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Abstract—Seismic data frequently exhibits missing traces,
substantially affecting subsequent seismic processing and inter-
pretation. Deep learning-based approaches have demonstrated
significant advancements in reconstructing irregularly missing
seismic data through supervised and unsupervised methods.
Nonetheless, substantial challenges remain, such as generalization
capacity and computation time cost during the inference. Qur
work introduces a reconstruction method that uses a pre-trained
generative diffusion model for image synthesis and incorporates
Deep Image Prior (DIP) to maintain data consistency when
reconstructing missing traces in seismic images. The proposed
method has demonstrated strong robustness and high recon-
struction capability for field and synthetic seismic images with
different levels of structural complexity, even in scenarios where
test images were outside the training domain. This indicates
that our method can handle the high geological variability of
different exploration targets. Additionally, compared to other
state-of-the-art seismic reconstruction methods using diffusion
models, our approach reduces the number of neural function
evaluations by up to 4x. Our implementation is available at
https://github.com/PAULGOYES/CDDIP.git

Index Terms—Seismic data reconstruction, diffusion models,
deep image prior, seismic enhancement, consistent diffusion

I. INTRODUCTION

ENHANCING post-stack seismic images is crucial for

reducing exploration risks, especially in conventional and
unconventional energy sources such as geothermal energy,
shale gas, and rock-based hydrogen. In seismic processing,
post-stack images may exhibit missing or corrupted traces due
to various factors such as equipment malfunction, data acquisi-
tion errors, incomplete coverage during data acquisition, signal
attenuation, or interference from surface or subsurface features
(1.

The reconstruction traces problem in the seismic context has
been mainly addressed by methods based on deep learning,
which can be primarily categorized into supervised and unsu-
pervised learning paradigms [2]. Supervised learning methods
predominantly rely on end-to-end models that necessitate
large-scale datasets comprising pairs of corrupted images and
their corresponding labels. These models’ performance de-
creases when corrupt images are outside the training domain,
common in subsurface exploration due to significant changes
in geological formations and structural complexities based on
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geographic location. To enhance the generalization capabilities
of supervised learning models, efforts have been made to
harness the strengths of generative models and integrate them
into reconstruction learning frameworks [3]. On the other
hand, schemes based on denoisers have been proposed, en-
abling reconstruction to be performed in a probabilistic fashion
[4], [S]. Recently, seismic reconstruction has utilized unsu-
pervised deep learning through Deep Image Prior (DIP) [6]—-
[8l. This methodology enables training a network solely with
the measurements and inputting random noise. The approach
capitalizes on the convolutional neural networks’ capabilities
to extract features from the seismic image and adapts the
network to the measurements [7]. Thus, the need for extensive
databases is alleviated, simplifying the reconstruction of traces
in diverse geological settings independent of data availability.
While DIP has demonstrated promising results in seismic data
reconstruction, one of its main drawbacks is its reliance on
overfitting noise towards the measurements. Therefore, DIP
requires strict control over the number of epochs and the
implementation of proper early-stopping techniques [9].

In the image restoration state-of-the-art, the probabilistic
diffusion models [[10] have played a key role [[11]]. For instance,
[12] proposed denoising diffusion models for Plug-and-Play
image restoration (DiffDPR) and solved the inverse problem
with a closed-form solution given by [13]. Also, applications
for Phase Retrieval [14] enforce the consistency of image
generation with the measurements using a subgradient of
the least-squares data-fidelity term. Specifically for seismic
reconstruction, schemes that leverage diffusion models and
closed-form solutions have been proposed to condition seismic
data reconstruction and exploit generative models’ capabilities
[15]-[17]. However, in those studies, the reconstruction task
was tested on data within the same training domain, and
specifically in [16], the diffusion model was retrained for
different datasets. This is a disadvantage due to the limited
generalization of the reconstruction task.

This work presents a novel seismic reconstruction method
using diffusion models with consistent sampling. The diffusion
model is trained to generate samples from the posterior dis-
tribution by capturing the underlying structure of the seismic
images. These diffusion samples represent a possible recon-
struction of the missing traces. We employ a DIP solver instead
of a closed-form solution to generate images constrained by
partial measurements. Unlike closed-form solutions, DIP lever-
ages convolutional neural networks to extract image features,
enhancing the generalization capabilities of our approach. In
addition, DIP acts as a prior distribution over the generated
images from the diffusion model, enforcing consistency based
on the observed traces. Consequently, we can reduce the
number of diffusion steps needed to accurately reconstruct
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missing traces by using scheduled steps to be denoised by
the DIP.

