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Abstract. Diffusion models have been demonstrated as strong priors for
solving general inverse problems. Most existing Diffusion model-based In-
verse Problem Solvers (DIS) employ a plug-and-play approach to guide
the sampling trajectory with either projections or gradients. Though ef-
fective, these methods generally necessitate hundreds of sampling steps,
posing a dilemma between inference time and reconstruction quality. In
this work, we try to push the boundary of inference steps to 1-2 NFEs
while still maintaining high reconstruction quality. To achieve this, we
propose to leverage a pretrained distillation of diffusion model, namely
consistency model, as the data prior. The key to achieving few-step guid-
ance is to enforce two types of constraints during the sampling pro-
cess of the consistency model: soft measurement constraint with Con-
trolNet and hard measurement constraint via optimization. Support-
ing both single-step reconstruction and multistep refinement, the pro-
posed framework further provides a way to trade image quality with
additional computational cost. Within comparable NFEs, our method
achieves new state-of-the-art in diffusion-based inverse problem solv-
ing, showcasing the significant potential of employing prior-based in-
verse problem solvers for real-world applications. Code is available at:
https://github.com/BioMed-AI-Lab-U-Michgan/cosign.

Keywords: Inverse problem solving · Diffusion Model · Consistency
Model · Fast Sampling

1 Introduction

Inverse problems cover a wide spectrum of fundamental image restoration tasks,
such as inpainting, super-resolution and deblurring [3, 4, 6, 17, 40, 42, 43]. These
problems aim at recovering the original signals x given downgraded measure-
ments y. A forward operator A, either linear or nonlinear, determines the pro-
cess transforming original signal to downgraded measurements. Due to the sparse
sampling nature of this process, A is analytically irreversible, causing the prob-
lem to be ill-posed [45,48].

Traditionally, one can solve inverse problems with mathematical regulariza-
tion [2, 11], or train an end-to-end neuron network to map the measurement to
⋆ Equal contribution.
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Fig. 1: Illustration of the sampling trajectory and reconstruction results. In low NFE
region, typical DIS methods like DPS (grey arrow) fail to guide original trajectory of
CM (blue arrow) towards high-fidelity results. Instead, our method (orange arrow) can
guide the trajectory in a single step with ControlNet, and further refine the single-step
result with hard measurement constraint and multistep sampling.

its corresponding original signal [21,53]. However, due to lack of creativity, these
methods generally suffer from over-smoothness and blurry artifacts. Emergence
of powerful deep generative models [10,19,46] provided a new approach to rem-
edy information lost in the forward process. This concept was first applied in
an unsupervised manner, where an unconditional generative model is utilized
as a prior. By incorporating the prior with various measurement constraints,
previous works on this line [1,28,39] explored methods to sample from posterior
distribution p(x|y) given pretrained unconditional generative models. Recent
works [6, 17, 45] have found diffusion models particularly suitable as generative
prior in this approach. Not only can diffusion models generate high-fidelity sam-
ples without adversarial training, but their iterative sampling process is also nat-
urally compatible with plug-and-play measurement constraints. A batch of these
methods, named Diffusion-based Inverse problem Solvers (DIS) [3,42,43,48], were
developed to "hijack" the sampling trajectory towards measurement-consistent
samples. However, reliance on hundreds of iterative sampling steps also limits
their application in real-time or high-dimensional scenarios, such as video pro-
cessing and 3D imaging [26,32,49]. Inspired by the success of unsupervised DISs,
another line of works [4, 22, 35] try to utilize diffusion models to solve inverse
problems in a supervised manner. These works directly model the posterior dis-
tribution p(x|y) by taking the measurements as inputs during model training.
Rather than utilizing an off-the-shelf generative prior, these methods train a
generative model from scratch for each task, which limits their performance on
out-of-domain inverse tasks. Besides, these methods also rely on iterative sam-
pling to generate high-fidelity samples.

To address these challenges, continuous efforts have been made to reduce
sampling steps of diffusion models. One promising approach is by distilling a
pretrained diffusion model into an implicit model that directly maps noise to
samples [25,27,38,44]. Among them, Consistency Model (CM) [44] was recently
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proposed as an efficient distillation method to enable single-step sampling of
diffusion-based generative models. Despite the powerful few-step generation abil-
ity of CM, it is not a trivial task to directly leverage CM as a prior for solving
inverse problems. In Fig. 1, we illustrate why existing DISs, including the in-
verse problem solving algorithm proposed in [44], fail to guide the unconditional
sampling trajectory of CM towards a measurement-consistent sample under the
few-step setting. CM prior differs from diffusion prior in that it predicts x0 rather
than their expectation x̂0, whereas most DISs rely on x̂0 to approximate the like-
lihood score ∇xt log pt (y|xt). Inaccuracy in this approximation leads the sample
away from the authentic data distribution [42, 43], leaving it an open problem
to incorporate the CM priors into few-step inverse problem solvers.

In this work, we focus on tackling the challenge of long sampling process
in previous methods. Motivated by CM, we propose CoSIGN, a few-step guid-
ance method of ConSIstency model to solve General INverse problems. CoSIGN
utilize the strong data prior from CM with improved sampling efficiency to gen-
erate results in only a single or few steps. To be specific, we first propose to guide
the sampling process of consistency model with a soft measurement constraint :
training an additional encoder, namely ControlNet [54], over the Consistency
Model backbone. The ControlNet takes the downgraded measurement or its
pseudo-inverse as the input, and controls the CM output to be consistent with
the measurement. With the pretrained consistency model as a frozen backbone,
we only need to train the ControlNet to guide the sampling process of CM in a
single step (see Fig. 1). Moreover, to further improve fidelity of the generated
reconstructions, we propose to plug in a hard measurement constraint module to
explicitly guarantee measurement consistency and reduce distortion. The pro-
posed framework is capable of solving linear, nonlinear, noisy and blind inverse
problems, as long as paired data can be constructed to train the ControlNet.

