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Abstract

Noise synthesis is a challenging low-level vision task
aiming to generate realistic noise given a clean image along
with the camera settings. To this end, we propose an ef-
fective generative model which utilizes clean features as
guidance followed by noise injections into the network.
Specifically, our generator follows a UNet-like structure
with skip connections but without downsampling and up-
sampling layers. Firstly, we extract deep features from a
clean image as the guidance and concatenate a Gaussian
noise map to the transition point between the encoder and
decoder as the noise source. Secondly, we propose noise
synthesis blocks in the decoder in each of which we inject
Gaussian noise to model the noise characteristics. Thirdly,
we propose to utilize an additional Style Loss and demon-
strate that this allows better noise characteristics supervi-
sion in the generator. Through a number of new experi-
ments, we evaluate the temporal variance and the spatial
correlation of the generated noise which we hope can pro-
vide meaningful insights for future works. Finally, we show
that our proposed approach outperforms existing methods
for synthesizing camera noise.

1. Introduction

Digital camera noise modeling aims to simulate the true
distribution of sensor noise conditioned on the captured
photon densities and camera settings. Many practical im-
age and video processing applications can benefit from an
accurate noise synthesis model. For instance, synthetic
noisy images can significantly enrich training datasets for
image and video denoising. Due to the difficulty of obtain-
ing clean-noisy image pairs, many denoising methods have
utilized Additive White Gaussian Noise (AWGN)[25, 16].
However, models trained on AWGN cannot be applied di-
rectly to real camera denoising tasks because the domain
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Figure 1: Comparison of real and deep-learning-based syn-
thetic noisy images.

gap constrains the models’ performance on real data. On
the other hand, in modern digital movie production noise is
not necessarily a degradation, but rather an artistic ingredi-
ent demanded by the artists and consumers as in the case of
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film grain[3]. However, due to its random nature and high
entropy, noise is inherently difficult to compress. To reduce
the bandwidth requirements of noisy content, transmitting
the denoised content and finally adding the noise back at
the client is attracting more and more attention in modern
video codecs [21]. In this sense, generating realistic noise
with stochastic variation in spatial and temporal dimensions
is a crucial, albeit challenging task to satisfy both aforemen-
tioned use cases.

The task of modeling camera noise can be split into two
categories according to the color space of the content. The
first one is generating noise before the Image Signal Proces-
sor (ISP), namely in rawRGB color space[19, 1, 26, 31, 30].
Another category is modeling the noise after such an image
processing pipeline, namely in sRGB color space[13, 11].
The ISP introduces non-linear transformations and spatial
mixing to the raw data. Therefore the noise distributions in
these two color spaces deviate from each other. Most works
only focus on one of the color spaces. However, our model
can generalize to both cases.

The essence of noise modeling can be interpreted as
mapping a simple parametric distribution to a more complex
one, which can be achieved through generative modeling,
e.g. through the use of a Generative Adversarial Network
(GAN)[9]. However, when the dataset size is limited, the
adversarial loss cannot perfectly measure the distance be-
tween two distributions, which makes the training slow and
unstable. To solve this problem, some works[11, 5, 20, 27]
focused on designing specialized adversarial loss functions
and additional supervision on the generator. Another popu-
lar generative model, Normalizing flow [22], is also exhaus-
tively explored in the noise modeling task. The approaches
proposed in [19, 1, 13] use invertible neural networks to
map camera noise to Gaussian noise and run the inverted
model to sample from a Gaussian distribution.

In this paper, we propose a simple but effective generator
based on a conditional GAN model. Given different con-
ditions (e.g. camera settings, sensor types), our model can
generate different types of camera noise from various dis-
tributions accurately. To stabilize the training we include a
Style Loss[8], which has been originally designed for mea-
suring the distance between two images in style space for
the task of style transfer. We propose to utilize the Style
Loss as an additional supervision for the Generator as a
measure of distribution similarity between real and syn-
thesized noise samples. Qualitative and quantitative eval-
uations indicate that our method outperforms all the other
recent works in the sRGB space. Meanwhile, our method
achieves comparable performance in rawRGB space as net-
works that have specifically been designed for operating
in that space. Moreover, we design new experiments on
the Smartphone Image Denoising Dataset (SIDD)[2], which
further verify that the distribution of our generated noise is

close to the ground truth from spatial and temporal perspec-
tives respectively.

2. Related Work
Traditional Methods. Traditional methods model the

noise on each pixel using simple distributions, such as ad-
ditive white Gaussian noise (AWGN). The heteroscedastic
Gaussian model also takes into account the dependency on
pixel intensity by splitting the variance into two parts ac-
cording to their signal dependency:

n ∼ N (0, σ2
dep(I) + σ2

ind), (1)

where I is the intensity of the clean pixel value, σ2
dep(I)

and σ2
ind represent the variance of signal-dependent and in-

dependent noises, respectively.
Physics-based Methods. Wei et al. [26] physically

modeled different components of the noises (e.g. shot noise,
read noise, etc.) and their relationship with overall system
gain through the linear least-square fitting. Following this
work, Zou et al. [31] used contrastive learning to estimate
the camera parameters from noisy images to save the labor
of manually calibrating the noises.

Generative Adversarial Network. Jang et al. [11]
explicitly sampled the content-dependent and independent
noise in deep feature space and trained the model with un-
paired data. To ensure the correctness of synthetic noises’
pattern and magnitude without sacrificing randomness, Jang
et al. [11] added a penalty to the mean value of generated
noises. Cai et al. [5] used the perceptual loss and aligned
the synthetic and real noises on the image domain with an
additional denoiser. Fu et al. [7] used a lightweight model
to predict the global noise level from noisy images and a
mean filter to approximate the local level map.

Invertible Network. Abdelhamed et al. [1] used nor-
malizing flow, that conditions on sensor gain and camera
brandmark, to map the camera noise to a base measure
(i.e., Gaussian noise), and sample noises through the in-
verted network in rawRGB space. Based on it, Kousha et
al. [13] improved the model and applied it in the sRGB
space. Maleky et al. [19] trained a self-supervised de-
noiser [14] and Noise Flow [1] model jointly without clean
images, and achieved promising performance in both de-
noising and noise synthesizing tasks. Liu et al. [17] used an
invertible network to separate clean image signal and noise
signal in latent space and performed the denoising task si-
multaneously.

