 2023

Diffusion Brush: Region-Targeted Editing of AI-Generated Images

Peyman Gholami

peymang@cs.ubc.ca

Robert Xiao

brx@cs.ubc.ca

Computer Science Department, University of British Columbia

“photo of a monke
i

Original Image Image with mask

“masterpiece portrait of a dog, medals, princely, war hero, 8k”

Adobe Photoshop

Inpainting Diffusion Brush

Figure 1. Comparison of different fine-tuning methods for sample generated images. We present the fine-tuning results for Adobe Photo-
shop’s content-aware filling feature, Inpainting [23] method with the same prompt, and Diffusion Brush.

Abstract

Text-to-image generative models have made remarkable
advancements in generating high-quality images. However,
generated images often contain undesirable artifacts or
other errors due to model limitations. Common techniques
to fine-tune generated images are time-consuming (manual
editing), produce poorly-integrated results (inpainting), or
result in unexpected changes across the entire image (vari-
ation selection and prompt fine-tuning). In this work, we
present Diffusion Brush, a Latent Diffusion Model-based
(LDM) tool to efficiently fine-tune desired regions within
an Al-synthesized image. Our method introduces new ran-
dom noise patterns at targeted regions during the reverse
diffusion process, enabling the model to make changes to

the specified regions while preserving the original context
for the rest of the image. We evaluate our method’s us-
ability and effectiveness through a user study with artists,
comparing our technique against other common image in-
painting techniques and editing software for fine-tuning Al-
generated imagery.

1. Introduction

Text-to-image generative models are a class of machine
learning models that generate images guided by textual
descriptions, and include techniques such as Generative
Adversarial Networks (GANSs), Variational Autoencoders
(VAEs), and Diffusion-based Models (DMs) [28]. DMs,



which have recently exploded in popularity, have garnered
considerable attention due to various characteristics, includ-
ing a simple training scheme, great performance in generat-
ing high-quality images with a wide range of styles, and not
being prone to mode collapse. DMs are trained by adding
noise to an image. The model is trained to eliminate the
noise and restore the original image, for varying levels of
noise. To generate images, an initial noise pattern is gener-
ated and progressively “denoised” using the trained model.
Models can be conditioned with text (trained using image-
caption pairs), allowing them to generate images based on
textual prompts. Latent Diffusion Models (LDMs) are a
variant of DMs that use pre-trained autoencoders to shift
the diffusion process to a latent space [23]. By doing this,
models can operate on smaller latent-space images, making
them more computationally efficient without losing qual-
ity. [13].

Despite showing exceptional results in different applica-
tions, e.g. image synthesis, super-resolution [26], inpaint-
ing, etc., these models are prone to several shortcomings,
such as being sensitive to the choice of the original noise
distribution and being difficult to control [27]. These limi-
tations can lead to a high degree of stochastic behavior, of-
ten requiring many “generations” before a desirable result is
achieved. Additionally, due to the nature of the LDM gener-
ation technique, the results are often hard to fine-tune. The
majority of existing tools for fine-tuning generated images
are hard to target, generating global changes when only lo-
cal changes are desired, or producing alterations that are
poorly integrated with the original image. On the other
hand, LDM models commonly produce some errors and
flaws over different regions of the generated image, that are
hard to fix using the existing methods.

In this work, we introduce Diffusion Brush, a novel
LDM-based editing and fine-tuning tool that users, includ-
ing artists, can utilize for making efficiently targeted adjust-
ments and modifications to Al-generated images. Diffusion
Brush presents the user with a set of stacked masks for edit-
ing purposes, which are used to mask out areas of the im-
age that will be regenerated by the model. Additionally, our
tool features a user-friendly interface and a controllable set
of parameters, allowing users to quickly repair multiple de-
fects in generated images.

We integrate our method with Stable Diffusion [23] and
incorporate the ability to create and merge masks with vary-
ing strengths at different diffusion steps. Our method intro-
duces new random noise patterns at targeted regions in the
reverse diffusion process and combines them with the origi-
nal image latent intermediately, enabling the model to make
targeted adjustments to the specified regions while preserv-
ing the original context from the rest of the image, thus al-
lowing the changed regions to be well-integrated with the
rest of the generated image without causing global changes.