Our main contributions can be concluded as follows:

– We propose a few-step inverse problem solver with improved sampling effi-
ciency by leveraging the pretrained consistency model as a data prior.

– We propose to guide the conditional sampling process of consistency models
with both soft measurement constraint and hard measurement constraint,
which enables generating high-fidelity, measurement-consistent reconstruc-
tions within 1-2 NFEs;

– Experiments demonstrate superior few-step reconstruction ability of our
method on four tasks of linear and non-linear inverse problems, where our
method achieves state-of-the-art within low NFE regime, while competitive
with those methods generated using about 1000 NFEs.

2 Related Work

Generative Inverse Problem Solvers. Deep learning based approaches for
solving inverse problems can be generally categorized into two types: supervised
methods and unsupervised methods [31, 33]. Generative models were first in-
troduced into unsupervised approaches as a data prior. Early works [1, 28, 39]
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explore the latent space of Generative Adversarial Networks (GAN) [10], guided
by gradients or projections towards the measurement. With the emergence of
generative diffusion models, recent works [6, 45] integrated such guidance with
the iterative sampling process of diffusion models [7, 13, 41, 47] for solving in-
verse problems. These methods, dubbed Diffusion-base Inverse problem Solvers
(DIS), bifurcated into two main streams based on ways to enforce measurement
consistency. Soft approaches [3, 42, 43] attempted to keep samples on genera-
tive manifolds by taking gradients through the neural network, while hard ap-
proaches [5,17,48] project the measurement back to the signal space and replace
"range space" [48] of current sample with the projection. Some recent studies
explored more accurate posterior approximation with normalizing flow [9] or
partical filtering [8]. But most DIS methods, no matter hard or soft, requires a
lot of sampling steps to obtain measurement-consistent samples.

Advancements of unsupervised DIS methods have inspired the use of prob-
abilistic generative models under supervised settings. Instead of fitting p(x),
Palette [35, 37] trained an image-to-image conditional diffusion model that di-
rectly fits p(x|y). I2SB [22] and CDDB [4] algorithms narrowed the gap between
xT and x0 by building a Schrödinger Bridge, improving reconstruction quality
in extremely low NFE (number of function evaluations) regime of less than 10.
Compared with end-to-end supervised approaches mapping y to x [20, 21, 53],
these methods significantly improved image quality due to diffusion model pri-
ors. However, since the entire model is trained for a particular task from scratch,
these methods usually generalize poorly on out-of-domain tasks.

Guiding Diffusion Models. Existing works have explored methods to guide
diffusion models with class labels [7], texts [30,34,36] and images [34,54]. Classi-
fier guidance [7] and Classfier-Free Guidance (CFG) [14] pioneered class-conditioned
generation. Benefiting from CFG, large text-to-image diffusion models like La-
tent Diffusion [34], Imagen [36] and Glide [30] enjoyed great success by leveraging
pre-trained text and image encoder to inject guidance into sampling process of
diffusion models. ControlNet [54] provided a fine-tuning method to adapt these
pre-trained models to specific image-to-image translation tasks. In tasks like
sketch-to-image and depth-to-image, ControlNet showed superior ability in en-
hancing semantic and structural similarity. However, its ability of enforcing mea-
surement consistency in general inverse problems still remains under-explored.

Accelerating Diffusion Models. Slow sampling speed has been limiting the
real-world applications of diffusion models in generation of 3D scenes [32, 49],
videos [26] and speeches [51]. Recent works proposing to switch from SDE [13] to
ODE [48] and adopt higher-order ODE solvers [16, 23, 24, 56] managed to accel-
erate sampling process to 5-10 NFEs. Unfortunately, these ODE solvers cannot
be directly applied to the likelihood score ∇xt

log pt (y|xt) in DIS. Another line
of works [25, 27, 38, 44] explored methods to distill the sampling trajectory of
pre-trained diffusion models. Although these methods efficiently accelerate un-
conditional image generation, how can these distillation models help accelerate
inverse problem solving has not been thoroughly studied yet.
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3 Background

Inverse Problem Solving aims at reconstructing an unknown signal x ∈ Rn

based on the measurements y ∈ Rm . Formally, y derives from a forward process
determined by Eq. (1),

y = A(x) + ϵ (1)

where A can be either a linear operator like Radon transformation in sparse-
view CT reconstruction, or a nonlinear operator like JPEG restoration encoder.
ϵ denotes random noise along with the measurement acquisition. Inverse problem
becomes ill-posed when it comes to a case where m < n. In other words, A−1

does not exist, thus there are multiple x satisfying Eq. (1). In this case, some
format of data prior is required to recover the original signal x. Solving inverse
problem is to find an optimal x that is both consistent with the measurement y
and the prior knowledge of p(x). The solution can be usually formulated as:

x̂ = argmin
z∈Rn

{
∥A(z)− y∥2 + ρR(z)

