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ABSTRACT

The long sampling time of diffusion models remains a significant bottleneck, which can be mitigated
by reducing the number of diffusion time steps. However, the quality of samples with fewer steps is
highly dependent on the noise schedule, i.e., the specific manner in which noise is introduced and the
signal is reduced at each step. Although prior work has improved upon the original variance-preserving
and variance-exploding schedules, these approaches passively adjust the total variance, without direct
control over it. In this work, we propose a novel total-variance/signal-to-noise-ratio disentangled (TV/SNR)
framework, where TV and SNR can be controlled independently. Our approach reveals that different
existing schedules, where the TV explodes exponentially, can be improved by setting a constant TV
schedule while preserving the same SNR schedule. Furthermore, generalizing the SNR schedule of the
optimal transport flow matching significantly improves the performance in molecular structure generation,
achieving few step generation of stable molecules. A similar tendency is observed in image generation,
where our approach with a uniform diffusion time grid performs comparably to the highly tailored EDM
sampler.

1 Introduction

With the development of diffusion models [Sohl-Dickstein et al., 2015, Ho et al., 2020, Song and Ermon, 2020, Song et al.,
2021a], generative modeling has witnessed great progress in recent years. They have demonstrated remarkable capabilities
across various traditional domains such as image synthesis [Dhariwal and Nichol, 2021, Nichol et al., 2022, Rombach et al.,
2022, Peebles and Xie, 2023, Ma et al., 2024] and audio generation [Kong et al., 2021, Chen et al., 2021, Liu et al., 2023a].
In computational chemistry, diffusion models have been increasingly utilized as an efficient alternative for tasks like molecule
generation [Gebauer et al., 2022, Hoogeboom et al., 2022, Wu et al., 2022, Huang et al., 2023, Xu et al., 2023, Peng et al.,
2023, Vignac et al., 2023a, Le et al., 2024], conformer search [Xu et al., 2022], and molecular graph generation [Vignac
et al., 2023b, Kong et al., 2023]. Beyond generation, Kahouli et al. [2024] introduced MoreRed, which employs reverse
diffusion to learn a pseudo-potential energy surface instead of the physical one, thereby enabling denoising from arbitrary
noisy states and retrieving ground states.

Despite their superior generative capabilities, such as achieving state-of-the-art Fréchet Inception Distance (FID) scores in
image generation, diffusion models are computationally expensive during inference. Generating samples requires iteratively
solving a reverse stochastic process, where a learned score function, generally a deep neural network, must be evaluated at
each step. Therefore, reducing the sampling cost without degrading the sample quality requires solving the reverse process
with minimal score function evaluations while avoiding high discretization errors. To address this challenge, prior work
has explored both training-based improvements [Nichol and Dhariwal, 2021, Watson et al., 2022, Salimans and Ho, 2022,
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Figure 1: Our TV/SNR schedule generates stable molecules with diffusion models using far fewer steps T than established
methods like EDM (top). For image generation, it matches the optimized EDM sampler’s performance without image-specific
changes (bottom).

Song et al., 2023a] and advanced sampling techniques, including higher-order solvers, to replace conventional first-order
methods [Lu et al., 2022, Zheng et al., 2023, Liu et al., 2022, Zhang and Chen, 2023, Dockhorn et al., 2022, Jolicoeur-
Martineau et al., 2022]. Moreover, the critical role of the noise schedule in determining the performance of diffusion models
was highlighted in previous work [Chen, 2023, Lin et al., 2024]. Complementary to these approaches, the seminal work
of Karras et al. [2022] introduced EDM, which modifies the reverse process to follow straighter trajectories and employs a
non-uniform time grid to reduce accumulated discretization errors. Additionally, by leveraging a second-order ODE solver,
EDM further enhances both sampling efficiency and quality. Building on the concept of straight paths in probability flows,
flow matching was proposed as a simulation-free approach to train continuous normalizing flows and as a generalization of
diffusion models [Liu et al., 2023b, Lipman et al., 2023]. In this framework, the particular case of linear interpolation by
using optimal transport as a conditional probability path has been explored to enforce straight ODE trajectories [Albergo
and Vanden-Eijnden, 2023, Pooladian et al., 2023, Tong et al., 2024]. Flow matching has also been successfully applied to
molecular tasks [Klein et al., 2023, Song et al., 2023b, Irwin et al., 2024]. Besides, previous work emphasised the importance
of the noise schedule for the performance of diffusion models.

Given a data sample x(0), the forward diffusion process employing a standard Wiener process can be modeled with a
time-dependent perturbation kernel:

p(x(t)|x(0)) = N
(
x(t); a(t)x(0), b2(t)I

)
, (1)

where t ∈ [0, 1], a(t) controls the signal strength, b(t) controls the noise level at each diffusion step, and I denotes the identity
matrix. a(t) and b(t) are smooth non-negative functions that satisfy the following conditions: for small ∆t, a(∆t) ≈ 1
and b(∆t) ≈ 0, ensuring that x(∆t) ≈ x(0). Additionally, a(1) ≪ b(1) to ensure that x(1) follows an isotropic Gaussian
distribution. The two common diffusion processes are Variance-Preserving (VP) [Ho et al., 2020] and Variance-Exploding
(VE) [Song and Ermon, 2019] each corresponding to specific choices of a(t) and b(t), determined by a pre-defined noise
schedule. In particular, EDM adopts the VE variant with a(t) = 1 and b(t) = t, achieving state-of-the-art performance in
diffusion-based image generation [Karras et al., 2022].