II. PROPOSED METHOD

The reconstruction of seismic traces is an ill-conditioned
problem that involves removing n traces (i.e., columns) from
a post-stack seismic image € R™*" with m time (or
depth for Prestack Depth Migration) samples. In the view
of computational imaging, the subsampled seismic image
y € R™*" due to missing traces at positions j can be modeled
by a degradation model given by the following expression:

y=Moz+w, ey

where M = [ my,my,--- ,m,] € {0,1}*" is the sub-
sampling/masking operator with m; denoting the j-th column
of M, and © is the element-wise multiplication, and w is the
measurement noise. The structure of the non-zeros columns
of M determines the sampling scheme of the traces, and it
can be uniform, irregular, or even custom-designed [18]. In
general, m; can be expressed as

mj_{O 1fj€‘]. @)
1 otherwise.
for j=1,2,---,n

We propose to estimate x using the denoising diffusion
probabilistic model (DDPM) [10] and enforce consistency
with the measurements y through a Deep Image Prior (DIP)
to improve the convergence of the reconstruction problem.

The detailed steps are shown in Algorithm (I), where
the inputs are the pre-trained generative diffusion model eg,
measurements y, the masking operator M and some desired
timestep schedule t = {¢1, o, 3, - ,tx} where k is the num-
ber of diffusion steps for the reconstruction, note that ¢; = 7" is
the number of total diffusion steps during training, and ¢ = 1
is always the last diffusion step. The timestep sequence t can
be scheduled in a linear, quadratic, or exponential sampling
[12]. In step 1, the DIP solver’s trainable parameters © are
randomly initialized. In step 2, the first step is given by a
random noise image with normal standard distribution N (0, I).
From steps 3 to 8, the isotropic Gaussian noise is prepared
to be used in step 9 to perform the unconditional diffusion
sampling :E(ti)

Although early diffusion steps w( *) remain noisy, we lever-
age the capability of DIP to handle noise and estimate a clean
version solely based on the measurements y. Thus, the role of
DIP in step 10 is to condition the generation of an image from
DDPM via Ge (&, (¢: )) in several sampling timesteps to ensure
consistency with the measurements y. Therefore, it is worth
mentioning that our approach does not require closed-form
solutions for the inverse problem. Conversely, our method
uses the DIP solver, which requires a few epochs. The DIP
solution gradually improves the image during each timestep
of the denoising diffusion process. Moreover, DIP is designed
as a warm-starting model that leverages parameters from the
previous state solution.

In step 11, the regularized consistency g@(igfi’)) is back to
the diffusion process, keeping the noise scheduled level for a

Algorithm 1 Deep Consistent Diffusion Sampling

Require: €y, y, M, t timestep schedule
Ensure: Restored seismic image x;

1: Initialize Go with © randomly uniform
2: Sample 7 ~ N(0,1)
3:fori:in1,2,3,--- N do
4 if t; > 1 then
5 z ~N(0,I) > Isotropic gaussian noise
6: else if t; = 1 then
7 z=0
8 end if
9 Unconditional diffusion sampling

> Last diffusion step

~ét ) ( 1- Qg
\/_t 1 - Qy,
10: DIP subproblem given y

t,ti)"' 1—ati-z>

€9 (.’1}

2
®* = argmin HM ® g@(:i((fi)) — sz
e

11: Data consistency regularized by DIP
Lt =/ O, it+1 g@* (t ) 1- atiﬂ =

12: end for
13: return: x;

desired diffusion timestep using the traditional formulation of
the forward process with a distribution given by

Q(mt1+1|g@( i )) mt1+1v \ at1+1g@ (t ) 1 Qu; +1)I)
3)
As a result of using Eq. (@), we can achieve the desired
outcome by performing only a few sampling timesteps, also
known as Neural Function Evaluations (NFEs) [19]. This is
because the denoising objective depends on the DIP solver,
which relies solely on the sampling sequence. Therefore, our
method is only affected by the number of DIP steps. Fig. [
summarizes the proposed scheme of diffusion steps. Notably,
some steps are skipped because the DIP solver regularizes the
unconditional denoised image :i((fi') using y, thus improving
the diffusion process to a k timesteps.