}
(2)

where the first term ∥A(z) − y∥2 optimizes results towards measurement con-
sistency and the second term ρR(z) regularizes the result with the knowledge
of p(x). Generative models can also be utilized as the data prior in the regular-
ization term. For example, diffusion models can be trained to capture the prior
data distribution p(x) via score matching [46]. In this case, splitting prior score
from posterior with Bayes’ Rule is equivalent to solving Eq. (2) with gradient
descent:1

∇xt
log pt (xt|y) = ∇xt

log pt (y|xt) +∇xt
log pt (xt) (3)

But this equivalency only holds when assuming [3]:

∇xt log pt (y|xt) ≃ − 1

λ
∇xt∥A(x̂0(xt))− y∥2 (4)

where λ is a hyperparameter controlling step size, and x̂0(xt) denotes an estima-
tion of clean sample x0 based on intermediate xt with Tweedie’s formula. Such
approximation brings significant error when discretizing the diffusion process
into only a few steps. This motivates us to turn a pre-trained diffusion model
fitting p(x) into one that directly fits p(x|y), instead of approximating likelihood
hundreds of times during sampling process.
Consistency Model (CM) is a new family of generative models distilled from
diffusion models that can generate high-quality image samples in a single step.
Furthermore, these samples can be refined through multistep sampling of CM.
Rather than estimating E(x0|xt) as diffusion models, CM aims at learning a
direct mapping from any point on an ODE trajectory to its origin, i.e., fθ :
(xt, t) 7→ xϵ

2.
1 t ∈ [0, T ] denote the index of a particular noise level in diffusion model. Please refer

to [46] for details about diffusion models.
2 ϵ is a sufficient small positive number to stabilize training.
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The key to successfully building f is enforcing two constraints: self-consistency
and boundary constraint. Self-consistency states that for all points on a partic-
ular trajectory, f must output the same origin point x0 (see Eq. (5)).

fθ(xt, t) = fθ(xt′ , t
′) ∀t, t′ ∈ [ϵ, T ] (5)

Meanwhile, boundary constraint ensures that this original point is the authentic
data itself (see Eq. (6)).

fθ(xϵ, ϵ) = xϵ (6)

Inspired by [16], boundary constraint is enforced by introducing skip connection:

fθ(x, t) = cskip(t)x+ cout(t)Fθ(x, t) (7)

where cskip(t) and cout(t) are specially designed functions satisfying cskip(ϵ) = 1
and cout(ϵ) = 0, while Fθ(x, t) is a U-Net parameterized by θ.

A CM can be obtained by either distilling a pre-trained diffusion model
(dubbed consistency distillation, CD) or training from scratch (dubbed con-
sistency training, CT). In both ways, loss functions are designed to guarantee
self-consistency. Specifically, these two losses have the same form of3:

Lcm = d(fθ(xtn+1
, tn+1), fθ−(x̃tn , tn)) (8)

where d(·, ·) is a distance function like L1, L2 or LPIPS [55]. In CD, x̃tn is
predicted by the pre-trained diffusion model based on xtn+1

. Whereas in CT,
x̃tn represents xtn perturbed by the same noise ϵ ∼ N (0, I) as xtn+1 . We choose
CD in this work since distilled trajectories are closer to those in diffusion models,
and thus can generate images with better quality.

4 Method

In this section, we will discuss how we enable few-step inverse problem solv-
ing with pre-trained consistency models as data priors. Firstly, different from
previous works which aims at improving reconstruction quality in low NFE re-
gion [17,22], we are motivated to develop a method to enable high-fidelity single-
step reconstruction. To be specific, as shown in Fig. 2, we propose to control the
sampling process of consistency model with a soft measurement constraint by
building a ControlNet [54] over the consistency model backbone (Sec. 4.1). To
feed the measurement into the ControlNet as a condition, we reformulate the
inverse problems by adding an initial reconstruction stage to transform the mea-
surements in different inverse problems into the signal space. Secondly, while
most image-to-image translation tasks mainly seek semantic similarity, inverse
problems require strict measurement consistency. Thus, we further introduce
hard measurement constraint in the multistep sampling scheme to explicitly
guarantee consistency with the measurements in a more robust way (Sec. 4.2).
3 fθ denotes the "online network" while fθ− denotes the "target network". Please refer

to [44] for details about exponential moving average (EMA).
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Fig. 2: Overview of our proposed CoSIGN method. In Stage 1, measurement is pro-
jected onto the signal space through initial reconstruction. In Stage 2, we input the
initial reconstruction into the ControlNet as a condition, and guide the pretrained
CM with soft measurement constraint. In Stage 3, we further guarantee measurement
consistency with hard measurement constraint. Both the first and the third stage are
optional and training-free. In the multistep sampling scheme, the single-step recon-
struction result can be sent back to the second stage for further refinement by adding
a lower level of noise and denoising with CM for a second time.

4.1 Soft Measurement Constraint via ControlNet

In Sec. 3, we introduced two essential constraints when training consistency mod-
els for unconditional image generation: self-consistency and boundary constraint.
Under this setting, it is expected that each xt belong to only one trajectory, and
this trajectory ends at a deterministic point [44]. However, when solving inverse
problems, which trajectory an xt belongs to depends on not only xt itself but
also the measurements y. In other words, we can expand Eq. (5) to:

fθ(xt,y, t) = fθ(xt′ ,y, t
′) ∀t, t′ ∈ [ϵ, T ] (9)

One straightforward way to satisfy Eq. (9) is to train or distill a conditional
consistency model with Eq. (10), where x̃tn is derived by adding the same noise
to x0 under the training setting, or predicted by the teacher diffusion model
under the distilling setting.