In this paper, we aim to further improve noise scheduling by introducing a total-variance/signal-to-noise ratio (TV/SNR)
disentangled framework, where the TV defined as τ2(t) = a2(t) + b2(t), and the SNR as γ(t) = a(t)/b(t) [Kingma et al.,
2021] are independently controlled. The reverse process is then solved using the corresponding ODE/SDE. Notably, our
empirical results indicate that for commonly used scheduling methods, where the total variance (TV) explodes exponentially,
modifying the TV schedule to follow a VP trajectory (i.e., τ(t) = 1) while keeping the SNR schedule γ(t) unchanged
significantly improves the performance of fast sample generation (see Figure 3 left). Based on this observation, we assume
that the constant TV schedule, τ(t) = 1, is already a sufficiently effective choice, although we do not fully explore all
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possibilities of more sophisticated TV schedules τ(t). Instead, we focus on optimizing the SNR schedule. Specifically, we
propose an exponential inverse sigmoid function to schedule the SNR, which allows rapid SNR decay both at the beginning
(t ≈ 0) and the end (t ≈ 1) of the diffusion process. This SNR schedule can be seen as a generalization of optimal transport
flow matching (OTFM), and shows state-of-the-art performance in molecular structure generation. We observe a similar
tendency in image generation tasks, where our SNR schedule shows comparable performance to the state-of-the-art methods
while requiring minimal parameter tuning and using a uniform diffusion time grid. By conducting a numerical analysis of
ODE trajectories, we associate the effectiveness of our approach with the curvature of the trajectories when t ≪ 1, meaning
close to the data space, and the time evolution of the marginal distribution path. This provides a new insight into fast sample
generation using diffusion models. Our source code can be accessed at https://github.com/khaledkah/tv-snr-diffusion.

The key contributions of this paper are summarized as follows:

• We introduce a novel TV/SNR disentangled framework, where TV and SNR are independently controlled. Many
existing diffusion models can be subsumed within this unifying framework (see Table 1).

• For commonly used schedules exhibiting exponential TV behavior, we empirically show that their VP versions lead
to significant improvements in sample generation performance for both molecular structure and image generation
tasks.

• We propose to schedule the SNR using an exponential inverse sigmoid function, which shows state-of-the-art
sampling performance.

• We numerically analyze the ODE trajectories near the data space and the time evolution of marginal distribution
path, and discuss their importance for fast sample generation.

2 Background

2.1 Diffusion Models

Let pdata(x(0)) be the data distribution of interest defined on the support X ⊆ Rd. We assume that the data are standardized,
i.e., Epdata

[x(0)] = 0 and Varpdata
[x(0)] = 1. Let {x(t)}t∈[0,1] be the forward diffusion process describing the stochastic

flow of the marginal probability density path {pt(x)}t∈[0,1] resulting from iterative injection of Gaussian noise (starting from
p0 := pdata and ending at a tractable Gaussian prior p1(x)). Once we define the perturbation kernel in Eq. (1), the marginal
density path for t ∈ [0, 1] is fixed as

pt(x(t)) =

∫
p(x(t)|x(0))pdata(x(0)) dx(0), (2)

and the corresponding SDE is
dx = xf(t)dt+ g(t)dw, where (3)

f(t) =
ȧ(t)

a(t)
, g(t) =

√
2
b(t)

a(t)

(
a(t)ḃ(t)− ȧ(t)b(t)

)
.

Here, w is the standard Wiener process, f(t) and g(t) are the drift and diffusion coefficients, respectively, and we use
Newton’s notation for time derivatives, e.g., ȧ(t) = d

dta(t) [Song et al., 2021a].

The reverse SDE for Eq. (3) is given by

dx̃ =

[
x̃f(t)− 1 + λ2

2
g(t)

2∇x̃ log pt(x̃)

]
dt̃+ λg(t) dw̃ (4)

for λ = 1, where the tilde indicates time-reversal, i.e. t̃ = 1 − t, and ∇x log pt(x) is the score function of the marginal
density at time t. Eq. (4) describes the general reverse SDE for λ ≥ 0, including the ones with less (λ < 1) or more (λ > 1)
stochasticity with the same marginal distribution – the extreme case where λ = 0 corresponds to the probability flow ODE
[Zhang and Chen, 2021].

Training diffusion models amounts to approximating the unknown score function of the marginal density in Eq. (2) for
t = [0, 1] by a parametrized neural network, sθ(x(t), t) ≈ ∇x log pt(x). This can be performed by a re-weighted version of
denoising score-matching (DSM) [Vincent, 2011, Song and Ermon, 2019, Song et al., 2021a]:

θ∗ = argmin
θ

Epdata(x(0))
Ep(x(t)|x(0))

[
∥εt − εθ(x(t), t)∥2

]
, (5)

where εt =
x(t)−a(t)x(0)

b(t) and εθ(x(t), t) = −b(t)sθ(x(t), t). The expectation over pdata(x(0)) is approximated by the
average over the training data samples. The expectation over p(x(t)|x(0)), which corresponds to simulating the forward
process, is numerically performed by applying the perturbation kernel in Eq. (1) to x(0).
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Table 1: TV τ(t) and SNR γ(t) schedules corresponding to commonly used diffusion processes within our framework.

Method τ2(t) γ2(t) time grid

SMLD
[Song and Ermon, 2019] 1 + σ2

min

(
σmax
σmin

)2t
σ−2
min

(
σmin
σmax

)2t
uniform

EDM
[Karras et al., 2022] 1 + σ2(t) σ−2(t) Eq.(7)

EDM-UT 1 +

(
σ

1
ρ

max + (1− t)

(
σ

1
ρ

min − σ
1
ρ

max

))2ρ (
σ

1
ρ

max + (1− t)

(
σ

1
ρ

min − σ
1
ρ

max

))−2ρ

uniform

OTFM
[Lipman et al., 2023] 1− 2t(1− t)(1− σmin) + (1− t)2σ2

min

(
1−t

(1−t)σmin+t

)2
uniform

DDPM-linear
[Ho et al., 2020] 1

(
e

1
2
t2(βmax−βmin)+tβmin − 1

)−1

uniform

DDPM-cos
[Nichol and Dhariwal, 2021] 1

((
cos( s

1+s
π
2 )

cos( tν+s
1+s

π
2 )

)2

− 1

)−1

uniform

VP-SMLD
(Ours) 1 σ−2

min

(
σmin
σmax

)2t
uniform

VP-EDM-UT
(Ours) 1

(
σ

1
ρ

max + (1− t)

(
σ

1
ρ

min − σ
1
ρ

max

))−2ρ

uniform

VP-OTFM
(Ours) 1

(
1−t

(1−t)σmin+t

)2
uniform

VP-ISSNR
(Ours) 1

(
1

t (tmax−tmin)+tmin
− 1
)2η

exp(2κ) uniform
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Figure 2: TV (left) and SNR (middle) schedules of the different methods reported in Table 1. Right: Inverse Sigmoid SNR
schedule.