3. Method
Our model is trained on clean-noisy image pairs. It pre-

dicts the residuals between the clean image and the corre-
sponding noisy image, which we call the noise map. This
choice was motivated from our observation that residual
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Figure 2: The architecture of our generator and discriminator.

prediction resulted in more stability during GAN training.
In order to train a conditional GAN for artistic control we
feed the additional control information (camera brandmark,
ISO, shutter speed, etc.) to the generator besides the clean
image. We introduce the concept of noise injection into our
generator to imitate the stochastic variation of real noises
which is added onto the concept of StyleGAN2[12]. The
process of generating one noise map can be formulated as:

n̂ = G(n, I, CM), (2)

where n̂ is the synthetic noise map, G is the generator, I is
the clean image, CM is the control information, which we
call control map (CM) throughout the rest of the paper, and
n is the Gaussian noise with a standard deviation of one. On
the other hand, we feed the real or synthetic noise map, the
corresponding clean image, and control information to the
discriminator (Fig. 2b), which can be described as:

p = D(n∗, I, CM), (3)

where n∗ represents either the real (ñ) or synthetic (n̂)
noise map, D is the discriminator and p is the discrimina-
tor score. To improve readability, in the rest of the paper
we will use a shorthand notation D(·) := D(·, I, CM) and
G(·) := G(·, I, CM) to refer to the discriminator and the
generator.

Fig. 2a shows the architecture of our generator. We start
by extracting features from the clean input image and con-
trol map through a series of encoder blocks. We then con-
catenate one m-channel i.i.d. standard Normal noise map
to the transition point between the encoder and decoder.
This serves as the initial seed for the synthetic noise that
our model produces. The computation then proceeds with
a series of decoder blocks with noise injections (described
later in Sec. 3.1) that gradually convert the initial noise map
to the desired camera noise distribution. To reinforce the

content dependency, we condition the synthesis process on
the clean features extracted in each stage, i.e., concatenat-
ing the clean features to the noise generation layers with
skip connections. We use concatenation instead of addi-
tion for better separation of the synthesized noise and the
clean features. Throughout our model the image resolu-
tion remains unchanged, as we empirically observed that
up- and down-sampling may produce visible patterns in the
final prediction. As our conditional discriminator we use
the same architecture as in [12].

3.1. SNAF Block and SNAF-NI Block

Each encoder block used in our generator contains a se-
quence of modified Nonlinear Activation Free (NAF) [6]
blocks. The original NAF block consists of two sequences
of layers with skip connections around them. The first se-
quence of layers contains all important ingredients, namely
Layer Normalization [4], a gating mechanism [23], and
channel attention [10]. We found that the second sequence
of layers in a NAF block is not needed for obtaining high
quality results in our task. In order to end up with a simpler
and leaner architecture, we therefore propose to only take
the first sequence of layers in a NAF block and refer to this
as Simple NAF (SNAF) block shown in Fig. 3a.

For our decoder, we propose a SNAF block with noise
injection (SNAF-NI). We place the noise injection between
the convolution layer and the simple gating layer as shown
in Fig. 3b, which is added onto the concept of [12]. The
injected noise is a one-channel Gaussian noise map with the
same spatial resolution as the deep features. The noise value
is sampled independently on each spatial position. We use
a trainable scalar to control the variance of this Gaussian
noise map and add it to each channel of the features. We
then use another trainable scalar to control the contribution
of the noise injected features.
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Figure 3: Components of SNAF and SNAF-NI block.

3.2. Loss Functions

GAN Loss. We use the standard conditional GAN loss
as discriminator loss and adversarial loss, which can be de-
scribed as:

min
G

max
D

V (D,G) =

E
ñ,I,CM∼Pdata

{logD(ñ) + E
n∼Pg(n)

[log(1−D(G(n)))]},

(4)
where Pdata(ñ, I, CM) represents sampling one clean-
noise image pair and its corresponding settings, and Pg(n)
represents sampling the Gaussian noise maps in the transi-
tion point and all decoder blocks. More specifically, we use
the Squared Error as the loss on the discriminator scores,
which can be described as:

Ldisc = [(1−D(ñ))2 +D(n̂)2]/2, (5)

Ladv = (1−D(n̂))2. (6)

Style Loss. The style loss has initially been used in Style
Transfer [8] to measure the distance of two images in style
space. Commonly, the style loss is defined as the distance
between two features’ Gram Matrices. [15] pointed out
that minimizing the distance between Gram Matrices can be
interpreted as Maximum Mean Discrepancy (MMD) min-
imization process with the second-order polynomial ker-
nel, which measures the distance between two distributions
through the samples:

Lstyle =
1

4M2
MMD2[n̂, ñ], (7)

where M is the number of pixels in one patch, n̂ and ñ rep-
resent the synthesized and the real noises respectively. As

such the style loss effectively reasons on statistical prop-
erties which makes it a promising candidate to supervise
the noise generation process. We use the pre-trained VGG-
Network [24] to extract the perceptual features of the real
and synthetic noise map and compute the average Style
Loss with uniform weights over different layers, which can
be formulated as:

Lstyle =
1

L

L∑
l=1

MSE(Graml
ñ, Graml

n̂), (8)

where L is the number of layers, L = 5 in this work,
MSE(·, ·) is the Mean Squared Error loss, and Graml is
the Gram Matrix (GM) of the feature in layer l.

4. Results
4.1. Experimental Setup

Dataset. SIDD-Medium [2] consists of 10 scenes and
138 settings, and their combinations result in 160 instances.
For each instance, there are two pairs of clean-noisy images.

Evaluation method-1 (EM-1): [1, 13, 19] removed im-
ages with rare ISO levels in the dataset and provided lists
that specified the training and testing set in the codes1.
We used the same number of condition information (i.e.,
camera brandmark and ISO level) for our control map and
trained and tested our networks on the same lists1 for fair
comparison (as shown in Table 1).