To evaluate the performance, usability, and effectiveness
of our tool, we conducted a user study with artists who are
experienced in editing images and also have basic familiar-
ity with Al image editing and generative tools. Our user
study aimed to assess the efficacy of Diffusion Brush in im-
proving the experience of users in fine-tuning Al-generated
images and providing artistic control in comparison to other
existing image editing tools.

2. Related Work

Image editing is a continuously evolving area of research
in image processing, which has seen significant advance-
ments in recent years. One such development has been the
increasing utilization of GANs in a range of image manip-
ulation tasks [1, 18, 21]. However, one of the main chal-
lenges faced in using GANs for image editing is the pro-
cess of GAN-inversion [22]. While producing decent global
changes, these methods often fail to create localized ed-
its [5]. Recently, DragGAN [21] proposed a GAN-based
image editing for the controlled deformation of objects in
an image. Their method shows interesting results for the
manipulation of the pose and layout of certain objects, but
it lacks generalizability and is limited to certain scenarios.

As discussed in section 1, LDMs offer a different ap-
proach to image editing by learning the underlying dis-
tribution of image data and generating new images based
on that. As such, many studies have attempted to har-
ness the power of controllable DMs in various image edit-
ing tasks. Text and image-driven image manipulation stud-
ies are examples of controllable generative models [14, 1 7].
Many such approaches, while attempting to make localized
changes to images end up creating some degree of global
change as well, which is not desirable. Some recent tech-
niques utilize inversion [8] in order to preserve a subject
while modifying the context. Textual Inversion [10] and
DreamBooth [24] synthesize new views of a given subject
given 3-5 images of the subject and a target text. Several
other works [5,7,9, 11, 16] have addressed the problem of
text-based image manipulation and editing. These methods
provide a good basis for basic and describable or subject-
related modifications to an image, however, they are not ef-
ficient for making fine-tuning modifications that cannot be
described with a single prompt.

Another common image manipulation category is image
inpainting, i.e., the task of adding new content to an image.
Traditional inpainting can also be used for object removal
by not providing any text prompt as guidance [3]. Even
though these models are effective for new content genera-
tion in images, they are not appropriate for making small
and targeted adjustments [3, 19,25]. However, in contrast,
our goal is to fine-tune the image and make localized adjust-
ments to the existing image, while keeping the remaining
content of the image intact. Inpainting typically involves



using a user-specified mask to provide region-based editing.
In this work, we will use a similar masking strategy to con-
trol the diffusion process. We also compare our proposed
method with the stable diffusion inpainting [23].

3. Methods
3.1. Diffusion Brush Formulation

As discussed in section 1, we use an LDM-based vari-
ant of image generative models. Similar to [19], we make
intermediate adjustments to the latent space using the pre-
trained LDM. Therefore, Diffusion Brush does not require
any additional training and only modifies the latents during
the reverse diffusion process.

3.1.1 LDM Formulation

DMs solve the problem of image generation by randomly
sampling a noise image zo ~ N(0,02,,.1), and sequen-
tially denoises it into images x; where the noise level of
00 = Omaz > 01 > -+ > oy = 0. The sequential denois-
ing can be formulated through the simulation of an ordinary
differential equation (ODE) term and a stochastic differen-
tial equation (SDE) term as follows: [15]:

x = —0d(t)o(t)Vxlogp(x;o(t))dt —
Probability Flow ODE

B(t)0> () Vi log p(x; (1))t + \/2B(E)or(¢)dw,

Langevin diffusion component

)

Where z is the sample, p(x; o) is obtained by adding i.i.d.
Gaussian noise of standard deviation o to the data, w; is the
standard Wiener process, and Vy log p(x; o(t)) is 1, a vec-
tor field that points towards the higher density of data at a
given noise level. We use the formulation of the Stochas-
tic Sampler algorithm with the Euler steps method [15] for
solving the above equation. The original pseudo-code for
this algorithm can be found in [ 5].

We modify the algorithm as follows. The user first cre-
ates any number of editing masks m1 —m ;. For each mask
my, the user specifies an intermediate step number 71 (per
Fig. 2), which is the steps at which the noise is introduced to
the latent, and a tunable parameter a, to control the additive
noise strength.

We then initialize the sample o = €y and noise level
oo (i = 0). At each step, for a total number of N steps,
we sample noise from N'(0,52,,,.). Then, at step n,
we generate a new noise pattern xj, = ¢}, sampled from
N(0,S7,..I). Here we are generating a new noise pattern
from a different seed. The new noise is added to the original
latent controlled by the mask and a. We will discuss the
effect of using different values for nj in Sec. 3.2 in detail.