2.2 Existing Noising Schedules and Elucidating the Design-space of Diffusion Models (EDM)

Two popular noising schedules are the Variance-Exploding (VE) [Song and Ermon, 2019, Song et al., 2021a] and Variance-
Preserving (VP) [Ho et al., 2020] schedules. The original VE schedule uses a(t) = 1 and b2(t) = σ2(t) to define the

perturbation kernel in Eq. (1), and control σ(t) by, e.g., setting σ2(t) = σ2
min

(
σmax

σmin

)2t
, where σmin and σmax are the

minimum and maximum noise level, respectively. In contrast, the VP schedule uses a(t) =
√
ᾱ(t) and b2(t) = 1− a2(t),

and controls ᾱ(t) by e.g., ᾱ(t) = e−βmint− 1
2 (βmax−βmin)t

2

, where βmin and βmax control the start and end points of the
schedule.

Besides, Karras et al. [2022] introduced the EDM framework, which optimizes the reverse process to minimize the number
of function evaluations while preserving sample quality. They design the noising schedule using the scale factor s(t) and the
noise level σ(t), defined as:

p(x(t)|x(0)) = N
(
x(t); s(t)x(0), s2(t)σ2(t)I

)
, (6)

and adopt a non-uniform time grid discretization over N steps, ti = σ−1(σi), where

σi<N =

(
σ1/ρ
max +

i

N − 1

(
σ
1/ρ
min − σ1/ρ

max

))ρ

(7)
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and σN = 0 for ρ = 7, combined with the second-order solver Heun. They argue that setting s(t) = 1 and σ(t) = t, which
coincides with the DDIM sampler Song et al. [2021b], leads to flat probability flow trajectories. Specifically, they argued that,
when λ = 0 in Eq. (4), this schedule minimizes the discretization error under some assumptions.

3 Proposed Methods

In this section, we first propose our novel unifying framework for noise scheduling, where the total variance (TV) and the
signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) are controlled independently. Then, we cast established schedules into our framework, and apply
simple modifications. We empirically show that, for common existing schedules, where the TV explodes exponentially, their
constant TV (i.e., VP) variants improve the performance. Finally, we propose an SNR scheduling strategy based on the
exponential of the inverse sigmoid function, further enhancing the sampling efficiency and quality.

3.1 TV/SNR Disentangled Scheduling

We first define the perturbation kernel as:

p(x(t)|x(0)) = N

(
x(t);

√
τ2(t)γ2(t)

1 + γ2(t)
)x(0),

τ2(t)

1 + γ2(t)
I

)
, (8)

where τ(·) : [0, 1] 7→ R++ is a TV controlling function, and γ(·) : [0, 1] 7→ R++ is an SNR controlling function. τ(t) can
be an arbitrary positive function, while γ(t) is monotonically decreasing from γ(0) = γmax < ∞ to γ(1) = γmin > 0. From
Eq. (8) one can easily confirm that

TV =
√
a2(t) + b2(t) = τ(t), SNR =

a(t)

b(t)
= γ(t),

and therefore, τ(t) does not affect SNR, and γ(t) does not affect TV, respectively—they can be independently controlled.
The forward and the reverse SDEs corresponding to the kernel in Eq. (8) are given by Eqs. (3) and (4), respectively, with the
following drift and diffusion coefficients:

f(t) =
τ̇(t)

τ(t)
+

γ̇(t)

γ(t) (1 + γ2(t))
, g(t) =

√
−2τ2(t)γ̇(t)

γ(t) (1 + γ2(t))
.

The full derivation can be found in Appendix B.3.

3.2 VP variants of Established Non-VP Schedules

For common established schedules, including the original linear VP schedule in DDPM [Ho et al., 2020, Song et al., 2021a]
and its cosine alternative [Nichol and Dhariwal, 2021], the original VE schedule in SMLD [Song and Ermon, 2019, Song et al.,
2021a], EDM [Karras et al., 2022], and FM [Lipman et al., 2023], Table 1 provides a summary of their corresponding TV
and SNR schedules, while Figure 2 (left and middle) offers a visual representation. The derivations are given in Appendix A.
Since EDM uses a non-uniform time grid, we also consider EDM with a uniform time grid (EDM-UT), where we incorporate
the original non-uniform time grid into the TV/SNR schedules. Note that, although EDM and EDM-UT effectively use the
same schedules and their respective ODEs are equivalent in the continuous time case, they perform differently when using
numerical integration with discretization to solve the ODE/SDE.

In the table, the top three entries, SMLD, EDM, and EDM-UT use the VE schedule, where the TV increases exponentially to
a large value σmax when t → 1. The TV schedule of the optimal transport flow matching (OTFM) is modulated—i.e., it is a
variance modulated (VM) schedule— although it does not grow exponentially, as depicted in Figure 2 (left). In Section 4,
we examine whether exploding or modulated TV schedules are essential for achieving good performance. To this end, we
introduce their VP counterparts, VP-SMLD, VP-EDM-UT, and VP-OTFM, as defined in the Table 1.

3.3 Variance-preserving Inverse Sigmoid SNR (VP-ISSNR) Schedule

We propose to schedule TV and SNR with the following functions:
τ2(t) = 1, (9)

γ2(t) = exp

(
2η log

(
1

t (tmax − tmin) + tmin
− 1

)
+ 2κ

)
=

(
1

t (tmax − tmin) + tmin
− 1

)2η

exp(2κ). (10)
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Figure 3: Stability rate (higher is better) as a function of the number of function evaluations (NFE) for molecular structure
generation on the QM9 dataset. Left: Comparison between commonly established non-VP schedules (i.e., τ(t) non-constant)
and their VP counterparts in our framework. Middle: Comparison of our proposed VP-ISSNR schedule against various
baselines, including the VP analogs from the left plot. Right: Same as the middle plot but using the reverse SDE, instead of
the reverse ODE. The best-performing ODE schedule, VP-ISSNR, is highlighted in black for reference.