EM-2: We observed the imbalance of camera brand-
marks and settings in the provided lists1. To fully utilize the
diversity of SIDD [2] and keep consistent with [11, 17], we
cropped each scene instance into several 512× 512 patches
and randomly select 80% from each scene to form the train-
ing set, and the rest 20% patches are used as the testing set.
As a result, both the training and testing set cover all ISO
levels and the imbalance is reduced. Besides the camera
brandmark and ISO level, we add shutter speed, illuminant
temperature, and brightness code to the control map for this
training and testing settings (as shown in Table 1).

Metrics. Due to the random nature of noise we use em-
pirical statistical results to evaluate our methods. For EM-1,
we follow the method described in [1, 13, 19] by calculat-
ing the metrics on each patch with a spatial resolution of
32 × 32 and averaging the metrics on all testing patches.
Following [13], the histogram range in sRGB space is
[−260, 261], and the bin width is 4. Following [19], the
histogram range in rawRGB space is [−0.1, 0.1], and the
bin width is 0.2/64. Such process can be described in a
general form as:

binp
n∗(i) =

1

CHW

C,H,W∑
c,h,w

1{[li,ri]}(n
∗
c,h,w), (9)

1https://github.com/SamsungLabs/Noise2NoiseFlow



Method
DKL ↓(EM-1, rare ISO levels excluded) DKL ↓(EM-2×102, all ISO levels)

#Param
G4 GP IP N6 S6 Agg G4 GP IP N6 S6 Agg

InvDN[17] 0.111 0.008 0.077 0.051 0.161 0.092 3.360 1.793 5.483 5.806 5.261 5.204 2.64M
Noise Flow[1] - - - - - 0.198§ - - - - - - 2.33K

sRGB Flow[13] 0.044 0.059 0.020 0.062 0.050 0.044 - - - - - - 6.62K
C2N[11] 0.217 0.426 0.114 0.230 0.541 0.335 8.970 18.54 3.070 38.69 45.29 14.06 2.15M

DANet[27] 0.118 0.248 0.082 0.198 0.081 0.130 0.891 0.488 0.528 0.292 0.462 0.192 9.15M
NeCA[7] 0.074 0.030 0.027 0.081 0.046 0.044 1.043 0.469 0.472 1.027 0.842 0.300 8.09M

CFG-NIN(ours) 0.026 0.015 0.012 0.037 0.025 0.021 0.071 0.067 0.106 0.047 0.151 0.055 1.19M

Table 1: Quantitative results of noise generating task in sRGB color space with EM-1 and EM-2 (the results are multiplied by
102 for better readability.). The middle columns show the results w.r.t. camera brandmark, and the results in the last column
(Agg) are aggregated on the whole testing set. The methods in the first three rows are invertible-network-based. The methods
in the last four rows are GAN-based. §: the results are taken from [13]. The lower the better.

where H,W = 32 represents the height and width of one
patch, C is the color channel (C = 3 in sRGB space and
C = 4 in rawRGB space), 1{[li,ri]}(n

∗
c,h,w) is the indica-

tor function, and binp
n∗(i) is the normalized value of ith

bin of the patch p. Following [13, 19], we compute the
forward Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence to measure the
distance between two histograms and the average of them
on all patches in the testing set:

Df
KL(p) =

#bins∑
i

binp
ñ(i) log

binp
ñ(i)

binp
n̂(i)

, (10)

where Df
KL(p) is the KL divergence of each patch p. The

final result Df
KL is the average computed on all patches.

The above metric considers the spatial correlation of
noises and reduces the effect of error cancelation but suffers
from the sensitivity to the patch spatial resolution. Conse-
quently, we follow the KL divergence calculation method
described in [11] (EM-2), which stacks all testing patches
as one image and then calculates the histogram (see Ap-
pendix B for details).

We also provide KL divergence results for each R, G and
B channel in Appendix C.

4.2. Comparison to existing methods

sRGB noise modeling. Table 1 shows the quantitative
results of the noise modeling task in sRGB space by our
network and six existing deep-learning-based methods. Un-
der both evaluation methods, our method outperformed all
the other deep-learning-based methods by a large margin.
The visual comparison is shown in Fig. 4. Following [13],
we report the variance w.r.t the intensity in the sRGB space,
which is shown in Fig. 5. Given various control informa-
tion, our model can synthesize noise with different noise
distributions.

rawRGB noise modeling. Table 2 shows the perfor-
mance of noise synthesis in rawRGB space. The results
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Figure 4: Visual comparison with the baseline methods on
noise modeling task in sRGB space. Zoom in for better
visualization.

indicate that our proposed CFG-NIN achieved compara-
ble performance to the specialized network for raw space,
meaning that our method has reliable generalization capa-



Method G4 GP IP N6 S6 Agg
Noise Flow [1]† - 0.0180 0.0112 - 0.0469 0.0267
N2N Flow [19]† - 0.0190 0.0125 - 0.0444 0.0265

CFG-NIN 0.0362 0.0165 0.0071 0.0404 0.0440 0.0273
CFG-NIN‡ 0.0189 0.0226 0.0163 0.0246 0.0358 0.0240

Table 2: KL divergence measurements in rawRGB space by using the EM-1. Note that N2N Flow [19] was trained on SIDD
Full dataset. †: numbers are taken from [19]. ‡: we report the results by using the training set in EM-2 to cover all ISO levels
and use the evaluation metric in EM-1.

Figure 5: Clean image’s intensity vs. variance of noise in
sRGB space. All the sub-figures share the same legends as
the first row for simplicity. The columns demonstrate the
results on R, G and B channels separately.

bility on both sRGB and rawRGB space noise modeling.

Denoising with synthetic noise. To better evaluate the
networks, we use the synthetic data to train one denoiser
and compare its performance with the one trained on the
real data. To compare with the existing methods, we use
DnCNN [29] which has been used in [19, 1, 13, 11] as
the denoiser and SIDD Medium [2] as the training set. We
use SIDD benchmark [2] as the testing set and provide re-
sults on both sRGB and rawRGB denoising tasks. The re-
sults are evaluated by the peak signal-to-noise ratio (PSNR).
As shown in Table 3, the denoiser trained on CFG-NIN
synthetic noise achieved better performance than the one
trained with sRGB Flow [13], indicating that the distribu-
tion of the CFG-NIN synthetic noise is closer to the real
one. For rawRGB DnCNN denoiser, CFG-NIN achieved
even better performance than the one trained with the Real

Method sRGB rawRGB
sRGB Flow[13] 34.74§ -

CFG-NIN 36.07 46.64
CFG-NIN† 36.03 47.41

Real 36.60 47.06

Table 3: Comparison of denoising performance (PSNR) be-
tween DnCNN [29] trained on real and synthetic noise, the
higher the better. §: the result is taken from [13]. †: the syn-
thetic noise is generated by the CFG-NIN trained on EM-2.

noisy dataset. For a more thorough comparison and discus-
sions, we provide additional advanced denoiser (NAF [6]
and Restormer [28]) results in Appendix E.