Lcon = d(fθ(xtn+1
,y, tn+1), fθ−(x̃tn ,y, tn)) (10)

But we empirically find optimizing Lcon leads to slow convergence. Hence, we
are motivated to circumvent this problem by exploring other ways to ensure
A(f(xt,y, t)) = y. Specifically, we introduce soft measurement constraint in
addition to self-consistency. One can simply enforce soft measurement constraint
with the following loss:

Lrecon = d(fθ(xt,y, t),x0) (11)

where x0 is the ground-truth. Note that fθ(xt,y, t) = x0 is a stronger condi-
tion than Eq. (9). Training a U-Net from scratch with Lrecon will encourage
fθ(xt,y, t) to approximate E[x0|xt,y], resulting in a diffusion model rather than
a consistency model.
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To strike a balance between soft measurement constraint and self-consistency,
we follow [54] to freeze the unconditional CM backbone while train an additional
encoder (a.k.a. ControlNet) over it to guide the sampling process of CM and en-
able conditional generation. Since we explicitly keep the CM backbone frozen,
the single-step generation ability can be inherited from pretrained CM even if
we train the ControlNet with Lrecon. The structure of the whole model is de-
picted in Stage 2 of Fig. 2. The encoder and the middle block of the ControlNet
share a same architecture as their counterparts in CM backbone. Their param-
eters are also initialized with those in the pretrained CM backbone. In this way,
ControlNet inherit the outstanding perceptual ability of pretrained CM. Addi-
tionally, zero convolutions are added to the inlet and outlet of ControlNet to
avoid disturbance from random noise in the initial training stage. By training
this elaborately initialized network with Lrecon defined in Eq. (11), our model
progressively learns to be consistent with the condition, maintaining the single-
step generation ability at the same time.

It is worth noticing that ControlNet is originally designed to deal with image-
to-image translation tasks. Whereas in many inverse problems, the measure-
ments y has a different size or even lies in a different space from the signals
x. For instance, in sparse-view CT reconstruction, the measurement is a sino-
gram rather than an image (see Stage 1 of Fig. 2). Thus, we introduce an initial
reconstruction stage before the guided consistency model to adapt inverse prob-
lems as an input of ControlNet. Specifically, we categorize inverse problems into
three types, and adopt different initial reconstruction methods for each type.
First, all linear inverse problems have a pseudo-inverse operator A† satisfying
AA†A ≡ A [48]. In tasks like inpainting and super-resolution, A† can be easily
formed as A† = A and A† ∈ Rs2×1 = [1, · · · , 1]T respectively, where s denotes
the super-resolution scale. However, in other linear tasks like sparse-view CT
reconstruction, A† can only be constructed by SVD and complex Fourier trans-
form [17,48], or estimated by conjugated gradient [5, 40]. Instead of using these
time-consuming methods to derive A†, we can use more efficient reconstruction
methods like filtered back-projection (FBP), which is a commonly-used stan-
dard way for CT reconstruction. Lastly, for nonlinear problems and problems
with unknown forward operator, we merely input the resized measurement as
condition and let ControlNet learn a transition from measurement to signal.

4.2 Hard Measurement Constraint and Multistep Sampling

While most image-to-image translation tasks mainly seek semantic similarity,
inverse problems require strict measurement consistency. Thus, we further intro-
duce hard measurement constraint in the multistep sampling scheme to explic-
itly guarantee consistency with the measurements in a more robust way. Hard
measurement constraint is an optimization step that guides the sample to be
consistent with the measurement. Theoretically, most optimization methods in
existing DISs, either soft or hard, can be applied here as a plug-and-play mod-
ule. But we empirically found hard approaches more effective under the few-step
setting. The goal is to find the projection of the prior "clean" sample x0 to the
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manifold that is measurement-consistent. Let ϵ be the tolerance threshold for
the noise in the measurement y, the optimization objective is given by

x̂0 = argmin
z∈Rn

{
∥z − x0∥22

}
s.t. ∥A(z)− y∥22 ≤ ϵ2. (12)

and the Lagrangian form of Eq. (12) is given by ∥z−x0∥22 +φ∥A(z)− y∥22. For
linear inverse problems, the previous optimization objective can be solved with a
close-form solution by computing the pseudo-inverse [48]. We adopt the relaxed
projection form in DDNM [48] as an example in our experiment, which updates
the "clean" sample x0 with Eq. (13).

x̂0 = x0 + κ(A†y −A†Ax0)
4 (13)

For nonlinear problems, we can directly solve the optimization objective in Eq. (12)
by gradient descent (with momentum) [40]. Finally, we simply skip this optional
stage and rely on ControlNet to enforce measurement constraint if A is unknown
or not differentiable.

Multistep sampling serves as an iterative refinement process. In each step,
we send the last-round sample back to a lower noise level by perturbing with a
new noise. Then we denoise this newly perturbed sample with guided consistency
model, resulting in an image with sharper and refined details. By integrating hard
measurement constraint with multistep sampling, we can obtain high-fidelity
images more robustly.