Namely, we set TV to be constant, and schedule SNR with the exponential of the inverse sigmoid function. The parameters
η > 0 and κ ∈ R control the steepness and the offset of the inverse sigmoid function, respectively, and the two constants,
0 < tmin ≈ 0 and 1 > tmax ≈ 1, adjust the starting γmax and final γmin SNR values as

γ2(0) = exp

(
2η log

(
1

tmin
− 1

)
+ 2κ

)
= γ2

max, (11)

γ2(1) = exp

(
2η log

(
1

tmax
− 1

)
+ 2κ

)
= γ2

min. (12)

The right plot in Figure 2 shows the inverse sigmoid function from Eq. (10) with a few sets of parameters. With this SNR
function, we can allocate more steps to specific SNR levels using κ, while η controls the relative emphasis on the most
critical SNR levels compared to other regions of the diffusion process.

Relation to OTFM Using optimal transport (OT) as conditional probability path in flow matching (FM) [Lipman et al.,
2023] results in a linear interpolation between the prior and the target data distribution,

pt(xt|x0) = N
(
x(t); (1− t)x(0), ((1− t)σmin + t)2I

)
, (13)

where σmin is chosen to be sufficiently small, ensuring that the Gaussian distribution is concentrated around the target data
point x(0)2. Consider a generalization of Eq. (13):

pt(xt|x0) = N
(
x(t); (1− t)ηx(0), t2η exp(−2κ)I

)
. (14)

where σmin = 0 for simplicity. Then, the corresponding TV and SNR schedules are

τ2(t) = (1− t)2η + t2η exp(−2κ),

γ2(t) =

(
1

t
− 1

)2η

exp(2κ).

Comparing our proposed schedules, defined in Eqs. (9) and (10) for tmin = 0 and tmax = 1, we observe that the SNR
schedule of our method is a generalization of the OTFM, as described in Eq. (14), with a constant TV schedule, where setting
η = 0.5 and κ = 0 recovers the SNR of OTFM. This generalization allows for more control over the generated probability
flow.

4 Experiments

In this section, we empirically evaluate our proposed TV/SNR scheduling framework on molecular structure and image
generation tasks. We also discuss the conditions for good schedules in terms of ODE trajectories and time evolution of the
marginal density, through toy numerical investigation.

2Note that in Lipman et al. [2023], the time is reversed, with x(1) and x(0) corresponding to the samples in the target domain and
latent domain, respectively. In this paper, we always define t in the forward diffusion direction.
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Figure 4: FID score (lower is better) as a function of the number of function evaluations (NFE) in image generation on
CIFAR-10 and FFHQ. Left: comparison between existing non-VP and their VP variants on CIFAR-10. Middle: comparison
between our proposed VP-ISSNR and baselines on CIFAR-10. Right: comparison between our proposed VP-ISSNR and
baselines on FFHQ.

4.1 Molecular Structure Generation

Problem setting: The goal is to predict an equilibrium state R given a molecular composition Z, i.e. x(0) ∼ p(R|Z).
Note the difference from the general molecule generation task, where the composition Z is also predicted. Our experiments
systematically evaluate different scheduling techniques used in state-of-the-art diffusion and flow matching models for
molecular tasks [Hoogeboom et al., 2022, Xu et al., 2023, Vignac et al., 2023a, Kahouli et al., 2024, Song et al., 2023b, Le
et al., 2024]. Common schedules include the DDPM-cos schedule with ν = 1 and ν = 2.5 and OTFM. We use the QM9
dataset [Ramakrishnan et al., 2014], a widely used benchmark comprising ∼ 130k equilibrium molecules with up to 9 heavy
atoms (C, O, N, and F). Following Kahouli et al. [2024], we use a training/validation split of 55k/10k molecules and the
remainder for testing. For training, we adopt the noise model architecture used in Kahouli et al. [2024], and minimize the
DSM loss (5) using the DDPM-cos schedule with ν = 1.0. For sample generation, we solve the reverse ODE, i.e., Eq.(4) for
λ = 0, using first-order Euler integration. For varying computational budgets, defined by the number of function evaluations
(NFE), we report stability rates [Gebauer et al., 2022] (higher is better) over 2.5k generated structures with compositions Z
sampled from the test split. More experimental details are given in Appendix C.

VP-variants of Existing Schedules: Figure 3 (left) presents a comparison of the stability rates of VE schedules, SMLD
and EDM-UT, as well as the VM schedule OTFM, against their VP counterparts: VP-SMLD, VP-EDM-UT, and VP-OTFM.
Importantly, across all schedules, the VP variants outperform or match the performance of their original versions. Specifically,
the VP versions lead to substantial enhancements for SMLD and EDM-UT, where the TV increases exponentially, whereas
the OTFM with a smooth TV modulation, exhibits comparable performance to its VP analog. These findings suggest that
exponentially increasing TV can be detrimental, thereby validating our choice to adopt a constant TV schedule.

VP-ISSNR Schedule: Figure 3 (middle) presents results for all methods listed in Table 1, excluding the original VE
schedules, which showed worse performance compared to their VP analogs (shown in the left plot). The figure also includes
the original EDM approach with its non-uniform time grid and our proposed VP-ISSNR schedule, using parameters η = 1.0,
κ = 2.0, tmin = 0.01 and tmax = 0.99. Strikingly, with our VP-ISSNR schedule, the diffusion model generates stable
molecules in as few as 4 NFEs. The stability rate surpasses 74% with only 8 steps and reaches nearly 87% with 128 steps,
outperforming all other schedules. Additionally, Figure 3 (right) shows that, when solving the reverse SDE (λ = 1 in Eq.(4))
using our VP-ISSNR schedule, the stability rate increases significantly to 93.16% with 32 NFEs and 95.82% with 64 NFEs.
Considering the number of NFEs, our approach achieves state-of-the-art results to the best of our knowledge. While the
ODE achieves a higher stability rate than the SDE at very low NFEs (e.g., 74% vs. 70% at 8 NFEs), the SDE achieves
superior stability as NFEs increase, suggesting that stochasticity introduces a corrective effect that enhances sample quality in
molecules, albeit with a slight increase in sampling time. We also investigate the quality of the generated samples by running
DFT relaxations to identify the nearest reference structure and report the results in Figure A3 in Appendix D, where we see
trends similar to those observed in the stability rate results. In Appendix D, we also present additional experimental results
using the second-order Heun method and diffusion models trained with different schedules.