4.3. Ablation Studies

We benchmark several variations of our CFG-NIN in or-
der to motivate our design choices and to better understand
their impact. We focus on noise modeling in sRGB space
for all the quantitative comparison in this section. See Ap-
pendix A.5 for additional ablation studies on the network
architecture.

Number of Parameters. Our prime model, CFG-NIN’s
number of parameters is lower than all the GAN-based
methods’ mentioned in Table 1. To further validate the ef-
fectiveness of our network’s design, we cut the number of
feature channels from 96 to 6 and 5 to match the parame-
ter count of sRGB Flow, denoted as CFG-NIN-6 and CFG-
NIN-5, and trained them with patch size 32× 32. As shown
in Table 4, CFG-NIN-5 achieved lower DKL than sRGB
Flow with fewer parameters.

Importance of the Control Information. Fig. 5 il-
lustrates the discrepancies among noise distributions under
various camera settings. This highlights the necessity of set-
ting awareness in generative models, which was analyzed
as one ablation study in [13]. Both sRGB Flow [13] and
our CFG-NIN leverage the availability of control informa-
tion to effectively model complex distributions, whereas the
curves of C2N remain largely flat across most of the inten-
sity levels. Ensuring completeness, we present a variant of
our model trained without the concatenation of the control
map, denoted as CFG-NIN-6-w/o-CM in Table 4. Notably,



Method
DKL ↓(EM-1, rare ISO levels excluded)

#Param
G4 GP IP N6 S6 Agg

sRGB Flow [13] 0.044 0.059 0.020 0.062 0.050 0.044 6.160K
CFG-NIN-5 0.046 0.020 0.016 0.050 0.051 0.035 5.256K

CFG-NIN-6-LPIPS 0.040 0.029 0.022 0.058 0.065 0.043

7.048K
CFG-NIN-6-GM-Noise 0.045 0.029 0.025 0.059 0.042 0.037
CFG-NIN-6-GM-VGG1 0.050 0.032 0.031 0.063 0.054 0.044

CFG-NIN-6-GM-VGG12 0.043 0.028 0.018 0.050 0.043 0.034
CFG-NIN-6 (-GM-VGG12345) 0.032 0.020 0.018 0.046 0.044 0.031

CFG-NIN-6-w/o-CM 0.082 0.125 0.063 0.158 0.060 0.086 6.940K

Table 4: Ablation studies on the number of parameters, Lstyle, and control map (CM). Note that sRGB Flow [13] hard-
coded the control information inside the invertible network. Namely, both sRGB Flow and our CFG-NIN-5 utilize control
mechanism to achieve better quality.

NeCA [7] trained individual noise models for each camera
and employed a separate model (GENet) to predict the gain
factor from a noisy reference image. However, as shown in
Table 1 and Fig. 4, we demonstrated that a unified model
trained with control information achieved superior perfor-
mance and flexibility than the NeCA [7] approach.

Importance of the Style Loss. To demonstrate the ef-
fectiveness of the Lstyle in the noise modeling task, we
trained CFG-NIN only with the adversarial loss from the
discriminator. As shown in Fig. 6a, the synthesized noise
(without Lstyle) contains repetitive artifacts.

To explore other potential non-adversarial supervisions,
we substituted Lstyle with perceptual loss, LPIPS, denoted
as CFG-NIN-6-LPIPS in Table 4. Similar to other pixel-
wise losses (e.g., MSE), LPIPS is deterministic and we ob-
served its negative effect on temporal variance.

To assess the impact of multiscale deep features in
LPIPS measurement, we reduce the number of layers L
in Eq. 8, denoted as CFG-NIN-6-GM-VGG(l) in Table 4.
Both quantitative and visual comparisons shown in Fig. 6b
demonstrate the crucial role of MMD over multiscale fea-
tures in improving performance. We interpret that the incor-
poration of multi-resolution features in VGG layers facili-
tates the capture of finer local correlations. This is corrobo-
rated by the findings of the CFG-NIN-6-GM-Noise variant,
as shown in Fig. 6c. In this variant, we apply the GM on
the generated noise map in the sRGB space, and its results
contain similar granularity artifacts to those of CFG-NIN-
6-GM-VGG1 and the model trained without Lstyle.

4.4. Qualitative Results

Fig. 7 and 8 show the qualitative results of the synthe-
sized noise by our proposed model (trained on the list1 pro-
vided by [19]) on sRGB and rawRGB noise modeling tasks.
To visualize the rawRGB images better, we use the scripts
provided in [1] to convert them into sRGB color space and
multiply the noise map by 10 for better visualization. We
provide the results produced by the model trained on EM-2

Real w/ Style Loss w/o Style Loss Real w/ Style Loss w/o Style Loss

Real w/ Style Loss w/o Style Loss Real w/ Style Loss w/o Style Loss

(a) Comparison between the models trained with/without Lstyle.
Real VGG-1

KL=0.026
VGG-12
KL=0.009

VGG-12345
KL=0.003

Real

(b) Effect of the number of VGG features being used in Lstyle.
Real CFG-NIN-6 CFG-NIN-GM-Noise Real CFG-NIN-6 CFG-NIN-GM-Noise

(c) Comparison between Lstyle applied in sRGB space/perceptual
feature space.

Figure 6: Visual comparisons of ablation studies on Lstyle.

in Appendix D, which contains higher ISO levels.

4.5. Spatial Correlation

We visualize the correlation of the noises w.r.t relative
spatial position by enlarging the distance between sampled
pixels from one to two and collecting the noise values on
these pixels. As shown in Fig 9b, the covariance between
different pixels approaches to zero when the distance is
larger than one, and our proposed network can produce a
similar relationship between adjacent pixels.