5 Experiments

5.1 Experimental Settings

Tasks. We evaluate our method across four distinct tasks, encompassing both
linear and nonlinear inverse problems in the domains of natural and medical
images. In natural image domain, we conduct experiments on two linear inverse
problems: 4×Super-Resolution (SR) and block inpainting. Additionally, we also
evaluate on nonlinear deblurring, illustrating the ability of our method to address
nonlinear inverse problems. For medical image domain, we evaluate our method
on sparse-view Computed Tomography (CT) reconstruction task, which aims
at reconstructing CT images from under-sampled projections (sinograms). In
our experiments, sinograms are simulated with Radon transformation using 23
projection angles equally distributed across 180 degrees. Following the baseline
settings [3,45], Gaussian noises with standard deviation σimage = 0.05 are added
to the measurement space in experiments on natural images, while no additional
noise is added on sinogram in CT reconstruction task.
Datasets. For natural image restoration tasks, we use the LSUN bedroom
dataset [52], which consists of over 3 million training images and 300 valida-
tion images. We leverage the consistency model checkpoint pre-trained on LSUN
4 κ is a hyperparameter introduced in DDNM+ to control noise amplification level.

Please refer to [48] for method to derive κ from noise level σ.
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Block Inpainting SR×4 Nonlinear Deblur
Method NFE↓ LPIPS↓ FID↓ LPIPS↓ FID↓ LPIPS↓ FID↓
SwinIR [21] 1 0.168 75.45 0.200 49.98 0.241 84.12
DDRM [17] 20 0.223 51.50 0.283 54.39 - -
CM [44] 39 0.310 49.90 0.249 47.54 - -
DPS [3] 1000 0.245 43.54 0.226 46.15 0.291 42.85
I2SB [22] 2 0.276 55.10 0.242 53.40 0.206 48.40
I2SB [22] 999 0.273 48.40 0.262 40.40 0.217 44.50
CDDB [4] 2 0.126 45.20 0.240 54.20 0.242 64.90
CDDB [4] 999 0.125 40.50 0.236 41.20 0.231 61.00
CoSIGN (ours) 1 0.146 39.89 0.214 41.00 0.185 40.48
CoSIGN (ours) 2 0.137 38.64 0.217 40.84 0.167 38.60

Table 1: Quantitative results of solving natural image inverse problems on LSUN
bedroom validation set. Baselines using around 1000 NFEs are shadowed in grey and
excluded for ranking. Bold: best; underline: second best.

bedroom from [44], and further train the ControlNet on the training set. For
medical image restoration tasks, we utilize 2D slices sampled from AAPM LDCT
dataset [29]. We train the model on a training set consisting of 3000 images from
40 patients, and test on 300 images from the remaining 10 patients. All images
are in 256×256 resolution.

Baselines. In experiments on natural images, our baselines can be catego-
rized into three main groups: (1)End-to-end image restoration methods like
SwinIR [21] , (2)Plug-and-play diffusion-based inverse problem solvers (DIS),
such as DDRM [17] and DPS [3], and (3)Conditional diffusion-based method
trained from scratch, such as I2SB [22] and CDDB [4]. We also compare with
the zero-shot method based on unconditional consistency models proposed in
[44] (denoted as CM). We omit CM and DDRM in nonlinear deblur since they
require pseudo-inverse, which nonlinear operators do not have. In experiments
on medical images, we compare our methods with: (1) Traditional mathematical
methods like FBP, (2) Single-step deep reconstruction methods like FBP-UNet,
and (3) Plug-and-play methods with diffusion or consistency model prior, such
as MCG [6], DPS [3] and CM [44].

Evaluation. Considering varied demands in natural and medical image tasks,
we employ different evaluation metrics for these two experiments. For natural
image tasks, we adopt perceptual metrics that align better with visual quality.
Specifically, we use Learned Perceptual Image Patch Similarity (LPIPS) [55] as
a measurement of data consistency, and Fréchet Inception Distance (FID) [12]
as a measurement of image quality. Since pixel-level metrics like Peak Signal-to-
Noise Ratio (PSNR) and Structural Similarity Index (SSIM) [50] prefer blurry
regression outputs [35], we leave those results in the Appendix. Conversely, in
medical image tasks where the risk of hallucination is undesirable, we use PSNR
and SSIM as evaluation metrics instead of LPIPS and FID. These metrics align
with our emphasis on similarity with the ground truth rather than focusing on
image quality when processing medical images.
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Fig. 3: Visual results of two linear inverse problems on LSUN bedroom validation set.
Zoom in to get a better view.

measurement CDDB (2NFE) CDDB (999NFE) CoSIGN (ours) Ground TruthSwinIR

Fig. 4: Visual results of nonlinear deblurring on LSUN bedroom validation set. Zoom
in to get a better view.

5.2 Results on Natural Image Tasks

We quantitatively and qualitatively compare our method and the baselines in
Tab. 1, Fig. 3 and Fig. 4, respectively. We first compare our method with base-
lines using NFE<100. Aside from methods working in high NFE region, our
2-step results surpass existing methods in most tasks with both metrics. Our
2-step and single-step results achieve the best and the second-best FID respec-
tively across all tasks. This demonstrates the superior image quality of our re-
construction results. It is worth noticing that CoSIGN works exceptionally well
on nonlinear deblur, showcasing its ability to solve nonlinear inverse problems
without pseudo-inverse. Meanwhile, we would like to clarify that the sub-optimal
performance of our method in LPIPS does not indicate data inconsistency. As
depicted in Fig. 3, although single-step results of SwinIR and 2-step results of
CDDB suffer from obvious over-smoothness, they outperform our method in
terms of LPIPS values. We suppose that this is because LPIPS hardly tolerate
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FBP FBP-UNet CoSIGN (ours) Ground TruthCMMCG

Fig. 5: Visual results of sparse-view CT reconstruction with 23 angles on LDCT vali-
dation set. A zoomed-in patch with details is provided in the corner.