Finally, at step ¢, the latent of the new seed and the orig-
inal seed will be merged using the mask, thus bounding
the influence of the new latent to the masked region. Sub-
sequently, the new latent region will be progressively de-
noised and integrated into the existing image contents in
steps t through N. To keep the UI simple and reduce the
number of user-controlled parameters, we fix the value of
t in our implementation. Preliminary tests suggested the
value of £ = N — 10 works well for many applications.
If multiple masks are used, the process of generation after
x, . is repeated for each mask.

We show the overview of the core algorithm of the pro-
posed method in Fig. 2 and also present the updated pseu-
docode for the denoising process:

Algorithm 1: Diffusion Brush image fine-tuning

1 Input: A source prompt P, and a random seed S for
generating original image; A fine-tuning mask m,
arandom seed S’, a mask strength control variable
«, a step number n to introduce additive noise

2 Output: Fine-tuned image x .

3 29 ~ N(0,5%1) > Generate initial sample

4 fori=0,1,...,N do

5 > 1 = number of diffusion step
6 fork =0,1,...,M do

7 > k = index of the mask
8 Tit1 < DM(CU;,P,’L',S)

9 if i == ny, then

zy €, ~N(0,57I)
fﬂlm — Tp, + - (- my, >add the new

noise

12 else if i >= n; then

13 ‘ xj < DM(x}, P,i,S")

14 end

15 if i==¢ then

16 ‘ x; + af-myp + (1 —my) - x; > merge
the latents

17 end

18 end

19 Return x

3.2. User-Interface Design

We build our UI on top of the Stable Diffusion We-
bUI [2], a popular browser-based front-end to the Stable
Diffusion series of LDM models. Diffusion Brush appears
as a panel where users can create various masks on top of a
loaded or previously-generated image, configure the param-
eters per-mask, and enable/disable them using the check-
boxes. The Ul provides controls for the following hyperpa-
rameters per mask:

* Step Number (n): An integer that specifies the inter-
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Figure 2. Overview of the proposed method: The top row shows the typical DM generation of an image using a seed S and a prompt P.
The bottom shows the overview of the proposed method: the algorithm takes a new seed S’, and combines it with the original latent at
step n using a mask m, and a strength control alpha. The diffusion process moves forward and at a certain step ¢ (we fix t = N — 10) the
original latent and the new modified latent are merged together using the masking and finally the fine-tuned image is generated.

mediate step at which the new noise pattern is added to
the original image latent space.

* Mask Strength («)): A number that corresponds to the
« value which controls how strong the noise should be
applied at the targeted region at step n.

e Seed Number (S): An integer that will be used for
generating the Gaussian noise pattern in the specified
region. If S = —1, a random noise pattern will be
used. As with normal image generation, the UI pro-
vides buttons to randomize the seed or reuse the previ-
ous seed.

The step number and the mask strength parameters together
control the magnitude of the intermediate additive noise and
ultimately the amount of applied change to the latent image.
Higher values for the mask strength will result in a bigger
change. Figure 3 top row shows the effect of a wide range of
different mask strength values while keeping other parame-
ters the same. As shown, if the mask strength is too high, the
LDM cannot recover, and the additive noise causes artifacts.
Conversely, if the « value is too small, Diffusion Brush will
not be able to make sufficient adjustments. Similarly, we
tested the effect of using different n values while keeping
the rest of the parameters stationary. As demonstrated, if
the new noise pattern is introduced in the final steps, the
LDM cannot recover from it and will produce artifacts.
Additionally, there is a correlation between the two pa-
rameters. When the noise is introduced in later stages of
diffusion (higher value of n), the model has less time to re-
cover from the additive noise. Therefore, it is recommended
to adjust the alpha value to a smaller number. Conversely,

if the noise is introduced in the early stages of diffusion, and
if the value of alpha is not large enough, the additive noise
will be dissolved into the original image latent and several
stages of diffusion will eliminate its effect. Therefore, if n
is small, the alpha value should be larger to achieve optimal
results.

Once the masks are specified and the parameters are set,
the image generation can be triggered. During the diffu-
sion process, intermediate latent space outputs for the origi-
nal image and the new seed are previewed to provide visual
feedback to the user. This allows the user to make further
adjustments in the next steps if they decide to keep the cur-
rent seed.