As shown in Fig 9c, the noises in rawRGB space show
little correlation even on neighboring pixels with a distance
of one. With the same proposed architecture as the network
trained in sRGB space, the network trained on rawRGB do-
main can generalize to such different behavior. Comparing
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Figure 7: The synthetic noisy images and noise maps on the
sRGB noise modeling task.

the results shown in Fig 9b and 9c, we interpreted that the
correlation in sRGB space is introduced by the demosaicing
in ISP, which indicates that independently sampling noise in
rawRGB space is sufficient to model the realistic noise dis-
tribution, but inadequate for sRGB space noise synthesis.

4.6. Temporal Variance

The issues of the empirical statistical results produced
by sampling the testing set only once, which cannot cap-
ture the whole picture of the model that learns the real noise
distribution. Therefore, to simulate the actual process of
generating noise, we choose one flat region on an image
and sample the noise on this patch 10000 times. Then we
choose the pixel in the center of the patch and calculate the
empirical frequency distribution histogram of the noise on
it. For the ground truth of such histogram, we use SIDD-
Full [2] dataset, where each clean image has 150 pairing
noisy ones (see Appendix G for detailed sampling strategy).
To construct a benchmark for comparison, we remove the
spatial variation of noise and only sample C = 3 random
values, one for each channel, and then replicate them to fill
the shape W × H . In this case, the noise value is iden-
tical in each spatial location of a channel and only varies
across channels. This model is referred to as Image-3C-
Const. Fig. 10 shows the comparison of different methods
on the sRGB noise modeling task. As shown in the his-
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Figure 8: The synthetic noisy images and noise maps on the
rawRGB noise modeling task. The images are converted
into sRGB space for better visualization.

Sampled positions

(a)

Real noise's correlation Synthetic noise's correlation

(b) sRGB

Real noise's correlation Synthetic noise's correlation

(c) rawRGB

Figure 9: Spatial correlation of the noises sampled on pixels
with different distances from each other (shown in (a)) in
sRGB space (b) and rawRGB space (c).

tograms, our network correctly synthesizes the randomness
of the noise with the same variances as the real one.

The third row of Fig. 10 indicates that, although Image-
3C-Const generated samples have close distribution to the
real one (see Table 6-7 in Sec. C for more details), it is
false to imitate the actual temporal randomness of the noise.
More specifically, although the KL divergence between the
real noise map and the synthesized one by Image-3C-Const
is small, however, given different random seeds, the static
appearance of the noise that produces strong dragging ar-
tifacts on the re-noised video frames by Image-3C-Const.
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Figure 10: The histogram of the sampled noises on the pixel
with a specific value in sRGB space. The columns demon-
strate R, G and B channels respectively.

Namely, the noises move with the actual image content
without any temporal randomness. As a result, we call
the randomness of synthetic noise w.r.t the random seed the
temporal variance.

Fig. 11 shows the temporal variance of the noise gener-
ated by our model on rawRGB domain. As shown in the
middle and bottom rows, the real noise distribution is sim-
ilar to the Poisson distribution on pixels with low intensity,
which is consistent with the hypothesis of shot noise, and
our model can generate noises closer to such distribution
(shown in Fig. 11 bottom row).

5. Conclusion

In this work, we proposed an effective model for syn-
thesizing realistic and controllable digital camera noise that
outperforms existing methods in both sRGB and rawRGB
space. Our approach is based on a conditional GAN train-
ing scheme, where a noise generator is constructed by con-
catenating the Gaussian noise map to the transition point
between the encoder and decoder and injecting Gaussian
noise into each decoder block. Our proposed method keeps
the encoded features clean and utilizes them as guidance for
modeling the content-dependent characteristics of the noise.
We employ a Style Loss to supervise the generator training,
which resolves the instability issues of GAN training while
maintaining the crucial stochastic properties of the synthetic
noise. We quantitatively demonstrated that our generated
noise exhibits more accurate temporal variance and spatial
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Figure 11: The histogram of the sampled noises on the pixel
with a specific value in rawRGB space. The value of each
clean channel is shown as R, G1, G2, B, respectively, in the
figure. The first row demonstrates the performance of the
bright patch, and the rest two rows for the dark patch.

correlation than existing methods, indicating the effective-
ness of our approach for synthesizing digital camera noise.
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Figure 12: Hyperparameters of CFG-NIN. B is the batch size, C is the summation of the clean image channel length and
control map channel length, C∗ is the channel length of the synthetic noise map, and H,W represent the height and width of
the patch.

Appendices
Appendix A. Hyperparameters

A.1. Network

To ensure our work can be easily implemented and the
results can be reproduced, we provide the detail of the hy-
perparameters of our prime model, CFG-NIN. The encoder
(clean feature extraction layers) and decoder (noise syn-
thesis layers) described in the main paper (Fig. 2) are se-
quences of SNAF (SNAF-NI) blocks, where the number of
blocks is two (i.e., n = 2). The channel length of the feature
is set to 96 throughout the whole network. To keep con-
sistency, the channel length of the concatenated Gaussian
noise at the transition point is set to 96 (i.e., m = 96). A 2D
convolutional layer is applied directly after all the concate-
nations to reduce the channel length back to 96. We provide
the dimension (in red characters) of the tensor between each
layer shown in Fig 12. The total number of parameters of
the CFG-NIN is 1.186×106. We use the reflection padding
for all the 2D convolutional layers in the network.

A.2. Control Map

Blind noise synthesizing is intractable due to the ambi-
guity of the relationship between noise distributions and
clean pixel intensities. Moreover, generating noise/grain
with different styles on video clips is preferred for artistic
control. The discrepancies between noise distributions un-
der different ISO levels and camera brands have been thor-
oughly analyzed in [13]. For camera settings, e.g. ISO and

shutter speed, we normalize them to [0, 1]. For the cam-
era brand marks, we encode them from string into unique
floating numbers (e.g., crc32( string )). We then broadcast
these scalars to 2D and concatenate them to the other inputs
along the channel dimension. Such a process can be written
in Pytorch style as follows:

cm=[ t o r c h . f u l l (
s i z e = ( 1 ,H,W) ,
f i l l v a l u e =c

) f o r c in c o n t r o l s e n c o d e d ]
cm= t o r c h . c a t ( cm , dim =0)
i n p = t o r c h . c a t ( [ inp , cm ] , dim =0)
# shape o f i n p : C , H, W

Listing 1: Control Map

where the controls encoded is the aforementioned en-
coded camera settings and brandmark. Such a condition-
ing method is widely used in low-level vision tasks and is
flexible and compatible compared with hard coding in the
network.