III. SIMULATIONS AND EXPERIMENTS
A. Diffusion training

We trained the diffusion model with a cosine noise schedule
given by 1 — a from 107* to 0.02 and T' = 1000 diffusion
steps. We used 14398 images with size 128 x 128 during the
training, which provides diverse seismic features, considering
different geological scenarios and subsurface complexities
from 6 databases, including synthetic and field surveys, as
shown in Table

Implementation details: We split randomly the dataset into
90% for training and 10% for testing (Experiments I and II).
The diffusion model €y was trained for 5000 epochs, with a
computation time of 6 days. For the DIP solver, an attention U-
NET was used [26]. M simulates irregularly random missing
traces for all experiments. All the experiments were done with
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Fig. 1. Illustration with the conditional diffusion sampling. It is noteworthy
how, between t2 and t3, several steps of the pre-trained DDPM are skipped
by using the DIP solver as a data consistency regularizer.

TABLE I
TRAINING DATASET SEISMIC IMAGES FROM (F) FIELD AND (S)
SYNTHETIC SURVEYS

Dataset #Training  Size (Mb)
TGS salt Identification challenge 4150 49.9

S SEAM Challenge Phase 1 4072 26.2
1994 BP [22] 803 4.15
AGL Elastic Marmousi 23] 152 0.8

F F3 Netherlands [24]] 2000 15.9
Kerry 3D 3221 24.7
Total 14398 121.65

an NVIDIA RTX 4090 24 GB GPU. Further implementation
details are provided in the project repository.

B. Experiment I

In this experiment, we analyze the impact of the number
of timesteps k£ and DIP steps on the quality (PSNR and
SSIM) of reconstructing 50% of the traces in a seismic image.
The reconstruction results were compared to state-of-the-
art methods that use conditional constraint diffusion models,
namely DiffDPIR [[12] and CCSeis-DDPM [[13], [16]; for both
methods, the diffusion model was trained with the same dataset
reported in Table[l Table [l shows that the lowest performance
is obtained with 10 DIP steps. Additionally, regardless of the
timestep value, increasing the number of DIP solver steps also
improves the quality of the reconstructions. On the other hand,
for £k = 25 and k = 50 timesteps, increasing the number of
DIP solver steps positively impacts the PSNR, which remains
approximately around 37.19 dB on average. The visual results
from Fig. [2 indicate that for smaller DIP steps, the solution is
smoother, and as the steps increase, the solution adjusts more
closely to the noise and curved seismic events (> 25 DIP
steps).

It is essential to note that our method performs similarly
to the CCSeis-DDPM and DiffDPIR methods. However, our
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Fig. 2. Visual results of a seismic reconstruction experiment using a mask with
50% randomly missing traces for different DIP steps and sampling timesteps
k with a linear/uniform schedule.

method handles internal measurement noise better. For exam-
ple, Fig. [2l shows that reducing the number of DIP solver steps
results in smoother reconstructions, whereas the other methods
consistently produce noisy results.

TABLE II
QUANTITATIVE RECONSTRUCTION EVALUATION FOR DIFFERENT
DIFFUSION SAMPLING TIMESTEPS k AND DIP SOLVER STEPS

PSNR(dB)T SSIM?T

Timesteps k 10 25 50 | 10 25 50
2 15 21.624 33,194 33.804 | 0497 0.861 0.874
2 25 29.835 34231 36.967 | 0.767 0.890 0.929
& 50 34.024  37.190 37.058 | 0.892 0.930 0.937
) 100 35.650 36.830 36.253 | 0919 0923  0.919

DiffPIR  31.065 35315 36.112 | 0.819 0.860 0.870
CCSeis-DDPM  31.942 34982 36.157 | 0.832 0.852 0.874

We found the best performance when using 50 DIP solver
steps and £ = 25, with an average computation time of 38
seconds. The comparison methods took 36 seconds on average.
This provides a suitable balance between computation time
and metrics evaluation. We remark that in other applications
with less complex images, k could decrease.
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C. Experiment II

In this experiment, we evaluate the reconstruction capabil-
ity of our method over different seismic images containing
linear and curved seismic structures and geological faults.
Furthermore, the proposed approach enables the evaluation of
reconstruction uncertainty by estimating diverse realizations.
This is because diffusion sampling starts with random noise,
which allows for the visualization of, for example, the spatial
distribution of uncertainties using variance. This experiment
uses k = 25 and 50 DIP solver steps.