4.2 Image Generation

Problem setting: We evaluate the performance of different schedules for unconditional image generation. Following the
setup in Karras et al. [2022], we use their pre-trained diffusion models trained on CIFAR-10 [Krizhevsky, 2009] and FFHQ
[Karras et al., 2018]. Samples are generated by solving the reverse ODE using the second-order Heun method. We assess
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Figure 5: ODE trajectories (black solid curves) and the marginal density path (red shadows) when the data distribution is a
mixture of 3 uniformly spaced delta peaks. The inline plots focus on the neighborhood of one of the peaks at x = 3

2 and
t ≪ 1.

sample quality using the average FID score [Heusel et al., 2017] computed over 50K generated images as a function of the
NFE.

VP-variants of Existing Schedules: Similar to the experiment with molecules in Figure 3 (left), we first compare the
original non-VP schedules to their VP analogs. Figure 4 (left) summarizes the performance on CIFAR (results on FFHQ,
reported in Appendix D, show similar trends). Consistent with our findings in molecular structure generation, we observe
that both SMLD and EDM-UT, which feature exploding TV schedules, benefit significantly from adopting a constant TV
schedule. In contrast, the VP-OTFM does not perform as well as the original OTFM with modulated TV, which is different
from what we observe for molecular structure generation. This implies the possibility of further improving the fast sampling
by optimizing the TV control, which we leave as future work.

VP-ISSNR Schedule: Figure 4 (middle) and Figure 4 (right) compare different schedules, including the original EDM
and our proposed VP-ISSNR schedule with η = 1.5, κ = 1.0, tmin = 0.03 and tmax = 0.973. Unlike in molecular
structure generation, the original EDM outperforms other methods in image generation. This is expected, as EDM is
highly optimized for these tasks and relies on a carefully tuned non-uniform time grid, which is crucial for its strong
performance—evidenced by the poor results for its uniform-time variant, EDM-UT, in Figure 4 (left). Nonetheless, our
VP-ISSNR schedule, which adopts a simpler strategy with a uniform time grid, a constant TV, and an inverse sigmoid SNR,
achieves comparable performance to EDM. Importantly, our VP-ISSNR reduces the number of tunable hyperparameters,
simplifying the optimization process dependent on the dataset used. Given its superior performance in molecular structure
generation, our framework appears robust across different domains, highlighting its effectiveness.

4.3 Discussion: Curvature of ODE Trajectories and the Support of Marginal Density

Karras et al. [2022] argue that, if the ODE trajectories are straight, crude time discretization does not produce substantial
errors, allowing fast sample generation. They further argue from a theoretical point of view that the ODE trajectories of EDM
are straight, by using Tweedie’s formula [Efron, 2011], ∇x log pt(x(t)) =

a(t)E[x(0)|x(t)]−x(t)
b2(t) . However, their argument

relies on the assumption that the conditional expectation E[x(0)|x(t)] in the formula approximates the data point x(0) that
x(t) reaches at time t = 0 in the reverse ODE process, which does not necessarily hold due to the interaction between
trajectories—an ODE trajectory generating a particular data point never crosses the trajectory of another data point. To
numerically observe such trajectory interactions, we depict ODE trajectories in Figure 5, assuming that the data distribution

pdata(x(0)) is a mixture of three uniformly spaced delta peaks (at x = −
√

3
2 , 0,

√
3
2 such that the mean and variance are

standardized) with uniform weights. The figure shows ODE trajectories of different schedules, which were computed by
solving the reverse ODE with an analytically computed score function. At first glance, the trajectories of EDM (top-left)
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seem straight. However, when we focus on the neighborhood of a single delta peak (x =
√

3
2 ) for t ≪ 1, i.e., close to the

data space, its trajectories are highly curved, as shown in the inline plot.

We hypothesize that discretization errors at time t ≪ 1 are more severe than errors around t ≈ 1, especially when the goal
is to generate high-quality samples. More specifically, the error at t when the marginal pt(x) has a large support (due to
the Gaussian diffusion) should not seriously degrade the generated sample quality at t = 0. This is because errors around
t ≈ 1 do not push the latent sample x(t) into the out-of-distribution region of pt(x). Instead, such errors steer the latent
sample onto an incorrect trajectory, potentially violating bijectiveness. However, if the remaining reverse process is solved
accurately, the sample following this incorrect trajectory can still reach a high-quality point at t = 0. Thus, we hypothesize
that a good schedule should i) have straight trajectories close to the data space (t ≪ 1), and ii) the marginal density pt(x)
should have a large support for small t.

Revisiting Figure 5, we observe that for schedules with exploding TV τ(t), i.e., SMLD and EDM-UT, the support of the
marginal pt(x) (relative to the latent space variance at t = 1) is small until t becomes large. In contrast, schedules with
non-exploding τ(t), like OTFM and the VP schedules, exhibit broader support close to the data space. This explains why
our VP variants of existing VE schedules improve the sample quality. Furthermore, by carefully observing the inline plots,
we find that OTFM, our VP-OTFM, and our VP-ISSNR have straight trajectories for t ≪ 1, which is consistent with our
experimental results on molecule and image generation. Note that the original EDM performs best in image generation even
though its trajectories have high curvatures for t ≪ 1, because it adopts a non-uniform time grid that assigns many integration
steps exactly for t ≪ 1 (see Figure A1 in Appendix A). Although our hypothesis about the requirements for good schedules
needs to be supported mathematically, it explains our main observations in the molecular and image generation experiments.