Method NFE↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑

FBP 0 25.02 0.685
FBP-UNet [15] 1 31.47 0.874
CM [44] 39 26.55 0.737
MCG [6] 1000 29.48 0.847
DPS [3] 1000 25.52 0.697
CoSIGN (ours) 1 33.41 0.836
CoSIGN (ours) 2 34.26 0.866

(a)

CM ControlNet Guidance
Scale LPIPS↓ FID↓

✓ - 0.153 42.68
✓ 0 0.729 43.34
✓ ✓ 0.3 0.421 46.32
✓ ✓ 0.6 0.208 40.46
✓ ✓ 1.0 0.146 39.89

(b)
Table 2: (a) Quantitative results of CT reconstruction with 23 angles on LDCT vali-
dation set. Baselines using 1000 NFEs are shadowed and excluded for ranking. Bold:
best; underline: second best; (b) Ablation study on consistency model prior and Con-
trolNet. When guidance scale decrease to 0, the model will degenerate to unconditional
consistency model. Setting guidance scale to 1.0 will recover our original method.

hallucination, which is essential for generating high-fidelity details. Addition-
ally, we also compare our method with baselines resulted from high NFEs. As
shadowed in grey in Tab. 1, our method achieves performance on par with or
even better than these baselines by using much less NFE steps. In conclusion,
CoSIGN successfully "concentrate" the power of diffusion model prior into a
single inference step or two, accelerating the process of inverse problem solving.

5.3 Results on Medical Image Tasks

We report the quantitative and qualitative results on medical image tasks in
Tab. 2a and Fig. 5, respectively. Our method surpasses all baselines with low
NFEs in terms of PSNR metric. Whereas for SSIM, we fall behind FBP-UNet.
But as showcased in Fig. 5, our method generates sharper details while preserving
high consistency with measurements compared to baseline methods such as FBP-
UNet. For baselines with 1000 NEFs, our 2-step results are still comparable in the
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w/o CM w/o ControlNet GS=1.0 GTGS=0.6GS=0.3

Fig. 6: Visual quality of samples generated with different guidance scales, showing how
condition is gradually injected with soft measurement constraint.

sense of both metrics and visual quality. Compared with baselines like MCG [6],
our method particularly excel in reconstructing clear soft tissues (Fig. 5).

5.4 Ablation Study

Ablation study focuses on three main components of our method: consistency
model prior, ControlNet and hard measurement constraint. Ablation on CM
prior and ControlNet is conducted on block inpainting, whereas ablation on
hard measurement constraint is conducted on CT reconstruction.
Consistency Model Prior. In order to corroborate the effectiveness of con-
sistency model prior, we compare the single-step result with an end-to-end su-
pervised model directly trained to transform pseudo-inverse of measurements
into high-fidelity images. Like ControlNet, the end-to-end model has the same
structure as U-Net in the consistency model and is trained with the same LPIPS
loss. Its parameters are initialized with the same consistency model checkpoint
as well. As shown in the first row of Tab. 2b and the first column in Fig. 6, the
end-to-end model without consistency model prior (noted as “w/o CM")) gener-
ates blurry result with distinct artifacts, which is alleviated when incorporating
consistency model as a prior.
ControlNet. We demonstrate how ControlNet turns an unconditional consis-
tency model prior into a conditional model by evaluating under different guid-
ance scales. Specifically, we multiply the guidance scale with outputs of the
ControlNet to manually tune the conditioning strength. In Tab. 2b, we observed
that quantitative results steadily improve as the guidance scale increases. Mean-
while, visual results in Fig. 6 gradually transit from unconditional samples to
measurement-consistent reconstruction results. This gives us an intuitive inter-
pretation of how ControlNet guides the unconditional consistency model towards
the ground truth.
Sampling Steps and Hard Measurement Constraint. In Sec. 4.2, we in-
troduced hard measurement constraint and multistep sampling as refinement
steps. In Tab. 3a we observe that these refinement steps indeed improve perfor-
mance. We do not report NFE>2 since no further improvement in performance
is observed. This might be a problem inherited from the CM backbone [18,44].

6 Discussions
In this section, we will discuss two important issues of CoSIGN: the exact in-
ference time, as well as performance on out-of-domain (OOD) inverse tasks and
noise scales.
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NFE HMC PSNR↑ SSIM↑

1 31.38 0.8117
2 31.80 0.8298
1 ✓ 33.41 0.8355
2 ✓ 34.26 0.8660

(a)

Method I2SB CDDB Ours Ours Ours w/ HMC

NFE 2 2 1 2 2
Time/ms 111.24 121.42 69.53 139.11 139.47

(b)
Table 3: (a) Ablation study on sampling steps and hard measurement constraint;
(b) Per sample inference time. Measured on one single Nvidia A40 GPU. HMC is the
abbreviation for hard measurement constraint.