Ground truth Average Variance

02

Dipping beds Subhorizontal beds

0.0

Curved layers

J (MR (i

Geological fault

Fig. 3. Visual reconstruction results of the average and variance of five
estimations using the proposed method with varying geological scenarios with
50% of missing traces. The four structural complexities increase from top to
bottom rows.

In Fig. 3] our method accurately reconstructs lower struc-
tural complexity levels corresponding to subhorizontal and
dipping beds, achieving PSNR values of 41.469 dB and
35.536 dB and SSIM values of 0.981 and 0.967, respectively.
However, the method exhibits reduced performance for curved
and highly noisy layers with a PSNR of 27.438 dB and
SSIM of 0.741. This discrepancy arises because the employed
DIP solver tends to generate smooth and noise-free images.
Nevertheless, visually, our method captures the pertinent struc-
tural features of the seismic image. Our method maintains
the original discontinuities and inclinations for seismic images
depicting geological faults, obtaining a PSNR of 30.251 dB
and SSIM of 0.849. Across all scenarios, variance values are
high only for the image’s left side, where 10 consecutive traces
were removed.

D. Experiment 11l

This experiment aimed to assess the effectiveness of our
method on data outside the training domain. In deep learning
approaches, datasets are typically divided into training and
testing subsets within the same domain. However, we sought
to determine the efficacy of our approach when applied to

datasets entirely distinct from the training domain. The seismic
datasets include Stratton, Penobscot, Black Ridge, and Alaska,
each with unique complexities in image structures.
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Fig. 4. Visual results depict the reconstruction of 60% missing traces using
the proposed method, DiffPIR [12], and CCSeis-DDPM with 25, 100,
and 250 timesteps, respectively. For each method, the respective normalized
error is presented below each reconstruction to highlight areas with the greatest
discrepancies relative to the ground truth. It is noteworthy that the mask pattern
remains consistent across all datasets.

This experiment uses k¥ = 25 and 50 DIP solver steps for the
proposed method. According to [12], [13], [16], we set k and
U to 100 and 1 for DiffPIR, and 250 and 10 for the CCSeis-
DDPM. U is the number of inner iterations within a timestep.
Table [l summarizes the metrics for each method across
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different datasets. Notably, our method reduces the number of
diffusion timesteps up to four times, allowing for investment in
DIP solver steps. This increases generalization capability and
eliminates the need for retraining, even when the application
includes test data outside the training domain. Fig. @l illustrates
that, for the case of horizontal layers in the Alaska dataset,
all methods achieved high performance exceeding PSNR 30
dB. However, our method performed better in reconstructing
areas where consecutive traces were removed. While DiffPIR
and CCSeis-DDPM generally demonstrated acceptable perfor-
mance in the Black Ridge dataset, our method outperformed
them by up to 2.2 dB in PSNR and 0.23 in SSIM, highlighting
the effectiveness of the proposed method in complex scenarios.

TABLE III
AVERAGE QUANTITATIVE RESULTS FOR DIFFERENT SEISMIC SURVEYS.
Dataset | Method PSNR(dB)t  SSIM?T
Proposed 28.664 0.797
Stratton DiffDPIR 25.697 0.689
CCSeis-DDPM 25.653 0.691
Proposed 32.635 0.896
Penobscot DiffDPIR 31.291 0.855
CCSeis-DDPM 31.392 0.861
Proposed 26.692 0.785
Black Ridge | DiffDPIR 24.449 0.558
CCSeis-DDPM 24.363 0.545
Proposed 33.374 0.886
Alaska DiffDPIR 31.728 0.849
CCSeis-DDPM 31.987 0.849

IV. CONCLUSIONS

This paper introduces a conditional diffusion model for
seismic data reconstruction, leveraging DIP advantages to
implement consistency in image synthesis from partial mea-
surements during reverse diffusion. Our diffusion model was
trained on field and synthetic datasets to learn the distribution
of post-stack seismic images. Experiments demonstrated that
our proposed method achieves outstanding results compared to
state-of-the-art approaches in similar computation times. This
holds for test data within the training domain, field data outside
the training domain, and various complexities of seismic image
structures related to different geological scenarios.
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