5 Conclusion

Diffusion models have learned to master the intricate interplay between noising and denoising. Long sampling times can be
alleviated by reducing the number of diffusion time steps. A successful reduction, however, crucially depends on the chosen
noise schedule, which balances introducing noise on one side and signal reduction on the other. So far, schedules have been
improved only implicitly as, e.g., variance-preserving and variance-exploding, controlling variance without exerting direct
explicit control over the balance between noise introduction and signal reduction.

In this work, we contributed the following novel direct control strategy: a total-variance/signal-to-noise-ratio disentangled
(TV/SNR) framework, where TV and SNR can be controlled independently. Note that SNR is a well-known tool in signal
processing.

We can see theoretically and empirically that existing schedules with the TV exploding exponentially can be improved by
setting the TV schedule to be constant, while keeping the SNR schedule unchanged. While our novel framework with a
uniform diffusion time grid is on par with the highly tailored EDM sampler for image generation, surprisingly clear progress
in performance is observed when generating molecules. Specifically, we find that our SNR schedule, as a generalization of
optimal transport flow matching, drastically improves the performance in molecular structure generation by up to 30-fold.
Specifically, stable molecules are generated after only 4 steps (much less than SOTA). An interesting side observation is that
our proposed procedure allows improving even on the EDM sampler which was previously considered ‘optimal’. To explain
this unexpected empirical finding, we provided some theoretical insight and an intuitive conceptual illustration of possible
mechanisms.

In conclusion, by unifying diffusion processes through our TV/SNR framework and improving reverse diffusion speed, we
take a meaningful step toward advancing applications of diffusion models in quantum chemistry and beyond.
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A Derivation of TV/SNR Exressions of Existing Schedules

In this section, we show the derivations of the TV, τ(t), and SNR, γ(t), for existing diffusion model schedules.

A.1 Variance-Exploding (VE) Schedules

Given is the VE perturbation kernel, originally introduced by Song and Ermon [2019] as Denoising Score Matching with
Langevin Dynamics (SMLD) and then reframed in the SDE framework by Song et al. [2021a] as VE-SDE,

p(x(t)|x(0)) = N
(
x(t);x(0), b2(t)I

)
(15)

with

a(t) = 1, (16)

b2(t) = σ2
min

(
σmax

σmin

)2t

. (17)

Here, σmin and σmax are the minimum and maximum noise scales, respectively.

SNR:

γ2(t) =
a2(t)

b2(t)
=

1

σ2
min

(
σmax

σmin

)2t = σ−2
min

(
σmin

σmax

)2t

. (18)

TV:

τ2(t) = a2(t) + b2(t)

= 1 +

[
σmin

(
σmax

σmin

)t
]2

= 1 + σ2
min

(
σmax

σmin

)2t

. (19)

A.2 Elucidating Design Space of Diffusion Models (EDM)

EDM [Karras et al., 2022] introduces a noise schedule with a scaling factor s(t) and noise level σ(t). The perturbation kernel
is

p(x(t)|x(0)) = N
(
x(t); s(t)x(0), [s(t)σ(t)]2I

)
(20)

where they use,

a(t) = s(t) = 1, (21)

b2(t) = σ2(t). (22)

The time discretization (7) of the original EDM is illustrated in Figure A1.

SNR:

γ2(t) =
a2(t)

b2(t)
=

1

σ2(t)
. (23)

TV:

τ2(t) = a2(t) + b2(t)

= 1 + σ2(t). (24)
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Figure A1: The time discretization (7) of the original EDM sampler [Karras et al., 2022] for various parameters ρ. At
ρ = 1, linear time discretization is recovered, i.e. t(i) = i. For larger ρ, time steps get considerably shorter close to the data
distribution. EDM uses ρ = 7.

A.3 Optimal Transport Flow Matching (FM)

The perturbation kernel of OTFM [Liu et al., 2023b, Lipman et al., 2023] is given by:

pt(xt|x0) = N
(
x(t); (1− t)x(0), ((1− t)σmin + t)2I

)
(25)

where σmin is sufficiently small, resulting in a Gaussian distribution concentrated around x(0). Assuming σmin = 0 and
incorporating the boundary constraint on t ∈ [εmin, 1], we can define:

SNR:

γ2(t) =
(1− t)2

t2
=

(
1

t
− 1

)2

. (26)

TV:

τ2(t) = (1− t)2 + t2 = 1− 2t(1− t). (27)

A.4 Denoising Diffusion Probabilistic models (DDPM)

The original DDPM model [Ho et al., 2020] used the perturbation kernel:

p(x(t)|x(0)) = N
(
x(t);

√
ᾱ(t)x(0), (1− ᾱ(t))I

)
(28)

SNR

γ2(t) =
a2(t)

b2(t)
=

ᾱ(t)

1− ᾱ(t)
. (29)

TV

τ2(t) = a2(t) + b2(t)

= 1. (30)

While the TV is always constant in the VP case, different schedules were adopted for ᾱ(t). The most common are:
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• DDPM-linear the original linear schedule introduced by Ho et al. [2020] and adopted by Song et al. [2021a] as
VP-SDE, where:

ᾱ(t) = e−
1
2 t

2(βmax−βmin)−tβmin ,

and therefore

γ2(t) =
e−

1
2 t

2(βmax−βmin)−tβmin

1− e−
1
2 t

2(βmax−βmin)−tβmin

=

(
1− e−

1
2 t

2(βmax−βmin)−tβmin

e−
1
2 t

2(βmax−βmin)−tβmin

)−1

=
(
e

1
2 t

2(βmax−βmin)+tβmin − 1
)−1

. (31)

• DDPM-cos First introduced by Nichol and Dhariwal [2021] as a better alternative to the linear schedule:

ᾱ(t) =
u(t)

u(0)
, where u(t) = cos

(
tν + s

1 + s

π

2

)2

.