A.3. Losses

As described in Eq. 5- 6 in the main paper, we use the
Squared Error as discriminator scores, which means that
Ldisc and Ladv vibrate around 0.52. To balance the adver-
sarial loss and Style Loss and keep them in the same order
of magnitude during the early epochs of training, we set the



total loss for the generator CFG-NIN as:

Ltotal = Ladv + λLstyle, (11)

where λ is the hyperparameter for balancing and is set to
0.5 and 1.0 for noise modeling in sRGB and rawRGB space,
respectively.

Following [1, 19], the images are packed from one-
channel to four-channel (R,G1, G2, B) on noise modeling
task in rawRGB space. As a result, the pre-trained VGG-
Network [24], which is specialized for images with RGB
3 channels, cannot be applied directly for Style loss esti-
mation. To solve this problem, we split the packed images
along the channel dimension into two parts so that each part
contains three channels, and compute the Style Loss on each
of them, which can be described as:

Lstyle =
(
LRG1B
style + LRG2B

style

)
/2. (12)

A.4. Training Prodecure

The batch size is set to 8, and the total training step is set
to 6× 105 across all the CFG-NIN and its variations shown
in Fig. 13 and 14. For each mini-batch, we crop a smaller
128× 128 patch from each sampled patch as the input. The
learning rate decades from 5 × 10−5 to 1 × 10−7 with the
Cosine Annealing [18] method.

A.5. Ablation Studies (Networks detail)

As described in Sec. 4.3 in the main paper, we provide
several additional variations of our CFG-NIN architecture
to reason the design of our generator.

Location of Noise Injection. Firstly, we want to analyze
the impact of injecting noise in different locations of the
network. For this purpose, we start by using regular SNAF
blocks without noise injection throughout the whole net-
work. We then compare the outcome when injecting noise
in different locations.

Secondly, we inject noise in the latents in the middle of
the network. Specifically, we concatenate independently
sampled Gaussian noise according to the shape of the la-
tents (W,H,C = 96) as shown in Fig. 13b. This variation
is referred to as Latent-96C.

Thirdly, we compare injecting Gaussian noise at the very
beginning of the network as in Fig. 13a. This variation is
referred to as Image-3C since we independently sample ac-
cording to the size of the input image (W,H,C = 3). In
order to compare the effect of the dimensionality of the sam-
pled noise, we also benchmark a variant where we sample
96 channels independently, referred to as Image-96C.

Finally, we consider the importance of spatial variation
in the injected noise and benchmark the performance of a
model where we only sample C = 3 random values, one for
each channel, and then replicate them to fill the shape W ×

Gaussian
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(a) Image-3C, Image-3C-Const and Image-96C
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(b) Latent-96C

Figure 13: Ablation study on the position of the concate-
nated Gaussian noise map.
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Figure 14: Ablation study on the position of noise injec-
tions, namely Full-NIN

H . In this case, the noise value is identical in each spatial
location of a channel and only varies across channels. This
model is referred to as Image-3C-Const.

Importance of Clean Feature Guidance. To show the
importance of extracting features from the clean image as
in our Clean Feature Guidance approach, we also compare
to a variant where we use SNAF-NI blocks throughout the
whole architecture. In this approach, noise is also injected
in the earlier feature extraction stages of the network and
we refer to this approach as Full-NIN, as shown in Fig. 14.

By using the EM-1, as shown in Table 6, the compar-
isons between Image-3C, Image-96C, and Latent-96C indi-
cated that conditioning on clean deep features is better than
on clean image signals. We interpreted that concatenating



Patch size G4 GP IP N6 S6 Agg
32 0.026 0.015 0.012 0.037 0.025 0.021
64 0.020 0.011 0.007 0.033 0.017 0.015

128 0.016 0.008 0.005 0.029 0.014 0.012
256 0.013 0.007 0.004 0.026 0.012 0.010

Table 5: Quantitative results produced by CFG-NIN on
sRGB noise modeling task given different patch sizes.

the clean image, control map, and Gaussian noise together
will negatively affect the conditioning mechanism since the
intensity vs. variance curves in Fig. M4 in the main paper
are irrelevant to the noise value. By using the EM-2, Table
7 shows consistent performance comparison results. Fur-
thermore, with the better dataset coverage and varieties of
the testing set in the EM-2 (described in Sec. Experimental
Setup in the main paper), the proposed CFG-NIN outper-
formed other variations, which verifies the effectiveness of
the noise injection mechanism and the necessity of preserv-
ing the conditioned features clean.

Appendix B. Evaluation Metrics
B.1. EM-1

As mentioned in Sec. 4.1 of the main paper, the met-
ric utilized in EM-1 is sensitive to the spatial resolution of
the patches. We test the same method with different patch
sizes to demonstrate such behavior and provide the quanti-
tative results on the sRGB noise modeling task in Table 5.
The bin width of the histogram is the same as the one de-
scribed in the main paper. We use the same check-point of
the network (CFG-NIN) as the one used in the main paper
for quantitative comparison without any further training or
fine-tuning throughout the appendices.