In Figure 4 we showcase the effect of using differ-
ent seeds with the same set of parameters. As demon-
strated, Diffusion Brush can be used with different seeds
and the same parameters to generate various fine-tuned im-
ages. This allows users to select the image with the desired
changes, making the tool versatile and customizable.

3.3. User Study

Due to the nature of the problem that this study tries to
address, We conduct a user study in order to evaluate the
effectiveness of the Diffusion Brush for providing targeted
image fine-tuning in comparison with Inpainting and Adobe
Photoshop content-aware fill followed by manual editing
(optional).

3.3.1 Participants

In this research, we enrolled a group of five expert partici-
pants with varying levels of expertise in Al image genera-
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Figure 3. Effect of changing different controlling parameters of the Diffusion Brush. On the top row, the mask strength () is altered while
the mask, the seed, and the intermediate number for denoising (n) have remained stationary. On the bottom row, we changed n and the rest
of the parameters remained intact. In all examples s = 3485530643 and the total number of diffusion steps is 50

Figure 4. Effect of using different seed numbers with the same set of parameters (i,e, the mask, n, and ).

tion techniques and Adobe Photoshop. Our cohort consisted
of two females and three males, with an average age of 27.6
years. As part of our participant selection criteria, we made
sure that all of them had at least a basic level of familiarity
with Al image generation techniques and were also frequent
users of editing software such as Adobe Photoshop for cre-
ating visual art. Two participants were well-versed in image
generative models and Stable Diffusion, while the remain-
ing three were daily users of Photoshop.

3.3.2 Study Procedure and Task Description

The study began with a brief introduction to the LDM image
generation techniques and the diffusion process. Following
the introduction, the participants were given a tutorial on
how to use the Stable Diffusion WebUI. They were then
given a 5-minute window to explore different parameters
and the process of generating a new image using a random
seed and a prompt.

Each participant was provided with five previously gen-
erated images that contained some level of imperfection.
They were then asked to fix these images using three dif-
ferent tools: Diffusion Brush, Inpainting, and Adobe Pho-
toshop’s content-aware fill tool. The participants were given
a maximum of three minutes to edit each image using each
of the three tools. The completion times for each task were
recorded for each participant.

3.3.3 Evaluation Survey

After completing the image repair tasks, the participants
were asked to complete a System Usability Scale (SUS)
form to rate the usability, ease of use, design, and perfor-
mance of each method. SUS is a standard usability evalua-
tion survey which is widely used in user-experience litera-
ture [6]. The participants were presented with 10 questions
about each of the methods and were asked to rate each sys-
tem on a scale of 1 to 5 for each question. A rating of 1



indicated strong disagreement, while a rating of 5 indicated
strong agreement. The questions were designed to assess
the participants’ perceptions of the effectiveness, ease of
use, and overall user experience of each tool. Below is the
list of the questions:

Q; I think that I would like to use this tool frequently.
Q, I found the tool unnecessarily complex.
Q3 I thought the tool was easy to use.

Q, Ithink that I would need the support of a technical per-
son to be able to use this tool.

Qs I found the various functions in this tool were well in-
tegrated.

Qg Ithought there was too much inconsistency in this tool.

Q, I would imagine that most people would learn to use
this tool very quickly.

Qg I found the tool very cumbersome to use.
Qo I felt very confident using the tool.

Q¢ Ineeded tolearn a lot of things before I could get going
with this tool.

SUS consists of positive and negative phrasing ques-
tions. Q2, 4, 6, 8, and 10 are negatively framed and Ql,
3,5, 7, and 9 are considered positively framed.

The SUS survey was followed by an interview with each
participant to gather specific feedback and insights based on
their artistic background and experience using the different
tools. These processes provided valuable information on
the strengths and weaknesses of each tool, as well as how
they can be improved to better serve users. The following
multiple-choice questions were also asked for evaluating the
performance of each method:

Q;; How much time did it take you to complete the im-
age editing task using the tool you used in this study?
[Much less time/About the same/Much more time]

Q;, How did you find each of the tools in terms of ef-
fectiveness in achieving the desired edits? [Very
effective/Somewhat effective/Neutral/Somewhat inef-
fective/Very ineffective]