Inference Time. We report the per-image inference time of block inpainting
on a single Nvidia A40 GPU in Tab. 3b. Our single-step reconstruction method
can generate an image within 100ms, enabling real-time applications like video
interpolation. Our two-step generation speed is similar to I2SB [22] and CDDB [4]
and is also magnitudes faster than most previous diffusion-based methods.
Out-of-domain (OOD) Adaptability. To demonstrate the robustness of CoSIGN,
we test our method on OOD inverse tasks and noise scales. The model is trained
on sparse-view CT reconstruction with 23 angles, and no noise is added to the
sinogram during training. Then we test the model’s generalizability by con-
ducting experiments on OOD tasks only using 10 angles for reconstruction
(see Tab. 4). Whereas in experiments on OOD noise scales, noises with dif-
ferent derivation σ were added to the sinogram (see Tab. 5). As the number
of projections decrease from 23 to 10, PSNR of our method drop slower than
FBP-UNet. Meanwhile, performance of our method was much less affected by
OOD noise. This indicate that the frozen CM prior endows our method with
better robustness to OOD measurements compared with traditional approaches.

PSNR SSIM

FBP 17.23-7.79 0.488-0.197
FBP-UNet 22.49-8.98 0.701-0.173
Ours 28.33-5.93 0.731-0.135

Table 4: Robustness of our method to
OOD inverse tasks. Decrease from in
distribution results (23 angles) in small.
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Table 5: Robustness of our method
to OOD noise scales. Polylines represent
PSNR whereas bars represents SSIM.

7 Conclusion

In this work, we propose CoSIGN, a few-step inverse problem solver with con-
sistency model prior. We propose to guide the conditional sampling process of
consistency models with both soft measurement constraint and hard measure-
ment constraint, which enables generating high-fidelity, measurement-consistent
reconstructions within 1-2 NFEs. Extensive experiments demonstrate our su-
periority against existing supervised and unsupervised diffusion-based methods
under few-step setting.
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A Limitations

Compared to traditional diffusion-based inverse problem solvers (DIS), CoSIGN
reduces number of sampling steps to 1-2 NFEs. However, the training of a Con-
trolNet for each inverse task may limit the generalizability of the proposed
method. Although we demonstrated its robustness against number of angles
and noise scales in sparse-view CT reconstruction, a performance gap still exists
when adapting the trained ControlNet to a different task. Future works may ex-
plore ways to utilize few-shot adaptation method for the training of ControlNet,
or improve zero-shot inference ability of the proposed method.

B Implementation Details

We implement our proposed algorithm (CoSIGN) based on the consistency model
(CM) codebase5 so that we can make use of the CM checkpoint pretrained on the
LSUN bedroom dataset [52]. The UNet structure of CM contains 6 resolution
levels for the input size of 256×256. There are two residual blocks for each
resolution level in both the encoder and the decoder. In the architecture of the
additional encoder for guiding the CM backbone with the conditional input, we
replaced each decoder layer with a zero-initialized convolution layer. We also add
a zero-convolution layer before the additional encoder. We maintain the middle
block in CM at the end of the additional encoder. The output of the middle
block will pass through a zero-initialized convolution layer before entering the
CM. We inject these conditions into CM by directly adding them with the skip
connections between the encoder and the decoder. For medical images, we change
the input channel of the first layer in both CM and the additional encoder into
one.

In experiments on natural images, we train the additional encoder for 50k
steps with a batch size of 144. In experiments on medical images, we start from
training the diffusion model since no pretrained checkpoint is available. Specifi-
cally, we first train an EDM [16] model on LDCT training set [29] for 9k steps
with a batch size of 144. Then we distill this diffusion model into a consistency
model by training for another 12k steps. Finally, we train the additional encoder
for 9k steps with the CM backbone frozen. We do not train these models for
further steps since it might induce over-fitting on such a small dataset.

We adopt the forward operator of different inverse problems from DPS code-
base6 and add hard measurement constraints like DDNM [48] into it.

For evaluation, we adopt codes from DPS [3] to calculate PSNR and SSIM
whereas codes from CM [44] to calculate FID. Following [44], the intermediate
noise level is determined by ternary search in multistep sampling.

5 https://github.com/openai/consistency_models
6 https://github.com/DPS2022/diffusion-posterior-sampling

https://github.com/openai/consistency_models
https://github.com/DPS2022/diffusion-posterior-sampling
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C Implementation Details of Baselines

SwinIR
For super-resolution, we follow the default setting in 4x superresolution used

in the original codebase provided by [21], and trained for 500k iterations on the
LSUN-bedroom training set. For nonlinear deblurring and box-inpainting, we
train swinir by mapping the degraded images to the ground truth images for
500k iterations.

DPS and MCG. For DPS and MCG, we use the original codebase provided
by [3,6] and pre-trained DDPM models [13] trained on LSUN-bedroom training
sets. We follow the default setting with NFE being 1000.

DDRM. For DDRM, we follow the original code provided by [17] with DDPM
models trained on LSUN-bedroom training sets. We use the default parameters
as displayed by [17] with NFE being 20.
CM As [44] did not report quantitative results on inverse problem solving tasks,
we used the iterative inpainting and the iterative super-resolution functions in
their codebase to reproduce their results. We try to keep measurement consis-
tency and improve image quality by maximizing the number of iterations.
I2SB, CDDB The original I2SB model was trained on ImageNet. To compare
it with our method, we fine-tuned it on LSUN-bedroom for 6k steps with a
batch size of 256. We initialized the model for nonlinear deblur task using the
checkpoint for Gaussian deblur task since no checkpoint is available on this task.
Experiments on CDDB is also re-conducted on these fine-tuned models.
FBP-UNet For FBP-UNet, we use the model structure as described in [15] and
then train the model with input images being FBP reconstructions and output
being ground truth images of the 9000 2D CT slices from 40 patients.