B.2. EM-2

Different from the metric described in [1, 19, 13], [11]
adopted the evaluation method of the KL divergence from
another perspective. Given a testing set containing multiple
patches, [11] stack all of them along the spatial dimension
and compute the histogram on such a huge stacked image.
To stay consistent with the Eq. (8) - (10) in the main paper,
we rewrite such process which has been described in the
supplementary material of [11] as:

binn∗(i) =
1

PCHW

P,C,H,W∑
p,c,h,w

1{i}(n
∗
p,c,h,w), (13)

where p is the patch index, c is the channel index, h,w rep-
resent spatial position of a pixel in one patch, n∗

p,c,h,w is the
noise value at position (p, c, h, w), and i ∈ [−255, 255] is
the possible noise value. Such a method utilizes the discrete

nature of the pixel value in sRGB space without manually
defining the range and bin width of the histogram. The cal-
culation of KL divergence is similar to EM-1 and can be
described as:

Df
KL =

255∑
i=−255

binñ(i)
binñ(i)

binn̂(i)
. (14)

Although the above metric’s non-parametric property is
appealing, it disregards the spatial information and may re-
sult in error cancelation. However, it is still a meaningful
metric for comparison between different methods. More-
over, while the metric in EM-1 reduces the spatial-wise er-
ror cancelation (which may arise in EM-2), EM-1 ignores
the error cancelation happening between channels (see Ap-
pendix C for more discussions). Hence we employed both
EM-1 and EM-2 for complementing the evaluations from
both aspects.

Appendix C. Quantitative Results
We provide KL divergence results for each R, G and B

channel estimated on the metric of EM-1 and EM-2 shown
in Table 6 and Table 7 respectively. They are the same ex-
periment as Table 1 and 2 in the main paper but show more
details. As shown in Table 6, the performance of [13] on B
channel is comparably worse than R and G channels, which
may be the source of the color shift shown in [13]’s visual
results.

Appendix D. Visual Results
As mentioned in Sec. 4.4 of the main paper, we provide

the visual results of CFG-NIN trained with the dataset split-
ting method described in EM-2. As shown in Fig. 17-18,
CFG-NIN can generate noise with the correct pattern and
magnitude on relatively high ISO levels.

To visualize the temporal variance and dragging artifacts
mentioned in Sec. 4.6 of the main paper intuitively, we pro-
vide videos in the folder temporal variance for better com-
parison. We synthesize noise 150 times with different ran-
dom seeds, and use the noisy images in SIDD Full [2] as
ground truth. We increase the brightness of the noisy im-
ages and noise maps for easier visualization and compari-
son.

Appendix E. Denoising Performance
This paper mainly focuses on the visual results of the

synthesized noisy images/videos, which were thoroughly
evaluated by DKL, temporal variance, and spatial correla-
tion in the main paper. The experiments of denoising pro-
vide an indirect measurement of the similarity between real
and synthetic noise. As mentioned in Sec. 4.2 in the main
paper, we use two recent SOTA image restoration models,



Method C2N[11] InvDN[17]
sRGB

Flow [13]
Image-

3C-Const
Image-3C Image-96C Latent-96C Full-NIN CFG-NIN

R 0.231 0.123 0.059 0.049 0.054 0.052 0.052 0.048 0.046
G 0.211 0.118 0.081 0.035 0.047 0.037 0.035 0.041 0.037
B 0.323 0.120 0.141 0.041 0.049 0.044 0.041 0.040 0.045

G4

Agg 0.217 0.111 0.044 0.027 0.031 0.028 0.027 0.026 0.026
R 0.412 0.010 0.091 0.029 0.028 0.030 0.027 0.028 0.026
G 0.414 0.010 0.068 0.022 0.020 0.023 0.020 0.021 0.021
B 0.463 0.012 0.103 0.029 0.027 0.029 0.030 0.028 0.027

GP

Agg 0.426 0.008 0.059 0.017 0.016 0.017 0.016 0.016 0.015
R 0.130 0.076 0.035 0.031 0.039 0.041 0.034 0.033 0.032
G 0.114 0.087 0.038 0.021 0.021 0.021 0.018 0.020 0.017
B 0.185 0.081 0.066 0.029 0.030 0.029 0.032 0.027 0.025

IP

Agg 0.114 0.077 0.020 0.013 0.014 0.015 0.013 0.012 0.012
R 0.244 0.053 0.095 0.058 0.067 0.079 0.058 0.056 0.060
G 0.223 0.062 0.081 0.034 0.037 0.044 0.034 0.034 0.035
B 0.300 0.054 0.116 0.052 0.061 0.057 0.052 0.048 0.051

N6

Agg 0.230 0.051 0.062 0.034 0.041 0.045 0.034 0.032 0.037
R 0.436 0.227 0.066 0.043 0.048 0.058 0.041 0.044 0.043
G 0.493 0.143 0.096 0.037 0.045 0.049 0.036 0.039 0.039
B 0.624 0.143 0.147 0.046 0.054 0.062 0.045 0.049 0.048

S6

Agg 0.541 0.161 0.050 0.023 0.029 0.036 0.023 0.024 0.025
Agg 0.335 0.092 0.044 0.021 0.024 0.027 0.020 0.020 0.021

Table 6: KL divergence results for each R, G and B channel on sRGB noise modeling task by using the method in EM-1.

Method C2N [11] InvDN [17]
Image-

3C-Const
Image-3C Image-96C Latent-96C Full-NIN CFG-NIN

R 11.55 3.823 0.245 0.230 0.164 0.117 0.112 0.128
G 10.80 4.116 0.155 0.146 0.261 0.128 0.204 0.092
B 14.00 3.464 0.189 0.091 0.104 0.071 0.122 0.108

G4

Agg 8.970 3.360 0.154 0.105 0.093 0.072 0.083 0.071
R 18.48 2.112 0.122 0.151 0.107 0.070 0.080 0.071
G 20.10 1.894 0.053 0.089 0.306 0.123 0.149 0.153
B 28.25 1.966 0.116 0.104 0.163 0.098 0.063 0.051

GP

Agg 18.54 1.793 0.068 0.087 0.112 0.066 0.057 0.067
R 3.472 5.172 0.278 0.234 0.248 0.131 0.144 0.127
G 4.126 6.635 0.215 0.122 0.153 0.124 0.366 0.164
B 10.24 6.967 0.237 0.214 0.331 0.200 0.288 0.206

IP

Agg 3.070 5.483 0.176 0.149 0.130 0.099 0.145 0.106
R 41.99 9.331 0.119 0.226 0.163 0.065 0.113 0.085
G 48.97 4.344 0.248 0.165 0.251 0.152 0.420 0.142
B 55.17 5.861 0.148 0.121 0.179 0.134 0.100 0.078

N6

Agg 38.69 5.806 0.094 0.118 0.102 0.061 0.076 0.047
R 44.81 7.820 0.231 0.327 0.355 0.275 0.283 0.283
G 52.38 3.907 0.170 0.248 0.350 0.243 0.389 0.161
B 63.02 5.287 0.130 0.206 0.240 0.174 0.156 0.153

S6

Agg 45.29 5.261 0.120 0.184 0.208 0.156 0.161 0.151
Agg 14.06 5.204 0.048 0.065 0.071 0.062 0.063 0.055

Table 7: KL divergence results for each R, G and B channel on sRGB noise modeling task by using the method in EM-2.
The results are multiplied by 102 for better readability. The best and second best methods are in red and blue , respectively.
Due to the dragging artifacts, Image-3C-Const is excluded from the ranking.