Note that the parameter ν does not exist in the original formulation [Nichol and Dhariwal, 2021] but we adopt it
from Vignac et al. [2023a]. The SNR is therefore:

γ2(t) =
u(t)

u(0)
(
1− u(t)

u(0)

)
=

u(t)

u(0)− u(t)

= (
u(t)

u(0)
− 1)−1

=


 cos

(
s

1+s
π
2

)
cos
(

tν+s
1+s

π
2

)
2

− 1


−1

. (32)

B Derivation of the SDE

B.1 Derivation of the perturbation kernel for a given affine SDE

As shown by Song et al. [2021a], a diffusion process can be described by a continuous stochastic differential equation (SDE)
describing an Itô process:

dx = f(x, t) dt+ g(x, t) dw, (33)

where x is the state variable, w is the standard Wiener process, and f(x, t) and g(x, t) are predefined functions describing
the drift and diffusion coefficients, respectively.

While Song et al. [2021a] derived the perturbation kernel using the differential equations for the mean and covariance of an
SDE, we take a different approach. By exploiting the affine nature of the SDE in our case, we first solve the SDE and then
derive the perturbation kernel parameters, arriving at the same solution. Specifically, for the affine case where

dx = f(t)x dt+ g(t) dw, (34)

the integral of the Itô process is described by Eq. (4.28) in Särkkä and Solin [2019] as

x(t) = ϕ(t, 0)x(0) +

∫ t

0

ϕ(t, s)g(s) dw(s) (35)

with an integrating factor ϕ(t, s) and initial condition x(0). In the following we use the integrating factor ϕ(t, s) =

exp
(∫ t

s
f(u) du

)
.
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The solution x(t) involves a deterministic part dependent on x(0) and a stochastic part independent of x(0) and involving a
standard Wiener process. Thus, we can derive a Gaussian perturbation kernel for this process following the general form
defined in Eq. (1):

a(t)x(0) = E[x(t)|x(0)]

= E[ϕ(t, 0)x(0)|x(0)] + E
[∫ t

0

ϕ(t, s)g(s) dw(s)|x(0)
]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=0, since E[dw]=0

= ϕ(t, 0)x(0),

and

b2(t) = Var (x(t)|x(0))

= Var (ϕ(t, 0)x(0)|x(0))︸ ︷︷ ︸
=0

+Var
(∫ t

0

ϕ(t, s)g(s) dw(s)|x(0)
)

= E

[(∫ t

0

ϕ(t, s)g(s) dw(s)

)2

|x(0)

]
+

(
E
[∫ t

0

ϕ(t, s)g(s) dw(s)|x(0)
])2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=0, since E[dw]=0

(Itô isometry)
= E

[∫ t

0

ϕ(t, s)2g(s)2 ds|x(0)
]

=

∫ t

0

ϕ(t, s)2g(s)2 ds.

Summarizing, the perturbation kernel parameters are given by:

a(t) = ϕ(t, 0) = exp

(∫ t

0

f(u) du

)
, (36)

b2(t) =

∫ t

0

ϕ(t, s)2g(s)2 ds =

∫ t

0

exp

(
2

∫ t

s

f(u) du

)
g(s)2 ds. (37)

B.2 Derivation of the SDE for a given perturbation kernel

In the previous section (Appendix B.1), we derived a perturbation kernel with the general form specified in Eq. (1) from a
given SDE. In this section, we do the opposite and derive the SDE that results in a given perturbation kernel, where we use
the results from the previous section. Starting from the definition of a(t) in Eq. (36) and b2(t) in Eq. (37), we can first derive
the drift f(t) of the affine SDE (Eq. (34)):

exp

(∫ t

0

f(u) du

)
= a(t)

∴ f(t) =
d[log a(t)]

dt
=

ȧ(t)

a(t)
.
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where ȧ(t) = d[a(t)]
dt denotes the derivative of a(t) with respect to time. Next, we derive the diffusion coefficient g(t):

b2(t) =

∫ t

0

exp

(
2

∫ t

s

f(u) du

)
g(s)2 ds

=

∫ t

0

exp

(
2

∫ t

s

d[log a(u)]

du
du

)
g(s)2 ds

=

∫ t

0

exp (2 (log a(t)− log a(s))) g(s)2 ds

=

∫ t

0

a(t)2

a(s)2
g(s)2 ds

= a2(t)

∫ t

0

g(s)2

a(s)2
ds

∴

(
b(t)

a(t)

)2

=

∫ t

0

g(s)2

a(s)2
ds.

Deriving both sides with respect to t and solving for g(t), we get

g(t)2

a(t)2
= 2

b(t)

a(t)

d

dt

(
b(t)

a(t)

)
∴ g(t) =

√
2 a(t) b(t)

d

dt

(
b(t)

a(t)

)
.

Thus, the SDE parameters are given by

f(t) =
d[log a(t)]

dt
=

ȧ(t)

a(t)
, (38)

g(t) =

√
2 a(t) b(t)

d

dt

(
b(t)

a(t)

)
. (39)

When defining the perturbation kernel to explicitly include a scaling factor, i.e., when b2(t) = a2(t) c(t)2, p(x(t)|x(0)) =
N (x(t); a(t)x0, a

2(t) c(t)2I) and therefore x̃(t) = (x(t)/a(t)) ∼ N (x0, c(t)
2I), we get the special case of Eq. (39):

g(t) =

√
2 a(t) a(t) c(t)

d

dt

(
a(t) c(t)

a(t)

)
= a(t)

√
2 c(t) ċ(t) (40)

B.3 Derivation of our TV/SNR SDE

Using the results from sections B.1 and B.2, we derive our TV/SNR SDE. To this end, we first define the perturbation kernel
as

p(x(t)|x(0)) = N

(
x(t);

√
τ2(t)γ2(t)

1 + γ2(t)
)x(0),

τ2(t)

1 + γ2(t)
I

)
. (41)

Given the TV/SNR perturbation kernel in Eq. (41) and the results from Appdix B.2, we can derive the SDE that results in this
perturbation kernel. First, using Eq. (38) we derive f(t), where

a2(t) =
τ2(t)γ2(t)

1 + γ2(t)
.