D Additional Results

D.1 Distortion Metrics

In Appendix D.1, we present distortion metrics of three natural image restora-
tion tasks. It should be noticed that unlike CT reconstruction with 23 angles,
these inverse tasks are considerably aggressive. To make up for information loss
while maintaining image quality, some degree of hallucination is necessary [3,35].
However, PSNR/SSIM strictly penalize hallucination as they rely on pixel-level
differences.

We would like to clarify that DDB methods [4, 22] outperform ours in low
NFE region not because they produce higher-fidelity images, but because they
"trade accuracy with quality". When working within 1-2 NFEs, DDB methods
generate samples closer to E[x0|xt] rather than any clear x0 from the real dis-
tribution p(x). As shown in Fig. 3 and Fig. 4, methods with superior distortion
metrics mostly generate blurry samples, indicating that they seek the mean of
all possible reconstructions rather than a single clear result.
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Having acknowledged this, we agree that distortion may be detrimental in
certain inverse tasks, especially those with medical applications. Therefore, we
provide distortion metrics of medical image reconstruction tasks in Tab. 2a, and
those of natural image reconstruction tasks in Appendix D.1 for reference.

Block Inpainting SR×4 Nonlinear Deblur
PSNR↑ SSIM↑ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ PSNR↑ SSIM↑

SwinIR 1 20.21 0.796 27.04 0.805 23.32 0.685
DDRM 20 18.90 0.624 24.95 0.691 - -
CM 39 18.16 0.660 24.91 0.742 - -
DPS 1000 18.93 0.630 25.07 0.723 24.68 0.702
I2SB 2 23.21 0.715 27.23 0.816 28.30 0.843
I2SB 999 20.68 0.685 24.63 0.721 26.78 0.792
CDDB 2 23.74 0.859 27.31 0.819 28.51 0.847
CDDB 999 22.97 0.847 25.27 0.740 27.80 0.836
Ours 1 22.28 0.828 25.38 0.764 25.75 0.791
Ours 2 22.61 0.841 26.13 0.769 26.86 0.816

Table 6: Distortion metrics of solving natural image inverse problems on LSUN bed-
room validation set. Baselines using around 1000 NFEs are shadowed in grey and
excluded for ranking. Bold: best; underline: second best.

D.2 Results on Natural Image Restoration

We provide additional visual results on natural image restoration of both CoSIGN
and the baselines in Fig. 8, Fig. 9 and Fig. 10. All images are randomly selected
from the dataset without cherry picking. As depicted in these images, the visual
quality of our results surpasses all existing methods in comparable NFE region,
and is also comparable with those obtained with hundreds of NFEs.

D.3 Results on Medical Image Restoration

In Fig. 11, we provide additional visual results on medical image restoration
of both CoSIGN and the baselines. The selected images encompass CT scans
of abdomen, head and chest. It can be seen from the images that compared
with baselines, images reconstructed with CoSIGN are both high-fidelity and
noiseless.

D.4 Derivation of Hard Consistency Formula in the Linear and
Noiseless Case

If the forward operator A is linear, full-rank and the measurements are noiseless
(i.e., y = A(x)), suppose we want to find the closest point to x0 that is consistent
to the measurement y, then we can pose the optimization problem as
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x̂0 = argmin
z∈Rn

{
∥z − x0∥22

}
s.t. A(z) = y (14)

Then, the solution to this optimization problem is given by

x̂0 = x0 − (A+Ax0 −A+y), (15)

Proof: Consider t = z − x0, then the previous optimization objective can be
written to

x̂0 = argmin
z∈Rn

{
∥t∥22

}
s.t. A(t) = y −Ax0 (16)

Then we can decompose t into a null space component and a perpendicular
range space component, such that t = tN(A) + tR(AT ), where N(A) ⊥ R(AT ).
We also have At = AtR(AT ) = AAT k = y−Ax0, by tR(AT ) = AT k. Then k =

(AAT )−1(y−Ax0), and then tR(AT ) = AT (AAT )−1(y−Ax0) = A†(y−Ax0)
We also have ||t||22 = ||tN(A)||22 + ||tR(AT )||22, observe when tN(A) = 0,||t||22 is

minimized. Hence, z = x0 +A†(y −Ax0).
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Fig. 7: Illustration of our proposed CoSIGN model structure. “ResAttnBlock×2" de-
notes a “ResBlock-Attention Block-ResBlock" structure.
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measurement DDRM CDDB (2NFE) CDDB (999NFE) Ours (2NFE) Ground TruthSwinIR CM Ours (1NFE)I2SB (999NFE)I2SB (2NFE)DPS

Fig. 8: Additional results on central block inpainting on LSUN bedroom validation
set.

measurement DDRM CDDB (2NFE) CDDB (999NFE) Ours (2NFE) Ground TruthSwinIR CM Ours (1NFE)I2SB (999NFE)I2SB (2NFE)DPS

Fig. 9: Additional results on super-resolution on LSUN bedroom validation set.
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measurement CDDB (2NFE) Ours (2NFE) Ground TruthSwinIR Ours (1NFE)I2SB (2NFE)DPS

Fig. 10: Additional results on nonlinear-deblur on LSUN bedroom validation set.
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FBP Ours (2NFE) Ground TruthMCG Ours (1NFE)DPS CMFBP-UNet

Fig. 11: Additional results on sparse-view CT reconstruction with 23 angles on LDCT
validation set.
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