Q3 How does each of the tools you used perform
in terms of time to complete the editing task?
[Much faster/Somewhat faster/Acceptable/Somewhat
slower/Much slower]

Q.4 How likely are you to use each of these tools as
an Al image editing tool in the future? [Very
likely/Somewhat likely/Neutral/Somewhat ~ un-
likely/Very unlikely]

4. Findings

Fig. 1 present the outcome of utilizing different fine-
tuning techniques used in this work. For each method, all
the images on columns 3-5 were generated by the partici-
pants during the user study. The original images showcased
in column 1 were also generated by participants, following a
consistent prompt and seed number provided to ensure uni-
formity across all users. Column 2, i.e., image with mask
represents a potential region that can be selected for making
edits using different methods. As demonstrated, Diffusion
Brush is able to effectively make targeted adjustments to
the image which are well-integrated with the image. In this
section, we will also present the results of the user study in
order to showcase the effectiveness of our method.

4.1. Time measurement and the number of edits

As mentioned in section 3.3, we specified a maximum of
3 minutes for completing each of the tasks and also mea-
sured the average time spent to complete each fine-tuning
task among different participants. Despite the time con-
straint, users chose to continue using editing tools in an at-
tempt to perform more fine-tuning. Therefore, we counted
the number of edits (regardless of the quality) that partic-
ipants were able to complete within 3 minutes using each
tool. Based on this data, it was observed that the partici-
pants took the longest time while using Adobe Photoshop
and on average they completed 1.2 edits in 3 minutes. On
the other hand, the Diffusion Brush and Inpainting meth-
ods were relatively similar with an average of 5.1 and 5.9
edits in three minutes, respectively. This finding is further
supported by the results of Q11, where users indicated that
Photoshop takes much longer to complete an edit.

4.2, Evaluation Survey results

Figures 5 6, and 7 present the results of the SUS survey
among participants after using the Diffusion Brush, Inpaint-
ing, and Photoshop. For the positive phrasing questions, a
higher score indicates higher usability, while for the nega-
tive phrasing questions, in contrast, a lower score indicates
better usability. Based on the bar charts, participants in-
dicated that they are more likely to use Diffusion Brush
compared to Photoshop and Inpainting, and that they find
it the easiest tool to use. In addition, participants in Q4
expressed that they would not require technical assistance
to use the system in the future, indicating its overall good
design. These findings were further supported by the inter-
view feedback. For example, when asked about their under-
standing of the different parameters in the tool, one partici-
pant stated: “I believe that I understand the functionality of
each parameter. I need to increase the mask strength value
if I want to make bigger changes. The tool is quite intuitive
and easy to use, and I think I can easily use it without need-
ing any technical support.” This feedback highlights that the



tool has a user-friendly design and can be easily understood
and used by a wide range of users.

Results for the additional questions were also highly pos-
itive: users found Diffusion Brush to be faster and more
effective than other techniques (Q12 means [Very Effec-
tive=5]: Diffusion Brush 4.2, Photoshop 3.75, Inpainting
2.8; Q13 means [Much faster=5]: Diffusion Brush 3.8,
Photoshop 3.25, Inpainting 3.0), and expressed a strong
likelihood to use the tool in the future (Q14 means [Very
likely=5]: Diffusion Brush 4.6, Photoshop 3.25, Inpainting
3.0).

M 1 - Strongly Disagree 2 - Disagree 3 - Neutral 4 - Agree M 5 - Strongly Agree

Q1 I

Q2

Q3 |

Q4

Qs |

Q6

Q7

Q8 I

Qo |
Q1o

o% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Figure 5. Results of Q1 - Q10 for the usability of Diffusion Brush
based on the tasks among different participants
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Figure 6. Results of Q1 - Q10 for the usability of Inpainting based
on the tasks among different participants

4.3. Quantitative result

Assessing a tool that integrates human edits presents a
challenge due to the lack of a definitive reference. As a re-
sult, in our study, employing metrics like Fréchet Inception
Distance (FID) or Learned Perceptual Image Patch Similar-
ity (LPIPS) was unfeasible. Instead, we adopted ClipScore
[12] as our quantitative evaluation metric. This allowed us
to gauge the image quality produced by each method and
the alignment of each method’s output with the actual con-
tent of the original prompt. Tab. 1 presents the ClipScores
for each method, along with the original generated image.
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Figure 7. Results of Q1 - Q10 for the usability of Photoshop based
on the tasks among different participants

method ‘ ClipScore T SUS score T
Original Image 0.2924 NA
Photoshop 0.2951 46 £+ 15.268
Inpainting 0.2866 58.5 £ 17.818
Diffusion Brush 0.3057 75 + 19.764

Table 1. Quantitative results: We present the mean ClipScore +
std for the original images as well as all the images generated dur-
ing the user study, corresponding to each of the methods. We also
present the average SUS scores for each method across all partici-
pants.