Abbreviating as τ = τ(t) and γ = γ(t) to avoid clutter, we have

d

dt
a(t)2 = 2ȧ(t)a(t)
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and

d

dt
a(t)2 =

d

dt

(
τ2γ2

1 + γ2

)
=

(1 + γ2)(2τ τ̇γ2 + 2γγ̇τ2)− τ2γ2(2γγ̇)

(1 + γ2)2

=
2τ τ̇γ2(1 + γ2) + 2γγ̇τ2

(1 + γ2)2
.

Therefore

˙a(t) =
d
dta

2(t)

2a(t)

=
τ τ̇γ2(1 + γ2) + γγ̇τ2

a(t)(1 + γ2)2

and

f(t) =
ȧ(t)

a(t)

=
τ τ̇γ2(1 + γ2) + γγ̇τ2

a2(t)(1 + γ2)2

=
τ τ̇γ2(1 + γ2) + γγ̇τ2

τ2γ2(1 + γ2)
.

Consequently we have

f(t) =
τ̇(t)

τ(t)
+

γ̇(t)

γ(t) (1 + γ2(t))
. (42)

Now, we can derive the diffusion coefficient g(t), where we can use the special case of Eq. (39), when the variance is
explicitly scaled by the mean factor a(t):

b2(t) = a2(t) c(t)2 =
τ2(t)γ2(t)

1 + γ2(t)

1

γ2(t)

⇒ c(t) = γ(t)−1.

Thus, we use Eq. (40) to solve for g(t), where

ċ(t) =
d

dt

(
γ(t)−1

)
= − γ̇(t)

γ2(t)

and hence

g(t) = a(t)
√

2 c(t) ċ(t)

=

√
τ2(t)γ2(t)

1 + γ2(t)

√
−2

1

γ(t)

γ̇(t)

γ2(t)

=

√
−2τ2(t)γ̇(t)

γ(t) (1 + γ2(t))
. (43)

Note that γ(t) needs to be differentiable, monotonically decreasing and positive for all t ∈ [0, 1] to ensure that the SDE is
well-defined, i.e., the square root in the diffusion coefficient g(t) is well-defined and the dominant term in the drift f(t) is
non-zero.

C Experimental Details

For training a diffusion model, we use the loss in Eq. (5) to keep a unit variance of the model output for all t, and adopt
the same noise model architecture εθ from Kahouli et al. [2024], but use 9 interaction blocks, train on continuous time
and condition the model on a scaled SNR instead of the time t, i.e., εθ(x̂(t), csnr(γ2(t))), where x̂(t) is a scaled version
of x(t) to unit variance. This is achieved by first scaling the training data by σdata, which is approximately

√
2 for the
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Figure A2: Stability rate (higher is better) as a function of the number of function evaluations (NFE) for molecular structure
generation on the QM9 dataset, using the Heun sampler.

QM9 dataset, and always setting τ(t) = 1 during training, independent of the training SNR schedule. This has the benefit
of making the model compatible with various TV and SNR schedules during sampling without retraining, and avoiding
model stability issues due to large cutoff distances in the Graph Neural Network when using non-constant τ(t). We define
csnr(γ

2(t)) = ω log(γ2(t)) + ξ to linearize the SNR input, keeping it in a stable, normalized range, with ω = 0.35 and
ξ = −0.125 providing good performance. During sampling with a TV schedule τ(t) ̸= 1, we scale the model input to
x̂(t) = τ(t)−1x(t) to maintain unit variance for all t. Note that the reverse trajectory itself will not become constant. The
generated samples x(0) are then scaled back to the target data variance by multiplying by σdata.

We tuned tmax such that γ(t)−1 approximates the dataset’s maximum pairwise Euclidean distance. For molecules with
different number of atoms we choose the average. This ensures that all the modes of the distribution are mixed at tmax. We
tune tmin to the largest value producing almost noiseless samples, avoiding extra reverse steps near the data manifold.

We trained two models using different schedules: (i) DDPM-cos with ν = 1.0 and (ii) the EDM SNR schedule with τ(t) = 1
for the reasons discussed before. We then sampled from each model using all schedules and found that the model trained
with DDPM-cos consistently outperformed the EDM-trained model, even when using the EDM schedule for sampling, as
depicted in Figure A4. Therefore, we report only the results using the model trained on the DDPM-cos in the main text,
while results for the model trained on the EDM schedule are included in Appendix D.

D Additional Experimental Results

D.1 Molecular structure generation

Figure A2 shows the stability rate of the generated molecular structures with the second-order integration method, Heun. We
observe only a marginal improvement with high NFEs, compared to the performance achieved by Euler in Figure 3.

Figure A3 shows molecular structure generation performance evaluated by running DFT to relax the generated structures,
which further validates the stability rate results. We see similar trend with this evaluation criterion.

Figure A4 compares the sample generation performance with the diffusion model trained on different schedules, DDPM-
cosine with ν = 1 and EDM. We can see that the model trained on the cosine schedule achieves consistently better results
than the model trained on the EDM schedule, even when using the EDM schedule during sampling. This suggests that the
cosine schedule samples more points on the relevant SNR region.

D.2 Image Generation

Figure A5 compares existing non-VP with their VP variants in image generation on FFHQ.
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Figure A3: Root mean square deviation (RMSD, lower is better) between the generated structures and reference structures
obtained from geometry relaxations using DFT calculations at the B3LYP/6-31G(2df,p) level of theory, the same method
used for generating the structures in QM9 Ramakrishnan et al. [2014], which the model was trained on. We see a similar
trend to the stability rate results in Figure 3, where our VP-ISSNR consistently outperforms other approaches. This reveals
that our method can generate physically plausible molecules that are structurally similar to ground truth reference structures.
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Figure A4: Effect of the schedule used during training. Using the same schedule for both training and sampling does not
enhance results for EDM, whereas the Cosine schedule emphasizes sampling in more challenging regions during training.
Our VP-ISSNR sampling still outperforms other baselines, even when the model is trained using the EDM schedule.
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Figure A5: FID score (lower is better) as a function of the number of function evaluations (NFE) in image generation on
FFHQ, comparing existing non-VP schedules with their VP variants.
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