NAF [6] and Restormer [28] as the denoisers. The training curves on the left-hand side of Fig. 15- 16 represent how
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Figure 15: PSNR curves of the denoisers trained with real
noise and different synthetic noise in sRGB space. Left:
PSNR vs. training step. Right: PSNR vs. testing step.

well the denoisers fit the distribution of synthetic noise. The
testing curves on the right represent the denoising perfor-
mance on real noisy images. We use the denoisers trained
with real data as the reference and plot its training and test-
ing curves together with the synthetic ones. The PSNR
Gap [27] is described as the difference between the per-
formance of the denoisers trained on the real and synthetic
data when denoising the real noisy images, which is visu-
ally demonstrated in the right-hand side of Fig. 15- 16.

We provide the quantitative PSNR Gaps in Table 8-9.
As shown in Table 8, our models achieved minimum PSNR
Gaps on both denoisers in sRGB space, indicating the dis-
tribution generated by CFG-NIN is closer to the real one. In
rawRGB space, our models show comparable performance
with SOTA method N2N Flow [19], as shown in Table 9.

To keep consistent with Table 4 in the main paper,
we provide the denoising performance of NAF [6] and
Restormer [28] on the SIDD benchmark. As shown in Ta-
ble 10, the denoisers trained with CFG-NIN synthetic noise
achieved better performance than the other two synthetic
methods. Note that the SIDD benchmark contains sev-
eral high ISO contents whose noise distribution is out of
the training set of sRGB Flow [13], which is mentioned in
EM-1 in the main paper. As a result, the performance of
the denoiser trained with sRGB Flow [13] synthetic noise
is affected by the visible color shift under high ISO. As
shown in Table 11, benefiting from the larger training set
(SIDD Full), the performance of denoisers trained with
N2N Flow [19] synthetic noise is closer to real one, which
is consistent with the experiments of PSNR Gaps.
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Figure 16: PSNR curves of the denoisers trained with real
noise and different synthetic noise in rawRGB space. Left:
PSNR vs. training step. Right: PSNR vs. testing step.

Denoiser
(PSNR↑/PSNR Gap↓)

NAF [6] Restormer [28]

sRGB Flow [13] 33.96/6.93 32.55/8.47
DANet [27] 37.96/2.93 37.32/3.70
CFG-NIN

§
39.67/1.22 39.44/1.58

Real 40.89/– 41.02/–

Table 8: PSNR and PANR Gaps of different noise modeling
models in sRGB space. §: the synthetic noise is generated
by the CFG-NIN trained on EM-2.

Denoiser
(PSNR↑/PSNR Gap↓)

NAF [6] Restormer [28]

N2N Flow [19] 52.00/1.15 51.98/1.37
CFG-NIN

§
51.75/1.40 51.47/1.88

Real 53.15/– 53.35/–

Table 9: PSNR and PANR Gaps of different noise modeling
models in rawRGB space. §: the synthetic noise is gener-
ated by the CFG-NIN trained on EM-2.

Appendix F. Inference Details

To synthesize noise on images with arbitrary spatial res-
olution and keep the optimal performance of CFG-NIN, we
tiled the whole image into multiple overlapping 128 × 128
patches. The overlap margin is set to 25 pixels, which can
be adjusted according to the practical use case.



Denoiser(PSNR↑/SSIM↑) NAF [6] Restormer [28]
sRGB Flow [13] 30.20/0.809 28.77/0.772

DANet [27] 34.52/0.910 34.04/0.901
CFG-NIN

§
36.20/0.929 36.13/0.927

Real 37.31/0.943 37.33/0.943

Table 10: Comparison of denoising performance (PSNR
and SSIM) between denoisers trained on real and synthetic
noise in sRGB space. §: the synthetic noise is generated by
the CFG-NIN trained on EM-2.

Denoiser(PSNR↑/SSIM↑) NAF [6] Restormer [28]
N2N Flow [19] 48.32/0.984 48.35/0.984

CFG-NIN
§

47.70/0.983 47.47/0.983
Real 48.50/0.985 48.55/0.985

Table 11: Comparison of denoising performance (PSNR
and SSIM) between denoisers trained on real and synthetic
noise in rawRGB space. §: the synthetic noise is generated
by the CFG-NIN trained on EM-2.

Appendix G. Sampling Strategy in Temporal
Variance Experiments

Temporal variance is a crucial aspect of the noise syn-
thesis tasks, especially for video renoising use cases. As
mentioned in Sec.4.6 in the main paper, we describe the
strategy of collecting a large number of noise samples when
the number of noisy images is limited. For the ground truth
noise samples (labeled Real in Fig. 8 and 9 in the main pa-
per), we first crop one flat patch, where the clean intensity
values are almost the same, to ensure the noise values on
it have similar conditions. Such a patch can be extracted
from a color chart scene (001) in SIDD Full [2]. For each
clean image, SIDD Full [2] provides 150 pairing noise im-
ages, which means for a specific pixel position, there are
150 corresponding noise samples. To enlarge the number of
samples, considering the spatial correlation, we choose pix-
els on the patch with a stride of 10 to ensure the noise values
are independent (as shown in Fig. 10 in the main paper that
noise shows independent characteristics with a stride larger
than 2). As a result, we finally collect N×150 noise values,
where N is the number of sampled positions on the patch.
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Figure 17: The synthesized noisy images and noise maps by CFG-NIN trained according to EM-2 on the sRGB noise
modeling task.
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Figure 18: The synthesized noisy images and noise maps by CFG-NIN trained according to EM-2 on the rawRGB noise
modeling task.
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