As shown, on average, Diffusion Brush improves the overall
ClipScore by 4.5% compared to the original image, 6.66%
compared to inpainting and 3.59% compared to the edited
images of Photoshop.

We also present the SUS scores from the user study. Fol-
lowing the conventional methodology explained in [60], we
obtained the SUS scores (on a 0-100 scale) and then aver-
aged them over all participants. As shown in Tab. 1, Dif-
fusion Brush obtains “Acceptable” performance on the ac-
ceptability scale [4] (vs. “Not acceptable” for Photoshop
and “Marginal” for Inpainting), and the highest SUS score
among all methods tested.

5. Discussion and Future Work

The Diffusion Brush offers the unique advantage of gen-
erating an unlimited number of small adjustments to an im-
age. By setting a mask and fixing the hyperparameters,
users can experiment with various random seed generator
settings to create a vast array of localized changes. This
unlimited potential for adjustment has been highly praised
by artists who used the system during the user study. They
highlighted this feature as one of the major strengths of the
system and appreciated the ability to explore a variety of
possibilities for their work. This sets the Diffusion Brush
apart from traditional editing software that often has lim-
ited options for localized adjustments.



The diffusion brush was purposefully developed to ad-
dress a specific demographic who ultimately utilize the tool
for the meticulous refinement of Al-generated images. An
essential consideration revolves around ensuring that the
Diffusion Brush’s practicality aligns with the requirements
of its intended user cohort. It is imperative to acknowl-
edge that the efficacy of a tool like the Diffusion Brush
remains constrained if it does not align with the usability
expectations of its designated user base. The SUS results
demonstrated that the Diffusion Brush is more usable than
the other methods. Consequently, we highlight that one of
the core contributions of the proposed method usability is
the enhancement of usability.

Although the results of the SUS survey indicated that the
participants had a good understanding of the functionality
of the system controls, during the interviews, one of the
concerns expressed by the participants was their ability to
fully interpret the meaning of each parameter and under-
stand its relationship with the other parameters. One partic-
ipant commented, "I feel like these control parameters are
correlated which makes it a bit challenging for me to con-
trol the system. I think once I have more time to discover
and play with the system, [ will be able to fully discover the
relationship between these parameters.” In response to this
feedback, we decided to include a more detailed description
of each parameter, its functionality, and its relationships in
the methods section.

During the interviews, some participants suggested
adding text-to-image editing capability to the Diffusion
Brush. Three participants specifically mentioned this feed-
back. One participant stated, "’ really like the tool as it is
right now; it certainly provides value for me in my edit-
ing tasks and makes my life easier. But one feature that I
would love to see is to be able to tell the system how to
make these changes. I still want to use the masking edit-
ing, but if I can tell it what to do it would be great.”” We
believe that this feature could provide value for making ed-
its that are describable. However, as the participants stated,
the current method can still be useful if users want to make
adjustments that cannot be done using textual prompts. In
the future, we are planning to combine diffusion brush with
methods similar to null-text inversion [20] to enable edit-
ing of non-Al-generated images, as well as providing more
flexibility in the fine-tuning process.

6. Conclusion

In this paper, we presented Diffusion Brush, a novel
LDM-based tool for fine-tuning Al-generated images. At
its core, our method presents new random noise patterns at
targeted regions in the reverse diffusion process and com-
bines them with the original image latent intermediately,
enabling the model to make targeted changes while keeping
the rest of the image intact. The formulation of the Diffu-

sion Brush, combined with unique design choices, makes
it a fast, reliable, and user-friendly tool that can be used by
artists to make desired adjustments to the generated images.
We also performed a thorough user study and demonstrated
the effectiveness of Diffusion Brush in comparison to other
widely used Al tools and image editing software. We be-
lieve that our work has important implications for the future
of digital art fine-tuning and look forward to seeing how this
tool is used in practice.
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